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in force, and conmsisting of glass disks of various colors and sizes,
colored and cut in imitation of precious stones, and unset, should
have been classified under the provision of that act imposing a duty
of 45 per cent. ad valorem upon “articles of glass, cut, engraved,
painted, colored,” etc., or under the provision imposing a duty of
10 per cent. ad valorem upon “compositions of glass or paste, when
not set” The testimony shows that such articles are sold ag imita-
tion jewelry, and are used as ornaments in the place of real gems.
We think the term “compositions of glass or paste” is reasonably in-
telligible, without resorting to extraneous sources to ascertain its
meaning. The association naturally suggests kindred composi-
tions, such as may be either of glass in the nature of paste, or paste
in the nature of glass; and the only articles which, according to
the testimony, seem to fit that description, are the imitation gems
of glass, commonly known as “paste.” Some additional light, how-
ever, is found upon the meaning of congress in the next succeeding
tariff act (October 1, 1890), in which, in lieu of the provision for a
duty of 10 per centum ad valorem upon “compositions of glass or
paste, when not set,” a like duty is imposed upon “imitations of
precious stones composed of paste or glass, not exceeding one inch
in dimensions, not set.” As the importations are more specifically
described by the provision imposing the 10 per centum duty than
by the other, it is the one under which they should have been
classified. The decision of the circuit court, reversing that of
the board of general appraisers, is affirmed.

OPPENHEIMER et al. v. UNITED STATES.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. February 11, 1895.)
No. 89.

CustoMs DuTiES—CLASSIFICATION—SILE VEILS IN THE PIECE.

Silk veils or veilings in the piece, with borders upon them, and clearly
defined lines between the borders, indicating where they were to be cut
off, Leld to be dutiable at 60 per cent. ad valorem, as “wearing apparel,”
under paragraph 413 of the tariff act of October 1, 1890, and net at 50
per cent. ad valorem, under paragraph 414, as “manufactures of silks
not specially provided for.” Oppenheimer v. U. 8., 61 Fed. 283, affirmed.

Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the South-
ern District of New York, :

This was an application by Oppenheimer & Terry, importers, for
review of a decision of the board of United States general apprais-
ers concerning certain importations of silk veils in the piece made by
them. The decision of the board sustaining the action of the col-
lector was affirmed by the circuit court. 61 Fed. 283, The import-
ers appeal.

Benjamin Barker, Jr., for appellants.
Henry C. Platt, for the United States.

Before WALLACE and LACOMBE, Circuit Judges.
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LACOMBE, Circuit Judge. The goods in question are silk veils
in the piece. They come in rolls several yards in length, but are
ornamented with a succession of borders, each surrounding a portion
of the fabric of a size suitable for a veil. A series of veils are thus
marked out, defined, and designated by these borders, and, although
not separated from each other at the time of importation, are adapt-
ed for no other use than as veils, and only need cutting apart to make

them completed veils, The dividing line of each separate veil is =

plainly indicated, and the fabric can be cut only between the veils
without destroying the design. They are manufactured, adapted,
and intended for veils, and for nothing else.

- The appellants contend that the merchandise is dutiable under
paragraph 414 of the tariff act of 1890, as “manufactures of silk,
not specially provided for.” The collector classified them as wear-
ing apparel, under paragraph 413, which is as follows:

“Par. 413. Laces and embroideries, handkerchiefs, neck rufflings and
rachings, clothing ready made, and arlicles of wearing apparel of every de
scription, including knit goods, made up or manufactured wholly or in part
by the tailor seamstress or manufacturer, composed of silk or of which

gilk is the component material of chief value, not specially provided for
sixty per cent. ad valorem,” etc.

The merchandise imported in this case is clearly within the itali-
cized portion of this paragraph. It is made up “in part,” the opera-
tion of making up having progressed so far that it is easy to identify
the particular article of wearing apparel it is to Ye, and the materials
out of which it is made being rendered, so far as the evidence
shows, practically useless for any other purpose. In this respect
it differs from In re Mills, 56 Fed. 820, where the hemstitched lawns
were as well adapted for use as window curtains as they were for
women’s skirts and aprons. Veils are manifestly wearing apparel,
and these goods, being veils which only need to be cut off from the
piece in order to be ready for use, were properly classified for duty
as such.

The decision of the circuit court is affirmed.

HENDERSON v. UNITED STATES.

{Clrcuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. January 9, 1895.)
No. 56.

CustoMs Duries—TARIFF AcT 1890 — FREE LI1ST — THEATRICAL PROPERTIES—
PArT OWNER.

Theatrical costumes imported by one of two joint owners, for thelr
joint use in the production of a theatrical burlesque, are not subject to
duty (Tariff Act 1890, par. 686), upon the ground that they were imported
for another person as well as for the one arriving with them.

Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the South-
ern District of New York.

This was a protest of Wemyss Henderson against the imposing, as-
sessing, and paying of any duty upon certain theatrical costumes



