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white men should be jurors. The following authorities are decisive
of this matter adversely to the applicant: Virginia v. Rives, rd. 315,
320--322,333; Neal v. Delaware, 103 U. S. 387; U. S. v. Harris, 106
U. S. 639, 1 Sup. Ct. 601; Civil Rights Cases, 109 U. S. 11, 3 Sup.Ot.
18; Ex parte Harding, 120 U. S. 782,7 Sup. Ct. 780; In re Wood, 140
Uh S. 278, 11 Sup..Ct. 738; In re King, 51 Fed. 435, and authorities
therein cited. The case of Andrews v. Swartz (recently decided hy
the supreme court of the United States, Feb. 4, 1895) 15 Sup. ct.
389, is in point. I therefore decline to issue the writs.

UNITED STATES v. BENNET.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. January 9, 1895.)

No. 55.

CuSTOMS DUTIES-CLASSIFICATION-RAW ANGORA GOAT SKIN.
Raw Angora goat skins, with the hair on, being for all commercial pur-

poses undressed fur skins, it being unprofitable to separate the hair from
the skin and to use the hair as wool, cannot be classified as "wools on
the skin," under Act Oct. 1, 1890, par. 387, but are free of duty, under
paragraph 588, as fur skins "not dressed in any manner." Paragraph (i05.
which provides for the free entry of such skins without the wool, does
not imply that, with the wool on, they are dutiable.

Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the South-
ern District of New York.
This was an application by Henry Bennet, importer of certain

Angora goat skins, for a review of the decision of the board of goen-
eral appraisers sustaining the decision of the collector of the port
of New York as to the rate of duty on such merchandise. The cir-
cuit court reversed the decision of the board of general appraisers.
The United States appealed.
Charles Duane Baker, Asst. U. S. Atty.
Wm. B. Coughtry (Stephen G, Clarke, of counsel), for importer.
Before WALLACE, LACOMBE, and SHIPMAN, Circuit Judges.

SHIPMAN, Circuit Judge. In the year 1891, the appellee, Henry
Bennet, imported into the POl't of New York an invoice of raw An-
gora goat skins with the wool or hair on. The appraiser classed
the hair upon the skins as "Class 2 Mohair," under paragraph 377
of the tariff act of October 1, 1890; and the collector, adopting this
classification, assessed duty upon the estimated weight of the hair
upon the skins, at the rate of 12 cents per pound, under the pro-
visions· of paragraph 387 of the same act, which provides that
"wools on the skin shall pay the same rate fS other wools, the quan-
tity and value to be ascertained under such rules as the secretary
of the treasury may prescribe." If the merchandise was properly
dutiable as wools or hair, the rate of 12 cents per pound was prop-
erly assessed thereon as wool or hair of the second class, under
paragraphs 377 and 384 of the act of October 1, 1890. The imponel'
protested that his goods were entitled to free entry, under the pro-
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visiQns of paragraph 588 of the same act, which places in the free
list "fur skins of all kinds not dressed in any manner." The col-
lector's decision was affirmed by the board of general appraisers,
and their decision was reversed by the circuit court.
Raw Angora goat skins, with the wool on, are used exclusively

as fur skins, and for no other purpose than as fur. It is not profit-
able to separate the hair from the skins, and to use the hair as
wool. They are for all commercial uses undressed fur skins, and
while they are also, literally, undressed wool skins, or skins with
the wool 6n, their classification for tariff purposes should not be
under the head of "wools," because practically they are not such.
While bearing the name of "wool," they are not the wools to which
the wool schedule relates, and it is too close an adherence to liter-
alism to classify them as something which they are not. The board
of general appraisers recognized this difficulty, but were of the
opinion that paragraph 605, which provided for the free entry of

Angora goat skins without the wool, implied that the same
class of skins with the wool on was dutiable. A raw goat skin
without the wool is expressly within the paragraph which relates
to hides which are to be tranformed into leather. A goat skin
with the wool is a different article, and its commercial character-
istics are accurately described in paragraph 588. The two para-
graphs relate to different subjects, and from the legislative intent
in regard to the duty upon hides no inference can be drawn as to
the intent in regard to the duty upon unmanufactured furs. The
decision of the circuit court is affirmed.

UNITED STATES v. LEGGETT et aL
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. January 9, 1895.)

1. CUSTOMS DUTIES-CLASSIFICATION - GLASS JARS AS COVERINGS FOR ROQUE-
FORT CHEESE.
Small glass jars without necks, having straight inside walls and metal

tops, are not unusual coverings for Roquefort cheese, within the mean-
ing of Act June 10, 1890, § 19, providing that unusual coverings of mer-
chandise shall be subject to an additional duty at the rate to which the
same would be subject if separately imported; nor can they be classified
as bottles or bottle glassware, under paragraph 103 of the Act of Octobee
1, 1890.

2. SAME-CONSTRUCTION OF STATUTE.
The first clause of Act Oct. 1, 1890, declaring that, unless otherwise

specially provided for, there should be levied upon all imported articles
mentioned in the schedules the rates of duty respectively prescribed in
such schedules, is not sufficiently definite to suggest that congress intended
a reconstruction of the tariff system in regard to usurel coverings of goods
subject to a specific duty, so as to make glass jars, which otherwise would
be entitled to free entry as usual coverings for Roquefort cheese, dutiable
under paragraph 104, relating to glassware not specially provided for.

This was an application by the United States for a review of
the decision of the board of general appraisers reversing the de-
cision of the collector of the port of New York as to the rate of
duty on certain glass jars containing Roquefort cheese, imported


