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UNITED STATES v. SNOW’S U. 8. SAMPLE CO.
(Circuit Court, 8. D. New York. January 38, 1896.)
No. 1,109.

CusToMs DUTIES—CLABSIFICATION—LOORING-GLASS PLATES.

Small circular and concave looking-glass plates, with holes through the
center, for mounting as physicians’ mirrors. were dutiable as “looking-
glass plates," under paragraph 116 of the act of 1890, and not as “thin-
blown glass * * * and all other manufactures of glass * * * not
specially provided for,” under paragraph 108.

This was an appeal by the United States from a decision of the
board of general appraisers in respect to the classification for duty
of certain merchandise imported by Snow’s U. 8. Sample Company.

James T. Van Rensselaer, Asst. U. 8. Atty.
Albert Comstock, for defendant.

WHEELER, District Judge. This importation is of small cir-
cular and concave looking-glass plates, with holes through the cen-
ter, for mounting, as physicians’ mirrors, and bave been assessed
for duty under paragraph 116 of the tariff act of 1890, which im-
poses a duty by the square foot on “looking-glass plates.” The gov-
ernment insists that they should be assessed under paragraph 108,
which imposes a much higher duty on “thin-blown glass * * *
and all other manufactures of glass * * * not specially pro-
vided for.” No limit of smallness, planeness, and continuity of sur-
face is fixed by the description in paragraph 116; but it applies to all
looking-glass plates, with mention of sizes for fixing the rate of duty
only. These plates are manufactures of glass, and would fall under
paragraph 108 were they not specially provided for as looking-
glass plates under paragraph 116; but, as they are so specially pro-
vided for there, they are, in express terms, excluded from 108. Judg-
ment affirmed.

JAFFRAY et al. v. UNITED STATES.
(Circuit Court, S. D. New York. February 5, 1896.)
No. 517.

CusToMs DUuTIES—CLASSIFICATION—VYELVET RIBBONS.
“Velvet ribbons,” having no selvedge, but merely a finished edge, were
dutiable under the description “all manufactures of silk, or of which silk
is the component material of chief value,” contained in paragraph 414
of the act of 1890, and not as “pile fabrics,” under paragraph 411, which
includes “plushes” and ‘velvets,” and “other pile fabrics.”

This was an appeal by E. 8. Jaffray & Co., importers of certain
velvet ribbons, from a decision of the board of general appraisers
sustaining the action of the collector of the port of New York, in
respect to the classification of the merchandise for duty.

D. 1. Mackie, for importers.
J. T Van Rensselaer Asst. U. S, Atty.
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COXE, District Judge (orally). The appellants imported articles
which, upon the undisputed testimony, are known as velvet rib-
bons. I understand it to be conceded on the part of the district
attorney that nobody in the ribbon trade ever heard them referred
to as pile fabrics. They were assessed for duty by the collector
under paragraph 411 (Act 1890) of the silk schedule, unquestionably
under that clause of the paragraph which refers to ‘“other pile
fabries.” The importers insist that they should be assessed under
‘ paragraph 414, which provides for “all manufactures of silk, or
of which silk is the component material of chief value.” The ques-
tion, then, is whether or not the velvet ribbons nnported are pile
fabriss. ~In construing that paragraph we must have in view what
was understood in the trade at the time that the tariff act was
passed. There is no dispute, as I understand the evidence, that
the terms “velvets” and “plushes” relate exclusively to goods vary-
ing from 15 to 52 inches in width, and having upon their edges a
wide selvedge, that is, a comparatively wide selvedge. The counsel
have not alluded to it, but it seems to me that the doctrine of
ejusdem generis has some application to this case. It being ad-
mitted that the first and second articles enumerated in the para-
graph reldate to these wide fabrics, it would seem probable that
congress intended by “other pile fabrics” to provide for other similar
pile fabrics, that is, wide piece goods having selvedge edges. That,
in connection with the testimony, which I think tends to establish the
proposition that the term “pile fabrics” does mean such piece goods,
inclines the ¢ourt to adopt the construction of the importers. It will
be a forced construction to wrénch the clause in question from its ob-
vious association with fabrics of a totally different character and
make it cover such small articles as were imported in this case, I
think it is also true that in no event can this paragraph cover a pile
fabric unless it be a pile fabric having a selvedge. The weight of testi-
mony isg to the effect that the velvet ribbons in this case have not
what was known to the trade and commerce of this country as a
selvedge. They have a finished edge, but I understand that the wit-
nesses substantially agree in saying they have not a selvedge edge,
certainly not such a selvedge as was understood by the importers and
large dealers in these articles at the time the tariff act was passed.
Therefore, the court must hold that these velvet ribbons are not pile
fabrics having a selvedge edge. This being so, they would be properly
classified under paragraph 414.

The decision of the board of appraisers is reversed.

DUCAS v. UNITED STATES.
(Clrcuit Court, 8. D. New York. February 4, 1896.)
No. 1,790.

CusToMs DUTIES—CLASSIFICATION— YV ERDIGRIS,
By the words “verdigris or subacetate of copper,” In paragraph 749 of
the act of 1890, all merchandise which is known as verdigris, even though
it be not subacetate of copper, was placed upon the free list.



