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'm:__;_ﬂt for table use,
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The corn syrup proourod in this country is likewise uﬁﬁg

for table use, and uooordingly has no retail urket beuuu of the faot that 1t ise

very hony and not po.rtioult.rly appetizing in tuto. The process of mixing molasses

and syrup causes the augar in themolauu to rmin in suspension 1.:1 the i"«anmli:ing=

liquid due probably to the wight of the corn syrup. The action of benzoate of
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soda retards tho.actipn of,fement_ati'on baoteria and the application of heat destroys

e L

such bdoteria as are contnimd"h} the two syrups, whioch may be d#utroyed by heat,

The ruult of this operntion of mixing these two syrups thereforo
is that Egerton Brotherc tako two produots, neither of whioh hu a market for table
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use, and opens a new market by mixing those two products together,

It 1s not practical to offer for rotail use either Barbados
molasses or corn syrup in their natural form. The only way in wioh this market ocan

be oponed for these produots is by mixing thm and ulling the mixture, -

-

Due to the faot that thia oonpumr to.kol the two syrups in question,

™

and by their operation opens a new market, 11; h my 0p1nion that the result of their
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I'oporation can be termed a manufacturing oporation. ‘rho product of that operation

- has prOportiu vhioh neither of the original ingredion’cs hul before nixing and
l

has a market open to mithor before the oporation. It is acoordingly my oonolusion

that E;orton Brothora is entitled to a mamufacturers! oxoiiption for the n@ohimry

and raw materiald used in the production of the table syrup made at their plant

I may, however, add tl'nt.tho'm_u of Qitium & Marine Bank vs,

Mason, 2 F’ed._znd Series 852,—, indicates a view oonﬁ-uy to this opinion. ﬂnt case

erose in the bmh-nptoy of e bottling conpany whioh bunght syrups, coﬂ:imd the
same vith urbomtod ntor, and botteled the nmlting produot for ulo. In th‘t case
, 4

the Cirouit Courl: of Lpp-ulc for this oircuit held that the operation dnoribcd was
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,; not a nmraoturing opontion. I do, hmﬂr, ﬂolion that under the h.ryhnd cases
,.:" 5

pu'tiouhrly tho,_s_lg'_im this oporatic?"ould be hgld to be manufacture by the
h’l’hnd Court of Appulc. e Saema |
< s s e ORI
Eonvu-, 1«! tho Appul Tax Court u-he- to ro-opon the quntion -
A8 to tlu. ohu of Muctry. this case would bo a luitlblo one on whioh to‘buo L
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