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ported at this stage of development. On arriving in this country
they are reheated and placed in the rolling-machine, where they are
rolled or spun into the size and shape adapting them for use for tires·
for locomotive driving wheels or car wheels, and, after being rolled,
the inner and outer surfaces are turned and finished in a lathe. It
seems quite plain to me that when imported these blooms had passed
through an important stage in the progress of manufacture into steel
tires. They were something more than ingots of steel or plain steel
blooms or bars. In the first place, the ingots were cast in a peculiar
shape, and the work which had been expended on them to bring them
from the ingot stage to tire blooms is shown, by the proof, to have
been equal to $10 or $15 per ton, and it was all work for the specific
purpose of making them into steel tires and nothing else. The par.
ticular use to which they were to be applied was indicated from the
first by the shape in which these steel ingots were cast; the work
done not only fitted them for this specific use but it unfitted them, in
a degree, for any other use, and hence I conclude that these steel.tire
blooms were articles of steel partially mannfactured. To use these
blooms for any other purpose, it would undoubtedly have been neces·
sary to undo much of the work which had been done upon them. I
am therefore of opinion that the duty in this case was rightfully
charged.
The case of Downing v. Robertson, unreported, in the Southern

district of New York, referred to by complainant's attorney on the
trial, involved the duties on plain steel blooms where the ingot had
been brought into the shape of planks or slabs by hammering or
rolling and from which railroad bars or bar steel could readily be
rolled, and at the stage where they could be and were readily adapt.
able to any other use for which steel was needed. This case, there·
fore, does not seem to me at all in point for the purpose of settling
the question in these cases.
The issue muat be found in this case for the defendant.
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CtJsToHS DUTms-TAFFETA GLOVES.
Taffeta glove8 containing over 50 per cent. in value of sUk and over 25 per

cent. of cotton are subject to a duty of 50 per cent. ad "aWrltm under the ninth
paragraph of schedule 4.

At Law.
Storck II Schumann, for plaintiffs.
Gen. Joseph B. Leake, Dist. Atty., for defendant.
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B:(..ODGET'1', J. This is a suit to recover back paid by
tiff·s under protest, .on three lots of "Taffeta" gloves, imported by the
plaintiffs in March September, 1882, the amount of duties which
plaintiffs claim was paid in excess of what was rightly chargeable;
being $129.30 in this particular case. The goods in question were
classed by the inspectors as compoaed of silk and cotton, "silk, chief
component of value," and charged with an ad valorem duty of 60 per
cent., under the seventh paragraph· of ,schedule H, section 2504.
The plaintiffs, by the protest, claim that these goods contain 25 per
cent. or over in value' of cotton, and are only dutiable at 50. pet
cent. ad valorem, under the last clause of scheduleH, and the proviso
of section 1 of the act of February 8, 1875, "amendatory of the cus-
toms and revenue law." By that act it is provided "that from and
after the date of the passage of this act, in lieu of the duties hereto-
fore imposed on the importations of the goods, wares, and merchan-
dise hereinafter specified, the following rates of duties shall. be ex-
acted, namely: ... '" '" On all goods, wares, and merchandise
not otherwise herein provided for, made of silk, or of which silk is
the component material of chief 'value, irrespective of the classifica-
tion thereof for duty by or under previous laws, or of their cammer·
cial designation, si:x.typer centum ad valorem: provided that, this
act shall not apply to goods, wares, or merchandise which have, as
a component material therElof, twenty-five per centum, or over, in
value, of cotton, flax, wool, or worsted."
The proof in this case shows without dispute that the gloves in this

case are composed of silk and cotton, and contain over 25 per cent.
of their value in cotton, but silk is the chief component of value; that
is, they contain over 50 per cent. in value of silk. The duty upon
them is therefore not specifically fixed by the act of February 8,1875,
as the proviso in this act takes them out of the 60 per cent. class,
and the only question is, under what law are they dutiable? Plain-
tiffs claim them to be dutiable under the ninth paragraph of schedule
H, while they were charged with duty under the seventh paragraph
of schedule H. The paragraphs in schedule H, upon which the ques-
tions arise, read as follows:
"(7) Silk vestings, pongees, shawls, scarfs, mantillas, pelerines, handker-

chiefs, veils, laces, shirts, drawers, bonnets, hats, caps, turbans, chemisettes,
hose, mitts, aprons, stockings, gloves, suspenders, watch chains, webbing,
, braid, fringes, galloons, tassels, cords, and trimmings, and ready-made cloth-
ing, of !lilk, or of which silk is the component material of chief value, sixty
per cent. ad valorem."
"(9) Manufactures of Silk, or of. which silk is the component material of

chief value, not otherwise provided for, fifty per centum ad valorem."

Since the passage of the act of February 8, 1875, several opinions
constrning it have been given by the att.orney general and secretary
of the treasury. These opinions, are reported in 15 Ope Atty. Gen.
51, and Decisions of Treasury Department for 1875, page 344, and



WttJBON .v.· ,SN. 415

Decisions of the Treasury Department for 1876, page 133; and I infer
that under, the constructionaf the law givet;l. by· these' rulings the
jJractice of the customs officers has been to charge a duty of 60 per
cent. ad valorem on this clas!J ofgoods; on the ground that they are
dpecifically dutiable as "silk gloves, under the seventh paragraph of
schedule H. It seerps to me, however, that there is at least room
for a doubt whether any articles e'Xcept ready-made clothing, com-
posed partly of silk and partly of cotton', and where silk is the chief
component of value, come within the meaning of the seventh para-
graph. It reads, "silk vestings, etc!' until we reach the words, ','ltnd
ready-made clothing of-silk," and then proceeds,"'or of which silk is
a component material of ohief value." . And I .think thl:l fair gram-
matical construction of the sentence limits the application of the
words, "or of which silk is a component material of chief to
"ready-made clothing, 'land. that it was intended that the articles pre-
viously .mentioned in the paragraph, such as "silk vestings," "gloves,"
etc., should be wholly of silk in ordlll':to subject them to the 60 per
cent. ad valorem duty.
But whether Lam right or ,n'Ot as· to the true reading of this seventh

paragraph, I think we must .certainly assume thatc.ongress, hy this
proviso to the first section of ,the act. of 1875, intended that goods
composed of silk and cotton; but which contained 25 per cent. or
over of cotton, shall natbs at· 60 per cent., else the. excep-
tion by the proviso means pQthing. Why eliclude them from. the
clause of the act immediately preceding this .proviso, which makes
oertainclasses of goods dutiable at 60 per cent., and yet by construction
put them back into this. seventh paragrapb, in. schedule H; which
charges them with 60 per cent. ad valurem' It is the duty of
the court to give effect to all the parts of the law, if it can be consist-
ently done; and, inasmuch as did not say by this proviso that
these goods containing 25 percent. or over of cotton should come in free
of duty, we must assume that they were still subject to some duty;
and the natural clause under which they fall, as they are to pay les8
than 60 per cent. ad valorem; is the lastchtuse of schedule a, which
makes them dutiable as "manUfaotures of silk, or of which silk is
the component material of chief value; not otherwise provided for, 50
pet· cent. ad valurem." They certainly respond to this definition,
Itlld I therefore conclude thait they are dutiable under this ninth

of schedule H.
This view seems to me to harmonize the legislation, and give .effect

to /tIl the parts of the act of February 8, "1875, .making itcousistent
with itself and the previous legislQ.tionQf,congress on the subject.
The issue in'this case, Mldth,e that with it, will

be found for the plaintiff.
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CuSTOMS DUTIES-STEABINE.
Stearine is not to be classed as "tallow," but as a '. manufacture of tallow,"

and as such is subject to a duty of 26 per cent.

At Law.
Storck tt Schumann, for plaintiff.
Gen. Joseph B. Leake, Dist. Atty., for defendant.
BLODGETT, J. In February, 1882, the plaintiffs imported two in-

voices of merchandise, entered as "tallow" and dutiable under sched-
ule M of section 2504 of the Revised Statutes. The article so entered
as "tallow" was classed by the inspector as "a manufacture of tallow"
under section 2516, and charged a duty at the rate of 20 per cent.
ad valorem. The plaintiffs paid, under protest, the duty so charged
and bring this suit to recover the difference between the amount paid
at the rate of 20 per cent. ad valorem and what would have been the
amount of the duty on this commodity had it been classed as tallow
and charged with duty at the rate of 1 per cent. per pound, as pro-
vided in schedule M, § 2504. The only question in the case is one
of fact, whether the article imported was tallow or a manufacture of
tallow, and the preponderance of proof, I think, shows quite satis-
factorily that this imported article was steadne, and that stearine is
one of the products resulting from the manufacture of tallow. It is
a hard substance or residuum, left after extracting or pressing the
oil from the tallow, and the proof fully satisfies me that this is
stearine-that it had passed through the process of pressing, and
was, at the time of its importation, a manufacture of tallow, and not
tallow in its natural condition. The plaintiffs' counsel also contends
that this article is entitled to come in under the free list provided
for in section 2505, as "grease for use as soap stock only;" but there
are, as it seems to me, two complete answers to this proposition:
First, that the protest claimed that the article was "tallow" and du-
tiable at 1 per cent. per pound, and he is confined to the case made
by his protest, under section 2931. Second, there is no proof that
this article is "grease for soap stock only." The court perhaps
might, from common knowledp;e, say any fatty substance can be used
in some way for the manufacture of soap, but I cannot say, and cer-
tainly the proof does not aid me in saying, that this stearine is only
used for the manufacture of soaps.
There will be a finding, therefore, for the defendant.


