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In January, 1952, there arrived in Manila from
Zamboanga City 21 ceses containing varicus merchenw
dise, described as follows)

M-M-iumviﬂm“nﬂu
Mazk « Cif -~ 5 coses various merchandise

mﬂm-nﬂhmﬂutdm-lw

pers of said merchandise weret (1) Ban Lu Yeak, shipe
per of BLY cargoesi (2) Chin Ho Kee, shipper of QK
cargoes; (3) Go Bon Tiong, shipper of GBT cargoes;
and (4) Chus Muat, shipper of CH cargoes. The bills
of lading alsc show thot the goods were consigned to
order, slthough information cbtained by » custome ine

mmmthnﬂqmmi“ﬂh
to cne Mr. Uy, Yellington Building, Regna Regente, Bie-

nondo, Manila, As Mx. Uy did not show wp to claim
the goeds, and as it asppears that there was no one by

that name st the address indicated, the Customs authore
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ities contluded that the alleged consignee is a fice
titious person.

Proceedings for the seizure and forfeiture of
the goods were instituted by the Collector of Cus-
tons of Manila for violation of Section 1363 (m)el
of the Administrative Code and Section 3 of Hepublic
Act No, 1410, because "ne explanation regarding their
lawful importation was available, for in fact none
sppeared as oumer or owners thereof at the time of
inspection.® After due hearing, the goods were de-
clared forfeited in a decision of the Collector of
Customs of Manila ﬁt-ﬂ February 4, 1957, which de-
cision was approved by the Conmissioner of Customs
on February 28, 1957, pursusnt to Section 1381 of the
Administrative Cede.

The petitioner, claiming to be the owner of the
goods, appealed from the decision of respondents.
Counsel for respondents filed a motion to dismiss on
the ground that the petition for review states no
cause of action. The gquestion was resoclved by this
Court in its resolution of November 18, 1957. Ve are
now concemed solely with the guestion whether or not
petitioner is entitled to the recovery of the goods
or of the proceeds of the s-le thereeof,

The parties have submitted 2 stipulation of
focts, as followss

“l. That the articles in question aze

ummmnrmmm-tm

January 2 and 4, 1957, in twenty-one
?;l cases, more p;nuuiu.l
ollows?
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*J 1957 aboard the WV
Mmm& ¥y Voy. 263 under
B/L Meo. 95, hv:h) cases nmarke
ed "BLY' containing *various®
vod st 3600, 00 '-u::::'n Ban
Lu Yeak at Zambosngs City and
consigned to Oxder with -
Ry

ve cases
marked 'CiK', cont '\rm
fous? on of m'

and consigned to Oxder with
destination at Manila.

’ 4, 1957 on boaxd the
m i.lt!l’, VW- Nae ﬂ'
under B/L No, 4, six (6) cases
marked "GAT', containing ‘vare
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3 cases 298 doz. of 7 pes.

HazmonicCa eeoesosecns 447,75
2 cases 227 dozs. Assorted
nw sascscssse 424,70
S ceses 280 & 10 pes.
M w. evseseonsee m’m‘
100 dogse. Plostic cigee ‘
Eotte €8s svssesvssnoes ﬁhm
71 dozs. Cotton socks ..e 5.2
1 case 2400 Ipitation
necklace of
2 strands each ceee m
Total secss m
*4. That the p for the sei-
zure and forfeiture of the articles were
instituted of Cus-
toms of I-Hp under Seizure ldentifica-
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ind inassmuch a8 no one anpesred as laime
ant of said articles, the seizure ond fore
feiture were conducted pule
suant to Section 1381 of the Rewvised Ad-
sinistretive Code and that a copy of the
decision of the respondent Collector of
ﬁutmdmmnkﬂ:lmh
shed posting

mn&nmmzm;

*6e That the said decision of res-
pondent Collector of Custows of Manila
was anrroved by resncndent Commissioner of
Customs on Februazy 28, 195T;

*T« That records of Seizure Identifi-
Tt ohen e e & Eendinte sitaed
were the saccharin, binocular and dolls
shipped Ban Lu Yeak, Chin Mo

26, 1957 which is quoted in paragraph 4 of
the petition for review;

*9, Thet in veply te the said Motien

*11l. That the counsel for the petitione
exr received 2 communication from ondent
Collector of Customs of Manila Bay 9,
1957, which is quoted in parsgrsph 7 of the
Petition for Reviewi and

44

*12, That the &s further sgree to
subrdit further evi at the heaxing of
the case to :h:““m?ﬂ by tht:n
M zr
the knowledge of this Court all

the facts pextinent thereto, mnd necessary
for, the better solution of the guestions
involved in the case.”

93
2,
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ﬂ&.itiomr claims to be the owner of the goods
in question, but no evidence was ryesented to prove
his ownership of or utl§tuthiqood:. On the conie
trazy, he aduitted that the goods were, as shown in
tht bills of lading, shipped by Ban Lu Yeak, Chin
Mo Kee, Go Bon Tiong and Chua liuate Andtluqu-ﬁ
m-tﬂnltgnqduthiudunf the shippese. Neitherxr
does it muﬁnmmwmmﬂm
n' agents or representatives of petitioner in the
shipment of the goods from Zawboanga to Manila. Exe
hibits A te C presented by petitioner in addition
to the stipulaticn of facts do not indicets, direct-
ly or indirectly, that petitioner was the owner of
the goeds,

Mo evidence was algo presented to prove that
the goods were lawfully imsported i te the Fhilippines,
it sppeering that they were isported from abroad.

Fetitioner not having mu-hﬁ his ovmer.
ship of or title to the goods in question and there
being no evidence of the lawful importation of said
goods, the herein appeal is hereby dismissed. With
costs against petitioner.

SO OHDERED,

Manila, HMay 15, 1959

AODRAN . UMALI
mn-m

1 CNCURS
- mﬁﬁ?’n
rresiding “Judge

Associate Judge Augusto M, Luciane did net take pamte.
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