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Petitioner ie the consignee of ene (1) elec
tric renge with four (4) burners, which wes hrought
by the /PS5 *MISAMIS ORIENTAL®, » unit of the Phile
1@“““7. from Japan on September 2, 1994. 1t
was ordered forfeited by the Collector ef Customs
of Menila in s decision rendexed on March 18, 1959.
Upen zppezl to the Conmissieoner of Custems, respon-
dent herein, the decision of the Cellector of Cus-
toms was affirmed.

. The said electric renge and all dutishle mex-
chandise brought by the FS *MISAMIS ORLENTAL® frem
Japan on September 2, 1954 were declared forfeited
for vielations of the Customs Law., With particular
reference teo the said electric renge consigned te
petitioner, the fexfeliture was decreed on twe grounds,
4o wits (1) thet it ie sn unmanifested merchandise
subject te foxfeiture under Section 1362 (g) of the
Administretive Code, and (2) that it 1s net covered
by the requisite consular inveice as required by
Sections 17 and 18 of the Philippine Tariff Act sub- “
ject te forfeiture under Sectiom 1363 (f) of the

same Code.
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This case wss hesrd jointly with the cases of
it. Alex V. Brille, doing business under the name
end style "PNOB Commissary® v. Commissioner of Cus-
toms, C.T.A. Case Ne. 176 snd It (J§) F.S. Intengan,
doing business undex the name and style "Philippine
Navy Officers® Club* v. Commissioner of Customs,
C.T:A. Case Neo. 186. Petitioner did not submit
sny memorandum after the heasring and has relied selely
on the memorsndum attached te his petition fer re-
view.

The first ground relied upon by respendent in
sustaining the decree of forfeiture im this cese -
that the electric nm\u an unmanifested mexchan
dise ~ has been extensively discussed imn our deci-
sion in the case of Lt. Cel. Lecpelde A, Aelunda v,
Comnmissioner of Customs, C.T.A. Ho. 181, Novembex
14, 1956. Ye do met deer it necessary Lo restate
our ppinien on the matter, specially because it
would not affect the result in the Instent case.

The second ground for the forfeifure of peti-
tioner's electric renge is that 4t is not covered
by 8 consular iavoice as required by Sectiens 37
and 18 of the Philippine Tariff /Act. Petitioner op-
parently admits the ahsence of a consular inveice,
or any document in liew thereof, 25 he has not ap-
pealed from that porticn of the decision affirming
the decree of forfeiture on that ground.

vherefore, the decisien o::dui,u the foxfeiture
of the slectric range in question under Sectiem 1363
(£) of the Administrstive Code for failure of
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petitioner teo comply with the requirements of Sec-
tions 17 and 18 of the Philippine Tariff Act is
hexeby affimmed, with costs against petitiener.
SO ORDERED.
Manila, Nevember 14, 1956.
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