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eular Nos. 105 end 106 and 111, Einee lepartment
Urder No. 22 snd Custems Vemorandum Urder Ho. 56 are
merely sdminigtrative Implementeticn end smplificetion
cf zaid eireulars, the asbove crders; in effect, are
considered toc have been sufficlently publiciszed. )

(P-titiunlr further &isputes the legality of in
eluding the 25% margin fee i the tsr base for pur-
poses of asssesement ond colleetion of taxes  He
srgpves that the law, Reyvblic Aet %o, 2609, impcses a
margin fee on the sale of forelign exchange ond since
no much sale is involved in the instant case the same
siorld not be sdded to the tax base in computing his
tax liability,

We agrce with petiticner, Inasmuech as in the
instant case no dollars vent out of the country and
the margin levy of 29£ did net form part of the total
value of the imported cer, we find no cogent reason
for adding the mergin fee to the tax base. ) '

Pinally, petitione; contends that the proper
busis for the computaticon of the !Qodnl import and
compensating taxes "is the sotual, verified and known
purchase price of the car, as sot forth in the come
mercial involice (Exhibit I, page 22 Customs rec.),
subject to u 25 deprecistion allowance and a 20% de-
ductign to determine the wholesale prige."

Amﬂﬂt:'l evaluation of the fimported ecar in
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T laanll Linscsdl om the refundailic sssswfi @5 =y
be = to him and glataw for damages, - oy '@

v amd - from respondent.

It 45 Gwe #ele 15 this Jurialisiss et a Y=
w=ras @ not entiuisd . the paymen: o intere t =
refunds 1 the collect.on was not attended witne .
traviness. (See Col . vs ¥ eto 6. R No. L 1976,
Sept. 26, 1961) In the crse at bar. ' wue not proves
‘aet the co . wvlon v made n bad m—,ﬁ.)

Wi regard. the elaisw fei v attorney's
Toig and costs, 't @ v settled that responden.:
cannot . made ' able for payments thereof (See Simwm
“#e Coll., CTA Case Wo. 337, Feb. 26, 958, lermeni-
gildo Rosales . Coll., €L Cacs Ho. 61y, Marelt 6,
19603 Coll., . Bemi= v, G R. No, = 13656, Peb,

W 19623 Coll, =, Conven:.»s of Fhil, Baptis' Churehu .
G, R. %o. (1897, May 19, 96|, See. ', Fule 142,
fiew fule: of Court). f; :

WHEREPURE . the decision appesied from is modifi~:
woalleinaag e 258 oown fee from the tax base
@ the =pecial import snd compensating ts& .
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Geitlisg e isvelas swiss o« §2,1M,00 5o e wEnikde
vwlne  the impo v ee . ' recomputing o
taxes ‘= accordance  th our deci ony; the respondent
Gesisgioners shall refund = pe.itioner the v s
e te a® overpalld ta=su. Without pronouncement o
L R N

80 ORDERED,

Hardle, July 5, 196b. '
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