ES80 OTANDARD BALTERE
1. (Formerly nmh:

versus CTA CABE WO, 1667

DRCISIGN

This 1s sn appeal from a decision of the
respondent Conmissioner of Custome affirming
the decision of the Collector of Customs, Air-
port Customshouse, in Alrpert Protests Nes. 10,
11, 12, 15, 16 and |7, holding the petiticner
lisble for the special import tax in the totsl
sum of #779,62 on eertain articles imported by
it and covered by Informal “atries Sos. 837601,
838203 838202, 839772, ELO195 and Bh0k37.

The following are the pertinent facts
stipulated and submitted by the parties:
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PRTISINN -
CTA Caf® HO. 166

the Tollowing assigmments of Fr-
rarss

#y. The Collegtor of
Customs erred in sssuming
that protestant iz clais-
mg exenption under He-

140 M! o, 139% which
vaes repealed by Hepublie
Aot leo, 2357.

*“I /. The Collector of
Customs erred in statl
that neither H A, No, 1
nor R.A, 2352 designates
the special import tax as
custoss duty ner treats the
same as & duty.

"I111. The Collector of
Customs erred in stating
that Artiecle 103 of R.A.
No. 386 does not apply teo
the case at 'lur "

2 oopy of whieh sppears on pages 110
120 of the Bureau of Customs i:eurdu

%, That the Commissioner of
cuu- on March 19, 1965 nmm
his decision eon ﬂu{m Caze lNo.
705 (Adrport Protests fes. 10, 11,
12, 15, 16 snd 17) & the
deeision of the Collectar Cus-
toms dated February 16, 1962,
duroltiu pertion of which resds

"WHEREFORE, the deeision
@ puhl from 18 hereby af-

“80 GRDERED,"

a copy of which appears on
121-126 of the Bureau of 0:::
flecordsy

titianer Fiint e s m’iu-nt
onep
ommissioner of Customs fts Metion






















DRECISION -
CTA CASE KC. 661

3

two statutes with a paralle scope, purpose and
terminology chould, eech in its own field. have

ke nterpretation, umless in perticular
instances there is something peculiar .. the
question under conaideration (50 im. Jur. 343).
The intention of the legislature to p.ace the
“peeial import tax as similar to or the sawe with
customs duty 1s therefore made more evident when
it copied almost verbetim from Section 201 of the
Tariff and Customs Code the provisions of Zegction
3 of Republie ict No. 39%. ) |

( Likewige, the historical background of the
tern “customs duty” as used in ipticle 03 of
the Fetrolewm Let of 949 is another index that
the special import tax as used in the Special
Import Tox law is essentially a customs duty.
The terms "duty” and "guatoms duty" used in the
Laurel=Langley ~greement were alse used in the
Ixeautive /greesent of 1946, entered into between
the goveraments of the Phdlippines and the United
States pursuant to the Fhilippine Trade Act of
1946, The Executive Agreement of 1946 as modified
by the Laurel lLangley Agreement gontemplated two
concepts of “customs duty. . Uectiocns & and § of
Artiele I thereof define the term “customs duty"
or "duty" in a brosd sense as to ineclude "taxes,












PECISION -
CTA CA"E NO,. 661

7 | |
WURREFORE, the judgment appealed from is
hereby reverssd. and respondert is ordered to
refund to petitioner the sum of #779.62. ¥With-
out costs.
S0 ORDEWFD,
Jueson City, September 30, 1967.
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