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Iuil 1l'an'lpp!l1.!IDM'thl decision ol r-lpcnﬁ;
- eat Cousissioner of uultm; dated April l%, 1970,
. affipslog thet of the Collsctor of Custows of lenila
S ip Jdn;.l.nuiuuv. Cu@ hﬁ-_ M&ﬂ {Eui‘tun Case hn.'
'975), lupesing an sesinistrative fine of #2,0U0.00 -
-on the vessel M8 '*!uw for cl?i‘ym wifostod
cargoe ;u vicliatiun of a-aiiun 1605 ir the Tariff and
- Custons Code, in relation Lo Section 25:'41 thereci,
éuiitinnnr, a dosestle corpurativm, is the
iuanl :hiﬁ agent eof the vlunsl'la Tageytaye Om July
'-15, 1967, ¥5 Tagaytay, mu Custuss Hegistry Nos
‘mn. Voyege Lo 25=a, arrl.vwi sl the rori uf .a:.ua"
ﬂﬂﬂilyh.. :lu:parm lu;nct. upnn mniuuuz. by
L ! ot naltmi lutnariuu, i ns ﬂumm t.h:t - pﬂniur.
of sala huius, mutm nr coe (1) m- of rayva
3 and esotton mu, ‘was not nntnnd ir the Inwerd
. ' ' :Funxgn Hanifest submitted by saiu vessess, ireti-
© ticsery by vay of explaiaing its failure te sni-
.fut .uidi cargu, wrote tue c;umncr.\uf Custons a
letter, dated Cetober 24, 196/, alleging the followe
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Tie sole lssue invelved here is whether or not
the sdeioistrative fine of ¥i,000.0U imposed en the
vessel Nﬁ T:xlytij is in eccordance with lawv.

:&titia:-r questions the icmality of the imposi-
tiun of the sduinistrative fine un the vessel 5 Tagay-
tay on Lhe ground, saong others, (a) that the feilure
tc marifest ithe cargo was uuu'tu'un hUunst,trfur withe-
oLt lraudulent 1htant; (b) that responuent fulled to
present procl of fraud on the part of petiticner; and
(0) that the smendsent to the inward foreign menifest,.
uﬁien vas latap on ap,reved Ly the 3uresu of Customs,
cured all defocts founs in Lhe or.ginel saniflests

The dtgun'nfi reiseu by petitioner tv deleat the
lupositicn of the admiuistrative fine have al‘rumh,,r been

1

brussed aslde by this Court in numerous cases,” une of

whieh 1s the cuse of Sverett Steanship Corporation vs.
Comuissloner of Customs, CTA Cese Wos 1960, iusdat 25,

1971,% vherein we heldi

Tiat tuere was govu faith in the vunip~
sion t¢ manifest cargo may be sdmitted, But
good feith Iin the failure to ineliude cargo
1. ship's manifest does not relieve the vesse.l
from ahilit: ander dectien asal of the !qutt
and Custuns Codas
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lﬂalpcﬂil Gensrasl) ae Tgbacos de Filipinas vs,
CGomn, 02 Castoms, CTA Case Yo, 193,, Feb. 26, 1971
Hacondray & Coey InGe v8. “Yomne ol Lustons,lTh Case
Hoe 1911, April au. 19703 Macondray & Coeglne, vse
Gunm, of Ghit“u, Cla b‘“ hpcl?Sbl“ﬂt 4 l%)‘
Suith Bell & Co, 1!1!:. va.Comn, of hHJMM,CTﬂ "-'I.I.F
Hess 1720 & 19&1, July 22, 1969%.

2 . .
Certiorari m‘a. 1.n uolllﬂ- l.-j"tl“,ﬂﬁt.?,l??l-

-+ 180



H[\'luhltfh -. . .. '
CTA CABE KUGe 2138 - 'P_ P

v

Will regard to petiiloner's claim that the suend-

o GBRL of ihe Griglnal ninirtat cured alili its'fduits and

uerictu, we - qunt. velow our tpxnxun on wuls pnint in

the cese alsg nt hnnandray & Coe Vo conmiasionnr of cux-
LONSy Uelens M0 1930, becs 27, 1965, cert. denied In
Gofie ¥us Lmgl599, Febs 10, 19708 )

Fetitioner contends tust a eclirical eFrer .

wes eomaitted-in goud fellh Llu vhe preparetion

" wl the wanlfest; and wien respuondent ailoysd
tne asendment to the usnifest pursuant to dec-
tdum 1005 of the Terifl s Cusivss Code, tha
sane had the effect of euring or rescving all
the defects of the origical wanlfests. in sLort,
the zernel of petilloner's contention is that
the lisblilty of She vessel for cwrrylng unaanle
feuted esrge was viped out hy the amordment to
the Ml—lf‘ptl :

. e are ;L-D‘l- at ell 1&.‘9“!#51 with t 4s ine
teryrevation of the liaw oy ptnlo;.uh

'I'mrc is vo dispute taat thl four (&) car-

tors of eleetricel parts were not cuvered
the inward forelgn menifest of ME “"Fernvi
as reguired by Jectlon 1uUH of tue Tarifl ‘d
Cucstoues Code, 7To suablie petitioner to take
gslilvery of ine enlise shaipaent of six (6)
carions, Hr. Ge dsis, M-n.i.:ut Clers, Jdarine
dntry Processiog vivislon, Bureau of (ustoas,
required toe ssendvent Lo t.hl inwerd foreign
marifesl upon disecvering thaev the auwber of

- carvons of electpical parts declaresd ia the .
entry cover the disputed shipuent was four(d)

-eartons aore what were @eclared in the ori--
gluel inward fmuu manlfest of the subject Ves-
.‘1! p ¢ _m o e F4L
34 .Jrrmmvnﬂn idi
tmmuﬁrmﬂm#m X
,_,_.:..‘.,:
L-u-l wons Coda, y 18 80 elogs and expli-
¢ll wten il co & avery; veskel from a

foralgn pbrt Lo have on board a complete mgni-
fest ol all har eerjc. Xon-observanee of this
impapet.ve obliigatien subjecis & vessel 0.
e adulinistrative penalty under Section
2521 of the saue Codes The law pekes no

. exeapticn and suy Ithl:t te raad omne into
the statlute would be comtrary o the spirit

- a8 weli ap Lhe eclear langudge cof the aforesaid
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provigions. (See Smith bell & co.,Ine. Ve
Comm, of Custoss, CJ'.A, Cases lios. 1728 &
191, July <2, 19&9; Compaliiim Gral. dn  aba~
- cos de Filipiunas ¥, Comsiey CT.A. KO, 19 199
Febe 26y 19/1, cort. den, in h.R. ho. Lr}jjuu,
ipril 1h, 1571
. Gwmrm;, I;awnr, ble eireur.namu BUPT Junde
ing the cese, we baileve th-t & £1nn of #500.00s1a lieu
of #2,000,00, would be an adecuate penaity for the offense.
H'Eﬂhfdﬂh, the deedsion appnnlnd frea 15 uurcb:
wodified by reducing the gaount of tone line £ros PEDU0.~
00 to #500.00 With costs sgainst potitianar.'
. 6u WEEB.

. Quegon City, June 30U, 1972,

Presiding Juuge

We Cenecucy

| /@'ﬁﬁm Re ALVAREZ
hssoclate Judge /

RAMUN Lo AVAKCERA

Atsoeleve Judse
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