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28300a). (f) and (1)1 of the mame Code and
ordering the forfeiture of the said vessel and its
Cargo.

There is no substantial dispute on the facts
as stated in the decision of the District Collector
of Customs ot Iloilo and as adopted in the decision
of respondent Commissioner of Customs, to wit:

The M/T "ULU WAI" entered FPhilippine
territorial waters and on May 14, 1986
anchored at  the vicinity of Guiuvanon
Island which is under the territorial

Jurisdiction of the Fort of Iloilo,
without notifying the Iloilo Customs

authorities. The presence of the vessel
anly cams to the kpowledge of the Iloilo
Customs authorities by information

furnished by «ivilian informers in  the
area.

Acting  on the  said information,
Collector Gil E. NArmads, Acting Disbrict
Collector of Tloilao, dispatehed a Costome
Team on May 19, 1984 1o vevdify  the
revpor .

The Customs Teaam contir med the
presence of the vessel and found out that
she was loaded with 1,100 metric tons of
gas il and 1,000 metric tons of focl
oil. A tugboat M/T7 "Cathead”" and a barge
"Semirara No. 8104" were alongside the
vessel .

lLikewise, the Customs Team found out
that the vessel did not have on board the
required ship‘s and shipping documents,
except for a clearance from the port
authorities of 8Singapore clearing the
vessel for “Zamboan".

ey
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In view thereof, the vessel and

its

cargo was held and a Warrant of Selrure
and Detention over the same was issued,

after due investigation.

Liknwise, in the course  of

the

hearing, the plaintiff and defendants

thru counsels agreed on a stipulation

facts which were duly approved by
hearing officer.

of
1 he

The facts stipulated are as follows:

1. That the sxistence and identily
of M/T "ULU WATY, subject of
GI1-2-84, bherein ddentified as
Exh. "A"y is admitted;

2. That the existence and identity

of 1,100 metric tons of

ganm

mil, subject of ST 2860,

herein identified as Fuh,
iz admitted;

l'}3 il .

. That the existence and identity
of 1,000 metric tons of  fusl
oil, subiject of G286
herein identified e ity

"E-1Y, is admitteds;

4. That NV T [ETAR
Singapore May 6, 1984 and

1

eft

Wash

cleared by Singapore customs
authorities for 7Zamboanga,

Fhilippines;

4. That subject vessel arrived at
Guivanon Island, Municipality
of Nueva Valencia, Sub-province
of Guimaras, Frovince of
Iloilo, Fhilippines, about
1120HRS, May 14, 1986;

b, That subject vessel was boarded
by Customs and Immigration

authorities for the first time
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in  the afternoon of lay 19,
1986, at about 1AOOHIRS;

7. That an apprehonsion report
dated May 21, 1984, submitted
by the Team Leader of the
Customs and Immigration Team,
Roberto Intrepido, marked and
identified an Exh. "c" is
admitted;

8. That at the time of bbarding,
the Master of subject vessel
could  npot  produce any ship
and/or shipping documents
regarding her cargo ouxcept the
Fort Clearance Uertificate No.
179999 issued by the Fort of
Singapore Authority dated’ May
4, 1986, mardked as  [FExh.  "D"
which is hereby admitted;

. That on HMay 26, 1786, the
Master of the M/T " WATY
Capt. Romeo E. Deposa filed a
Marine Frotest dated same date,
which Marine Frotest, marked
and identified as Exh. "E", is
hereby admitted;

10, That the sworn statement of
said Capt. Nomeon E. Deposa,
marked and identified as Exh.
"F', given on May b, 1986

bhefore Atty. Hernando
Hinojales, Customs Legal

Dfficer, is admitted;

ii. That the sworn statement of Mr.

Antonio Torres, Owner’ s
representative of M/T UL

WAI", marked and identified as
Exh. "G given before Atty.
Hernando Hinojales on May 28,
1986, is admitted;
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12. That the sworn statement of
Wilfredo Lumagpas, HMaster of
M/T "Cathead" given before L.t.
Dennis Azarraga on June 4, 1986
marked and identified as Exh.
"H", is admitted;

17 That the existence of Fixture
Mote No. FN-M-86-0353-41 entered
into by and between the
National Stevedoring &

l.ighterage Corporation and the
Far East Synergy Corporation,
marked and identified as FExh,
"I", is admitted; and

14. That the Freliminary Report of
Survey Sounding Report dated
June 17, 1986, signed by J.F.
Fiad, Surveyor of Interport
Surveying Services, ITnc. and
duly attested by Ernesto Cutay,
Chief QOfficer of the M/T UL
VIAIY, marked and identified as
Exh. "J" is also admibtted,

Likewism, the records show  that  after the
governmaent had rested its case on Hoptember L, 1986
in the consolidated seizuwre procesdings (Seizure
ITdentification No. 2-86 for the vesacel »and Seizuwre
Identification HNo. 2-86-A for the carqgo) which
were instituted on May 30, 19846 and jointly heard
initially on July 7, 1986, petitioner Feeder
International Line FTE, Ltd., owner/claimant of the

vessel "ULU WAIY and its cargo, filed a "Motion To

Dismiss and To Quash Warrants of Seizure and

Pt e N ¥
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Detention" on December 3, 19@6 on Lhe ground that
the government failed to establish thr enistence of
probable cause on the basis  of the evidenoce
presented, but said motion was denied by the
District Collector of Customs of Ileilo on Decomber
12, 1986,

Consequently, on January 1% and 20, 1987,

petitioner presented its evidenoce consiziing of the
testimonies of MW.‘W;IQDH lbim, Fresident of Feosder
International (Fhils.), Inc. and Captain  Romeo
Deposa, Master of the vessel M/T7 "ULY WAI" and
Exhibits "1, ©2", "IZ", "IZ-av, "I-wt, "E-CU, "4n,
"4t "A4-R", M40, MG, AT, TN 8T and YT to
astablish the defense that the vessel MAT U"ULTE WATY
drifted to Guiuvanon Island, Gooimen oo, lTloilo, "in
distress" and that her cargo of g3 oil and fuel
were covered by the necessary ﬁhi(q)hwg dociumants,
namely:
1. l.ocal Furchase gy dated
April 28, 1986 Iessued by Fogumn
Construction SDN - EBEHD with offices at

Fogun House, Tuanon Road, kota Kinabalu,
Sabah, East Malaysia. (Exh. 2)

2. Rill of Lading issued on May 5,
1?86 by Feeder Intermnational Il.ine FTE,
Ltd., with address at 10 Anson Road,
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International Flaza. Singapore, covering
the shipment in bulk 2,100 tons of gas
il and fael oil, with Far FEast Synerqgy
Corporation, Zamboanga, Fhilippines, as
the 'Jn%ignwe; and  Sabhah as the Fort of
Discharge and Singapore as the porbt of
loading . (Exihs. 5, 3-0 & 2-0)

Ha The wmanifest containing @ the
details of the shipment and that Feedar
International Lolne FTE, L.td. 1% the
shipper and Far East Synergy Corporation
is the consignee. (Exh. 4)

On March 19, 1987, the District Collector of
Customs of Iloilo rendered his decision in said
selzure proceedings (5.1. MNos. 2-86 and 2-86-0A)
the dispositive portion of which states:

"WHEREFORE , premises considered, the
M/7T CULL WAL is hereby found quilty of
violating Section 2030(a) of the Tariff
and Customs Code of the Fhilippines (FD
1464), as anended, while cargo ' of 1,100
MT Gas 01l and 1,000 MT Fuel 0il are
hereby found guilty of violating Section
S8T0(a), (f) and (1)1 under the Jame
Code and are heraeby forfsaited in favor of
the Republic of the Fhilippines."

which decision, on appeal, was affirmed In toto by
the Commissioner of Customs in his decision dated
May 13, 1987.

Hence, tto present petition for review,

The issue for resolution is whether or not the

vessel M/T UL WAIY and its cargo are liable to
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forfeituwre for violation of Seclicn 2070(a), (1)
and (1)-1 of the Tariff and Customs Code, which

pertinently provides as follows:

"Section 2530, FProperty . Suabject te
Forfeiture under the Tariff and Customs
Law. — Any vehicle, vessel or aircraft,
cargo # 2 x shall, under the following
conditions be subject to forfeiture:

"a. Any vehicle, vessel
or aircraft, including oargo,
which shall be used unlawfully
in the -+ importation o
exportation of articles o the
conveying and/or  transporting
corntraband or smuagled articles
ir commercial gquantities Yo or
fr.m any Fhilippine port or

place x 2 xy
MO WO B
. ANy ar-ticle the

importation  or exporltation of
which 1s effected or atiecopbed
contrary to law, o any ar ticle
nf  prohibited  importatiog  op
exportation o x g

"l. Any article sought to
be imported or exported.

(1) Without going through
a customs house, whether the

act was consummated, frustrated
or attempted;

The facts and circumstances borne by the

evidence adduced  in the Gerdmure proceedings
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sufficiently establish that an illeagal importation,
or at least an attempt thereof, hacs been committed
in this casw with the use of the vessel M/T "ULU
WAT", thus warranting the forfeituro of said vessel
and its cargo under Lthe foregoing provisions of the
Tariff and Customs Code.

Admittedly, the wvesasel M/7T  "ULU  WATT, of
Hunduran Registry, came from.Singapmre loaded with
a cargo of 1,100 metric tons of Gas 011 and 1,000
metric tons of Fuel 0il and anchored on ey 14,
1986 at Guiwanon Island, Guimaras, Iloilo, which
was within the territorial  jurisdiction of  the
Fhilippines. TUL did not ontify the Iloilo poirt or
customs  authorities of its arrival ond vhen b was
hoarded by customs and dmmigraticon of Fiosrs o May
12, 1986, aiter I@ﬂ%g inciarmat o od Abs o preronoe,
the captain or master of the voscel, Romeo Doposa,
could not submit any shipping doociments excapt a
Fort Clearance Certificate issued hy the Singapore
Fort authority (Exhs."D" & "48") showing, among
others, that its cargo was "bunker oil" and ifs
destination was "Zamboan" (or as Aadmitted,

Zamboanga) . Furthermore, at the time the vessel

-
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was apprehended by said costooms doam,  a  hogboat
named ™M/T  "Cathmead" and & baras, "Semiraras No,
B104", contracted by the consignecs of the oargo,
were alongside the vessel for  the purpose of
transferring its cargo to the barge ond hedinginag it
to Manila. Gaid tugbgat and barge actaally arrived
and went alongside M7 "ULU WAT" at  Guoduvanon
Island, Iloilo, on May 18, 1284 bul the unlosding
of the o0il could neot be effscted  immediately
because of the presence of waltor dn the barge and
it still needed cleaning.

The intent to unload or transfer the oil from

the vessel M/T "L WATY to the baros and Lo bring
the same to Manila is ewvidenced by (1) Deorn

Statement of Wilfredo Lumagpas, Plasicor of the M/T
"Cathead" (Exh. "H", pp. 278L-202, tCostons oo, ) g

(2) Fixture Note or Charter Contract (No. FRH-M 86-

05-41) hetween the National Stevedoring &
Lighterage Corporation, owner/operator of the

’

tugboat M/T "Cathead" and barge Semirara 8104 and
the Far East Synergy Corporation, consignee of the
cargo and ch. terer; (Exhs., "I" and "I-1", p. 279,

Customs rec.) and; (3) testimony of Mr. Salvador
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Azencio. Jr .. Operations Suporin! oadend of  Gebo

-

Operations of Mabional Stoveadoriog and Light sraae
Corporation. A the  Tool wly, Pl i b hinedd nod
heen transforrod o the becoo ont i1 Pho roestomes
authorities Aarrivedd hec e AR hay g pended
cleaning and it might contaminalae tor spodil) hhe
il ixm lilewise sabstantiated by Lhe keslimonices of
Salwveartor Nenne 1o, Jio. [ T s S, RITR RS . 1984
hear ing. 22 S0 Cuees bome P, Y anil bl g freddo
Lumagpas, Mastees of MAT "Catbhoad” w/e . b7y,
tesan., July 20, 19846 heay inrg, o 20, oertioynes
rec.s) and his sworn statement (Eoho Y, pp. 281

.-

282, Hus

Loms e . ).
Under Section 1202 of thoe Tar 07 f apd Coestons
Code s
"Importation Breacy iy cibean Fhee
carryinyg wvessel o oor adrceaft o onters e

Juwriad. bion of the FPhilippines vri by
intents o to wunload therein. 5 o "

and Section 2330 of the same LCode, as heretofore
cited, seeks to penalize by forfeiture even an
attempt to smuggle or dmport contrary to law
articles into the Fhilippines. The law does not

contemplate to penalize only the importation into

the country of contrabands or articles absolutely

SURPN
v -



DECISION -
CTA CASE NO. 1166

prohibited but also articles rel At i el vooprobibited
or those the importatian of ralviehy PP E e
compliance with the requi r“’«;.mren e of  law. Tndeed,
oil is not per se prohibited but its dmparltation ia
regulated under Central Rank Civoular Neo. 1029,
requiring as a prerequisite theroof a peroit or
clearance from the appropriate  agency of the
Fhilippine government,

Fetitioner contends, however, bthat thn CAargo
aof oil was not intended to be imported into the
Fhilippines but to Sabah, Malaysia. It claims that
the il was merely to be inspected by the consignee
in Zamboanga before dts final delicery Lo Gabah,
but o the way to Zamboandga oo s, L1, 19070, the
vessel s awr il liary geanrator and ooaelio faci o bies
brobe down;g I'hat being  in dbdistee o5, Fhe conamel
procecded  to  Ouiuvanan  ITstand,  Oodmaran, Flodilo,
which was near I loaila City and whoeere the oceded
spare parts could be purchased; that mecept for
the Fort Clearance certificate from Singapore Fort
Authority (Exhs. "I')“‘ & "H"). the shipping documents

covering the shipment of oil, namely: (1) Local

Furchase Order by Fogun Construction SDN BHD with
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office at Fogun House, kota Hinabalbo, Oabab, Fast

Malays 11 of lading oover tog o tha shipment

-
Wl

dated May . 1986 dssued by petitioneor  Deeder

International (Exh. 3); and (7)) Fleanvi fest (IDxh. 4),

were not turned over by the captain to the cusltoms

team when they bhoarded the ve o May 19, 19286
hecause madl documents WL ED fondoen oy e
by M. A bonido Torvres, the ool Fove iyt
representative/agent, whan he came o bhoayd o May
185, 198 That, in fact, naoll a < of il hae

heen unloaded from the vessol tao Lhe Hoege,

(AN A

A1 and odircumspect oo aation of the

evidenoe and trencoitelbs o of they oopme

=

mpe s o e
reject petiticoner “e postualalb on,
The shippinag  dosuments prosoobod as evddenees

vy pat it ioney to =uppor bt dbte oo i tion are of

douwbtful oredibility  and  cannod, s espondent
argues, be gliven evidentiary weiobhi!, considering
the following factors:

(1) Said documents were presented only more

than eight (8) months after the customs authorities

boarded the vessel M/T “ULL WAT". The Tariff and

Customs Code requires that the shipping doocuments
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must he wilh the wvessel ol meesl e presontod by
the master upon argival an Thw 0 Sotippines, 1f
indeed such documents alroady i bod st the bime
the vessel M/sT UL WALY anchioy ol 2k Godiuanon
ITaland, and they were just tab=o by the =shipagent,
Antonio Torres, who boarded the vessel on Moy 106,
1286 or 4 days prior to the arvivat of the costoms
team, why wer e noat maddd shaipping docimen ts
subanittteod to  the ocustoms autho iLies  at leraect
within a ressonable time considerinag thal they were
vitally vequiraed hy law bto o be ‘p“.f; caenberd Ly the
master, agent or cwner of the vegel apon o rivad
from a foreign poert? "

(2 If it diws btrue that the Jdocuornt oy o
the Local Furchass Qeder of the beecog of g1, Fogun
Construction SN P of eyt Paabhale, Sabahy,
Malaysia, was  bwrned over by the captain i the
vessel to b, 2 shipagent, il Onbanio Torres, when
he boarded the vessel on May 13, 1786, why is it
that in his SWOrn statement o the customs
authorities on May 28, 1986 at the Iloilo
customshouse  (Exh. "G"), aGntonio Torres bluntly

stated that he did not know who was the buyer of
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the oil?  Oarely, if he had Lhe fooohase O dorey he
woutle  know who the buyse i, At f e bl alao

the shipping documents @uch o as ther Dill of tading

and cargo mani fe why ma2s i1 thnh din the some
sworn  statement, M.  Antonio  Yosen [ e Leelgm

about the cargo and port of desbhinstion camo from

information given only by the yes=ol = oener andd

&

not from the very shipeing docoment s which indicahte
such data? (Bee p. 4, svorn stat-oont of Antonia
Torres [FExh, "G"3, pp. 280 & F87. Costoms rec )

(3 Moreoover, the csaptain of  bthe vesool F/T
ULU WATY Romen Deposa, in his seean shatement to
the cuslboms anthorities on May 6, F786, onnmeratiod

the doocuments he  allegedly ogaes to e, Ontonio

Tarres when Lhe  Tabtber bhoarcded Do ymeese b oy lay
19, 1984, bub did nolt meolion 200 amorsg Pl Lhe
l.ocal Furchase Order of FPogun Constraction SO and

the Rill of Lading. Thus:
(. Could vyou enumerate the documents
you give to Mr. Torres?

A. Yes, sir. They are license of the
vessel, alil licenses of the
officers, passports, seaman boolks,
Crew lists, coasting manifest.
(Exh. "F", p. 289, customs rec.)

In fact, he also said in the same csworn statement
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Certainly,
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Singapore,
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statemant
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he did

bill of
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it was
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Code

arrival,

negating
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questionable,
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-

the consignes of  the ol

shipping dooomenbs aor o ae

on hoard Ty vessse ) from

(b, E

9

alsn appaars fram Ll sworn

Towe vma, Yhe  shapoagont,

gerne by of o e eonen bt

the At (pasriie o b

Floameron Taoporso oo bacd

[ S B T AT Sl e

28a,

1o ve) ther D b of

(Fuhs,  "Doe e L,

Phvy o oy o by R

and  nol e o e b ol

b fil Uhe ey dnee

days from the

cfnys of e cum bome

vengel o wha o Lhe Cosboms

do so within 24 hours after

vessel was in disbress’y

conflicting and

belis petitioner’ o

-
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defense that thore was no dntenbion to sacogls or

import illegally the cargo of gass sced faodl o ast danto

the Fhilippines. Ao T he poarsiceer o s NRTRTE BN N RV
the purported zhipping oo vments (8 heo Ty
and 4y, which  were o fored I R T A 2 TS TR Py

petitioner only during  the oosboms hearioe)on

Januwary 13 anel 20, 1957, could hawo heon propared

=

only after the apprehanasion of  fhe ceoasel aoed Che
institution of tho seizurse procoeding s,

At any rabo, as discussed e olafors, v find
ample evidence  thalt  Lhe cargo of  oll was Lo e
unleoaded from the vessel 27 "D S TY At Gooooaneon
Taland, Tlemilo and g b lapm i 1oy, 1 !~.',7‘

teatimony  of Pl b evidin Loomeyappy v,

o bie

tugboat  M/ST "Ualbrsad”  wbhich e alonre s b and

cured  the POV UL WGYTTT ot YR b g O el
ASENCio, Jroa an oaf ficial of Lk Hational
HStevedoring and Lighterage Corporation, which own
salid tugboat and barge, as -l:\’('% L as the Fistuwro note
or Charter Contract (Exh. "I") between MNational

Stevedoring and the ¢Gconsignee for Lthe use of the

tugboat and barge in the unloading of the oil from

i w/
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the vessel and shipping saicd ooego o Flanmd Tr, are

voprove Lhe

~

substantial and credible enough k.
illegal importation or an attempt Theraof,

The arjgument that nnt  a  deop of il Fravm
actually been unloaded from l':.I‘L’n'-? wverse ] o bhe barge
is of no monent. Fors as stated oo lier, 1he law
envisions that aven an attompl to 01 legally dopor

constitube A vinlation and i ponis hahbe, B

not necessary that  the act of 11l itmpor Padiion
ar  esmuggling e consumme Led o Peemana e, T
would suffics that bthe wveoqsel firon v fovergqo par

enters the Loy i torial REEEEE S R SR RS o Uy

<

1

Fhilippines with intent (S T P R S O A AN
prohibited tmpey Patyon i o b whvae by ar e
relatively probibilbod,  d.e. ., apta tas ohidic b munt
comply with import regquadeaeents,

We quote with approval roospeaobeant s poai oo
in his memorandoam on this podind: |

Fetitioner contends thab ince "pob
a drop of 0il was mnloacksd  (from  Uhe
vessel) when boarded by Tloilo Custom=
Authorities," there was not violation of
Section 20830(a), (f) and (1-1) of the
Tariff and Customs Code bovause  sadid
section contemplates "at least a shawing
of (an) aovert act to Loradl ant o
discharge its cargo in the Fhilippines.

-
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Fespondent respeatfully ~ubmits thoat
petitioner’'s contention 15 an 8rroneons
interpretation of Section 20700a}, (f)
and (1)-1 in relation to Sections T014
and 1202 of the Tariff and Customs Codoe,
It is nobt necessary for a wvialaltion of
said Section 283F0(a)y, (f) a»nd (1-1) to

erist that the cargoe Lrer aclual ly
unloaded. It is enough to =how that an
"inte b to unload" exiats becane

"impor tation" as so defined in the Tariff
and Customs Code merely contemplates an
"intent to unload" in any port or placo
within the Jurisdiction of Ihe
Fhilippinaes. (pp. 188-18%9, UM rec.)

Az a wmatter of facl, in one case decided hy
this Court and affirmed by tho Supreme  Court
(Asaali, et al., vs. The Commissioner of Customs,

G.R. No. L-24170, December 1&, 1960), dinvolwving the

saelzure of five sailling vesseles aod thedie corgo of
foreign manufactured cigaretbbtes i hoobk o Picenae
or permil Lo engnge in dmportatico . bhe oo doeidiope
was, justified although the dinteccep?tior by he
customs team waé made 1n {he high ~oas.

The first two @rrors oo siogned by
petitioners wouwld impugn the oy isdichion
of the BRuread of Cooctoms To institube
seizure  proceedings and  Lhoreafter to
declare the faorfeiture of the vessels in
question and their cargo. They would
justify their stand thus: "In the light
of the fact that the vessels involved
with the articles laden therein were
apprehended and seized on the high seas,
beyond the territorial waters of t{he
Fhilippines, the said vessels could not



DECISION -
CTA CABE N© WY
- 30

have touched any place o pra o in Lhe
Fhilippines, whether a port or placo of
entry or  not, consoguently, the ERRER
vessels could not have been wngaged 1
the importation of the articles laden
therein into any Fhilippinn  paort o
place, whether a port or plsara of enbry
ar not, to have incurted the Tiochilily of
forfeilure under Section 134T00) of the
Revizsed Administrative Code.”

Such a contention was ~abanioed b

peltitioners  before Fhe Do b o f T
Appeals. Tt met the roapudiati-n Lhato ot
deserved, Thus: Yl per dect o erena e
paint of the petitionors bl consider g
the circumsltances SO O ng Ehe

apprehension of the vossels Sn question.,
we believe that Section LI (s) nf hhe
Revised MNdministrative Code  ohoreld be
applied to the case at har . o has hoen
established that tho five vioarels came
from SBandakan, British tMorth fforneo, o
foreign port, and when dntercopted, ol
of them were heading fowards Toodd-tawi, o
domestic port within fthe Sulu o3, Ladon
with fovreigr mansfac oy eod cigar e bies,
they did not possess the dmpor L Liconse
Fequired by Republic Aot o, 4700 o o
they catrry a permit from {the Cosaniesionse
of Customs to engage in dmpor ! abion into

any port in the Sulu sea. [Ty iy waug e
announcod loudly their intention  nob

merely to skirt along the tacopitorial
boundary of the Fhilippines xb o come
within our limits and land soasewhere in
Tawi~tawi towards which their prows were
pointed. As a matter of fact. they were
about to cross our agquatic boundary but
for the intervention of a customs patrol
which, from all appearances, was marea
than eager to accomplish its mission."
The sense of realism and the
vigorous language employed by the late
Judge Luciano in rejecting such a plea
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deserve to be quoted. Thue "To enter-
tain even for a moment the thought that
these vessels were probably notbt bound for
a Fhilippine port would bse oo much a
concession  even for a simpleion op A
perenni -1 optimist. Tt fe quei e
irrational for Filipino sailors manning
five Fhilippine vessels to snoal oub of
the Fhilippines and go to British North
Borneo, and come a long way hback laden
with highly taxable goods only to tuen
about upon reaching the brind of ol
territorial waters and head for anotho
foreign port.”

WHEREFORE , the decision of respondent
Commissioner of Customs dated ttvy 135, 1787,
ordering the forfeiture of the vaessel M/T "1 WAIY
for violation of Section 25370(2) of the Tariff and
Customs Codes, as amended, and its cargo of 1,100
metric tons nf BGas 01l am! 1,000 ¢retric {ons of
Fuel 0il for violaticon of Section () (§) aned (1)--1
of the same Code, is hereby affirmed. Wilth o5,

S0 ORDERID.

-

Querzon City, Metro Manila, Docsobor 04, 1906,

(Qaﬂﬁzz;;z$j¢£;;;1//7

AMNANTE FILLER
Fresiding Judge
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soociate Judgh
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