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COMPANIA GEMERAL DE TABACOS
D PILIPINAR,
Petiticner,
CeTols
- Versus - CARE NO., 360

ILOILD CITY BOARD OF ASCLSS.
MENT APPEALS,
Respondent.
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DECI®ICN

The petitioner is the owner of two lets in Ilei-
1o City. Lot Ne. 490 was assessed for taxation by the
City Assessor of lleile at #140,980,00 on December 13,
1950, while Lot No. 492 was assessed at #13,000,00,

Not setisfied with the assessed valuation of said lets,
petitioner appealed to the lleile City Boaxd of Assess-
ment Appeals which affirmed the assessment in fits
Resolutions Nos, 18 and 19 both dated January 24, 1957,
Hence, the precent appeal.

Two principal issues have been raised in this
appeal, to witt (1) whether or not this Court has
jurisdiction to entertain the appealy snd (2) whether
or net the lets in question have been asssessed at their
true and full value ss required by law. .

As regards the firet fssue, the material facts
are stated in the memorandum fer respondent, from which
we quote: B

peal ﬁutm'ofﬂf n:h::r::. glg;.

Lot MNe. 490 (Piret Cause of Action) wes
assessed in its questioned valuation on
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o Noveshar s 1930, petitionar filed

an spratrl with respondent Acard of Ase
sescment Scresle wihich wee however de-

nied pursuant to Aesolution .in. 18, .
Janunty 24, 1957 of that bedy.

tot 6. 493 o0 the other asnd

{“2e fecund Cauvae of Actien of etition’
waz oxioin-lly 2gceezed by the Cit
Aeagasnr in the smount of »17,080, G0
under Taxy Declevatior Mo, 22633 which
daclaration was howgver vevised and
reduced t@ ¥35,0C0 pursusnt te leeclu-
tion No, 141 ef the rerpondent Hoard

wroved Fsbrusry 21, 1985 (See back
Zxhe 10 under Memorandas Aleo cxhe 1ll)e
fubepouvenily, on Novembey 20, 19%6 ox
almeet 2 period of 2 yesirs from date
vf Yegcluvtion Vo, 141, netitioner filed
with respondent te recuce further the
nmepmepent te BlO, 000,00 (fge Annex
*C* of /mewer in Lxvadiente ) which wpe-
na*l waes agein denicd by reengndent une
dar Hasclution Ne. 1Y of that body dated
Janusry 24, 1987, (%ee fnnex “R* of
Fetition of wpediente. ) (Fp. 23, Ferc-
eaduve for Reerrndant,

foction 76 of Cemmonwerlth sct No. 158 (Charter
of the City of Ilcile) provides thet the City Aeseesorx
shall appraise spd volue ell the rer]l setpie in the
city, and aeceses {ur taxsticn all such real estate not
expresnly exenpl frow taxetion, “hers the owner of
ln'r' real property has feiled to file 2 sworn declara-
tion of hie propurty, or vhere the owner of xeal prope
erty is unknawn, “geticon 21 recuires the Citr_' BL LTS S
te list curch =myoperty for tawation., “ection 32 author-
izes the City ageesgor, during the iire® i:¥taen days
of Deceuber ;rf ench yoar, to add to nde list of taxae
ble resl awtere the value of the improvements placed
upen such property durine the praesdine very, and any
property which dis tawxsble sad whieh hae theretofore
eseganad taxaotion, He ie 2ls¢ authorized, during the
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same perod, to reviag and correct the asssesaoed valw

-

ua of any or all pargels ci real estste .n the city
which axe not assessad at thely true momay value, by
raducing or increnesing the exieting sesecements as the
cheg may e

inone any owrer of real property sholl feel age
grieved by ony decision of the City Aesegsor, such owner J
or hie ogent may, within ten days after the entry of
such decision, acrmal te the Poexd of Tax Appeals (now
Porrd of Assessment Appeals, Tece 21, F M. Nee 1125 )
(See %ece 39, C. A Hu, 158, ) The Board of Ascessment
fppenals is required to meet on the thizd Monday in Jane
usry of each yeax, and every day shercafter, to heer
il sppanls transmitied to it, and te dgcide the same
forthwith, and to complete ite work and adjoumn on the
fourth Tuesday ef January ef each yesxs Ths Heard has
MW to cause to be smondad the valuatien of the
nmﬂv in resvect to which any apreal has Deen pere
fected by ordex signaed by the Toard ox 2 majoxity there
of 4 and tpansnlt 4t to the City Assssser whe shall
make the asmendment in conformdty with seid oxdez. (2ec.
7. )

In ¢onnsction with Lot No. 490, it mprgare that
fte seseesed value was Tevised by the City Aessesscr
on Decauber 1B, 19%), the revised ssses-ment te take
effect the fellowdng yesrs imder Sectiin 25 of Come
act lloe 158, if petitioner wes not satlisiled with the
revised assessment, its remedy was by sppsal ll-ﬂ-
decision of the City Aseessor, and the srpesl sheuwld
have bean filed snd porfected within ten daye after
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are these appeals filed within the ten-day period

provided in Sectien 35. This is s¢ because Section
37 provides that the Board shall have authority te
amend the valuation of any preperty in xespact 1o

which any sppeal has beed perfeciad.
With zespect to Lot He. 492, it appears that

the City Assessor velued the prepezty for taxstion

at P17,000. 0. This valuation was reduced to R15,00G00
by respondent Boand pursuant to its Resolution Yo, 141,
dated Pebruary 21, 1955. The recerds de nol show whew
ther the decisicn of respondent Board reducing the as-
sessment was rendered pursuant to an appesl of petiw
tionex. We a2ssume that thexe was such an appeal and
that it was filed within the statutory period. fase
pondent having xendered its deeision cn petitioner's
sppeal on February 21, 1933, petitioner had thirty
days within which to appeal to this Court, pursuant

te Section 11 of lepublic Act los 1128, Instead of

sppealing teo thie Court within the thirtyeday peried,

petitiener allewed the decision of respondent to be-
come final. Then on November 20, 1956, it filed
another appeal with respondent which the latter enter-
tained by affirming the previous assesement. The dec¢i-~
sion of respondent Board Lis frregular because the 0?-
peal of November 20, 1956 cen not have the effect me-
viving a cause of action that previously expired.

As in the casa of Lot loe. 490, we believe that we have
no jurisdiction to entertain the sppeal of hereim peti.
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tioner from 2 decision of xvspondent which has not
been rendered in accordance with law. For this Ceurt
to give due course te the appeal weuld be to permit
circumvention of the statutery requirements in regard
to the period within which decisions of tax officials
may be n;pcaltd:'[ .

Finding that this Court has no jurisdiction te
entertain the herein sypezl, it beec mes unnecessary
te pass wpon the issus of valuation of the twe lots
in question.

WHEREFORE, the herein appeal is hereby dismissed
for lack of juriediction, with costs against petition.
ox. . |

SO ORDERi:Ds

Manila, December 27, 1960,

Aero clate Judnae A
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