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SO ORDERED.”

In the Motion, petitioner argues that the Court in Division has no
jurisdiction over respondent’s Petition for Review filed on December
19, 2013; that San Mig Light Pale Pilsen is a variant of an existing
brand; and that respondent is not entitled to the refund of excise tax.

On the other hand, in its Opposition, respondent avers, inter
alia, that this Court can now rule not only on the propriety of an
assessment or tax treatment of certain transaction, but also on the
validity of the revenue regulation or revenue memorandum circular on
which the said assessment is based; and that there is no merit in
petitioner's arguments relative to that San Mig Light Pale Pilsen is a
variant of existing brand, and the same are riddled with inaccuracies.

THE COURT EN BANC’S RULING
The instant Motion for Reconsideration lacks merit.

A careful perusal of the petitioner's Motion for Reconsideration
shows that the arguments raised therein are a mere reiteration of
matters which have already been specifically considered, weighed
and resolved in the assailed Decision.

Finding no compelling reason to reconsider, modify or reverse
Our Decision, We shall no longer belabor in this Resolution, to repeat
the disquisitions made therein.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, petitioner's Motion for
Reconsideration is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
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Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DEL\ROSARIO
Presiding Justice
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