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“wviously. respondent sesks to exercise his power
to compromise criminal ‘lolatlons of the “avenue Code
and regulations which are penalized undey Section 352
purguant o Sectian 39 of the same Code,
In a letter dated Uctaber 10, 1958, petitiones
l requested that the penalty of 30 .00 be set aside which
request was denled by respondant. thru the SNeglonal
Director of then leglonal "lstrict Na. 3, Manila, who
u‘hmu_‘ his demand for payment of F300.00. feti-
tlomer s request for reconsideration of respondent |
ruling was danled in a letter dated July 17, 1962, 1
Hence, this appeal. X,
In this appeal, respondent, citing Ollads v. Court
of Tax “ppeals, G.R. No. L-8978. July 24, 1956, Usl-
lector v, U.S.T., et al., G,R. Nos. (11274 & 11280,
November 28, 1958, and Collector v. Bautista, et al.,
G.Re Wo. Le9BSO & 112258, Vay 27, 1950, contends that
The same question was relssd by respondent in Fithi Mg 3
Sayan Cooperntive iarketing Assaclation, Inc, v. J, ‘
Antonio Avaneta, C.T.A. Mo, 79, August 14, 1991, af- f
flrmed in C.R. No. 1~14875; July 31, 1961, wherein it













