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judgment of the First Division (“Court in Division”) of this Court in CT'A Case
No. 9448. The dispositive portion of the Assailed Decision reads:

“WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Petition for
Review is DENIED. The assailed Decision dated September 23,
2019 and the Resolution dated February 19, 2020 of the First
Division in CTA Case No. 9448 are AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.”

In his Mo#on, petitioner maintains that the Court in Division erred in
holding that the recipient of respondent’s setvices are foreign corporations doing
business outside the Philippines.* Petitioner also claims that the Court in
Division erred in not finding that: (1) respondent is a local agent of the foreign
corporations; (2) respondent exercises control and supervision over the
complements of its foreign principals; and (3) respondent conducts business in
the name of its foreign principals as shown in the agreements between the
respondent and each of its foreign principals.

On the other hand, respondent, in its Comment/ Opposition submits that the
Motion merely reiterates the arguments in the Petition for Review which were
already rejected by this Court.” Respondent also maintains that it has duly proved
that its foreign principals are nonresident foreign corporations doing business
outside the Philippines. Respondent likewise asserts that it is not a local agent
and/or representative of its foreign principals.

After careful evaluation of the arguments raised by petitioner vis-a-vis the
records of the case, the Court En Banc resolves to deny petitioner’s Motion for
lack of merit.

Petitioner merely recycled the arguments he raised in his Mo#on as these
matters had already been thoroughly discussed and resolved by the Court En
Bancin the Assailed Decision. To put it bluntly, there is nothing in his Moe#ien that
was not sufficiently passed upon by the Court E# Banc.

At any rate, the Court E» Ban maintains its position that the documents
presented by respondent sufficiently proved that the recipient of its services were
foreign entities not doing business in the Philippines. The Court E» Banc likewise
stands by its ruling that respondent cannot be considered as agent of its foreign
clients. Respondent simply renders manning or crewing services to foreign
shipping companies and, in doing so, respondent merely screens competent and
qualified Filipino seaman for employment onboard the vessels of the foreign

shipping companies.//

4 Id., p. 109,
s Id, p. 129.
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In sum, petitioner failed to raise any compelling reason to warrant the
modification much less reversal of this Court’s findings in the Assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, petitioner’s Motion for Reconsideration (to the Decision dated
29 October 2021) is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
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