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BRALEMAN CORPORA . .ON CTA CAS.. NO. 12283
as owner M/T “Braleman 1”7 Vessel,

Petitioner, Members:
MOTI"STO-SAN PEDRO, Chairperson, and

-versus- FERRER-FLORES, JJ.
OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSIONER OF THE Promulgated:
BUREAU OF CUSTOMS (BOC(C),
Respondent.
=T X
RESOLUTION

For the Court’s resolution is petitioner’s Motion for Reconsideration,
filed on March 27, 2026, assailing this Court’s February 5, 2026 Resolution,’
which dismissed tt instant Petition for Review for lack of jurisdiction.?

To recall, this Court ruled that the instant Petition was filed late.
Further, while petitioner had filed a Motion for Extenston of Time to File
Petition for Review, the Court found that the Revised Rules of the Court of
Tax Appeals, as amended (“RRCTA”} does not provide for such a remedy,
thus preventing Us from allowing petitioner an extended period of time to file
its Petition.

Petitioner now contends that parties bringing a Petition for Review
before this Court can, in fact, raise motions for extension of time to file
petitions. It observes that Section 11 of Republic Act No. 1125, as amended
(“CTA Law™), charac i. ; appeals before Us from rulings of the
Commissioner of Customs as “analogous to that provided under Rule 42 of
the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure”, which allows for the <tension of time to
fi' ay ition. It further argues that Rule 42 of the Rules of Court sees
suppletory application to tt  RRCTA, which lacks a provision on extensions
of time to file petitions.

The Motion lacks ir  it.

' Rollo. unpaginated.

Considering that no Summons were issued to respondent. on account of the Petition’s dismissal upon
its filing. this Court has opted to forego soliciting a comment to the instant Motion from respondent.
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rule. There is. however, no such deficiency as the rules of the GSIS are
explicit in case of failure to file the required answer. What is clearly stated
there is that GSIS may “render judgment as may be warranted by the facts
and evidence submitted by the prosecution.”

(Citations omitted: [talics and emphasis supplied.)

Applying the above to procedure in this Court, provisions of the Rules
of Court can only be suppletorily applied to areas where the RRCTA is
“deficient” or “insufficient.”

A sir-‘lar discussion can be found in De Manguerra v. Risos® (“De
Manguerra™), where tt Sup: ne Court refused to suppletorily apply a
provision from the Rules of Civil Procedure in a criminal case as the Revised
Rules of Criminal Procedure al. 1dy had a relevant provision governing the
situation at issue:

Rule 119 categorically states that the conditional examination of a
prosecution witness shall be made before the court where the ca: is
pending, Contrary to petitioners’ contention. there is nothing in the rule
which may remotely be interpre 1 to mean that such requiren 1t appl
only to cases whe'  the witness is within the jurisdiction of said court and
not when he is kilometers away. as in the present case. Therefore, the court
may not introduce exceptions or conditions. Neither may it engraft into tt
law (or the Rules) qualifications not contemplated. W 1 the words are
¢ wand categorical. there is no room for interpretation. There is only room
for application.

Petitioners further insist that Rule 23 applies to the instant case,
because the rules on civil procedure apply suppletorily to criminal cases.

It is true that Section 3. Rule 1 of the Rules of Court provides that
the rules of civil procedure apply to all actions, civil or criminal, and special
proceedings. In effect, it says that the rules of civil procedure have
suppletory application to criminal cases. However, it is likewise true that
the criminal proceedings are primarily governed by the Revised Rules of
Criminal Procedure. Considering that Rule 119 adequaitely and squarely
covers the situation in the instant case, we find no cogent reason to apply
Rule 23 suppletorily or otherwise.

(Citations omitted: italics supplied.)

Transposed to the current context, if the RRCTA already has a rule
governing a specific situation, then there is no need to suppletorily apply the
equivalent rule from the general Rules of Court.

The above show why petitioner’s argument regarding tt  suppletory
application of the Rules of Court is untenable. Rule 8, Section 3(a) of the
RRCTA already governs the prescriptive period for filing a Petition for Review
before this Court from the adverse ruling of the Commissioner of Customs,
providing 30 days, and nothing more, for such. Indeed, this is taken from

§ G.R. No. 152643, August 28, 2008.
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Section 11 of the C.d Law, which provides for the 30-day period mwice.
Hence, it cannott  said that the RRC . 4 is “deficient” or “insufficient” when
it comes to laying down a period for filing a Petition for Review, It cannot be
said that the RRCTA lacks an applicab rule, since it already has Rule &,
Section 3(a). There is consequently no need or cogent reason to suppletorily
apply any equivalent rule from the Rules of Court.

Petitioner’s position seems to t based on the fact that the RRCTA has
no provision on the extension of time to file petitions from rulings of the
Commissioner of Customs, It lacks a provision on such extensions.

Yet such lack does not r :essarily render the RRCTA “deficient” or
“insufficient.” It does not render the RRCTA silent on the prescriptive period
for filing petitions, as Rule & Section 3(a). It simply means that such
extensions are not allowed. In the GSIS case, the procedural rules of the
Government Service Insurance System (“GSIS”) was not rendered “deficient”
or “insufficient” because it lacked a provision which makes allegations not
denied in an Answer deemed admitted, a provision pre: 1t in the general
Rules of Court. It simply meant that allegations not explicitly denied are not
deemed admitted in cases governed by the GSIS’ rules. In De Manguerra, th
lack in Rule 119 of the Rules of Criminal Procedure of a provision allowing
the use of depositions for witnesses too sick or infirm to appear in court does
not render said rules “deficient” or “insufficient.” It simply means that a party
cannot resort to the use of depositions in criminal cases where a witness is too
sick or infirm to appear in court, especially as said rule already allows for the
conditional examination of such witnes: .

Following these, the RRCTA’s lack of a provision on extensions of time
to file petitions does not render it “deficient” or “insufficient.” It simply means
that such extensions are not allowed.

The same would be true even in light of the CTA Law characterizing
appeals from rulings of the Commissioner of Customs as “analogous” to
appeals raised under Rule 42 of the Rules of Court. Notably, said rule gives
parties 15 days to file an appeal, while allowing an extension of no more than
another 15 days. In total, then, and on/y when an extension is granted, a party
has 30 days to file its appeal.

Underthe CT4 " ww and Rule 8, Section 3(a) of the RRCTA, the full 30-
day period is given immediately. It is as if the extension is already granted by
default. Thus, to reiterate, there is no need to suppletorily apply Rule 42’s
provision on extensions. Parties are already given an ample and extended
period to file their petitions, a period /longer by default than that of Rule 42.
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As the provision on extensions of time provided by Rule 42 of the Rules
of Court is not suppletorily applicable here, the Court sees no error in Qur
finding that [ itioner’s Motion for Extension of Time to File Petition for
Review was not allowed by the RRCTA. By extension, We remain
unconvinced that petitioner filed its Petition on time.

We thus stand by Our ruling that We lack jurisdiction over this case and
must deny the admission of petitioner’s appeal.

FOR THESE REASONS, petitioner’s Motion for Reconsideration,
filed on March 27, 2026, is hereby DENIED for lack of v it. The assailed
Resolution, dated February 5, 2026, is AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

—
M RIA )-SAN PEDRO

c@m& S

Associate Justice



