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This 1s in connection with the motion filed by
respondent on Febroary 9, 1947 seeking the dismissal
of petitionar's appesl on the ground that 1t was filed
bayond the (0=day period prescribed in “ection 11 of
Hepublic Aet Mo, 1125,

fometime in July. 796" and October, 1961, the
BIR Regicmal idrector ef fan Versando, Pempengs,
sssessed against petiticner the soms of P6,549.05 and
#3208 .85, as deficlency frenchise tax and 251 supe
charge for the pericds covering August 1, 1993 to
June 30, wﬂ‘,‘nl July 1; 1959 te August 15, 961,
respectively.  In a letter dsted Februsey 16, 1963,
petitioner requested cancellation of these assess-
-'th;-‘ but the sald request wos dealsd by the Re-
glonsl Director 1a his letter dsted July 2, 1963.°
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On Octobar 12. 1965, respondent fssued another
letter addressed to petiticser's counsel reducing the
original deficiency sssessment for the period eover-
ing August |y, 1953 to June 30. 1959 from PG,5%9.0%
to £1,993.38, inclusive of 25§ mulc‘

Fetitioner received thia letter of Jetober 12,
1965 on Hovember 4, 1965, and on December 7, 1965,
he filed & further reguest Tor reccnsideration with
the u-mmt' In a letter duted June 6, Wﬂ;.’
whioh wis received by the petitioner oa July 30, 1966,'0
respondent Zfenied this last request for reconsiders-
tion, The 4ingtant petition for review was filed on
Augnst 26, 1“6."

The oniy fssue to be resclved i1n this incident
is whether or not the appesl of petiticner was Iiled
within the J0-day peried prescribed in Tection 11
of Republie Aet ‘o, 1125,

fespondent saintaine that the ianstant sppeal was
filed cut of time because the Jdecision that 1s ap=-
pealable to this Court 4s his letter dated July 16,
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1965, receipt of whieh ir seknowledged in the letter
of petitioner dated Decesber 7, 196%.

Un the other hand, potitionsr eontends that the
fecision of June 6, 1966 w:ich wan received by hia
en July 30, 1966, 1s the one sppealables The repsen
sdvanced by petitisney In support of his eomtention
fe that the letter of July 16, 1965 was revised ad
modified by the respondent in his lettsr of Cotobew
12, 1965, snd that the letter of Uetober 12, 1965
hed iaposed an edditional 25F surcharge.

To cur mind, the letter of Ostober 12, 1965,
being the last unrevised und unmodified decision
rondgre’ by the respondant after previous reguests
for rescnsideoration, is the dee slon that is ap=
pealable to this Court. (fee angesinam Transpere
tation Co, ve Vlaguera, G.f8, No. L13101, fpril 29,
1960; Temgs Villamin ve Colls, Gefs Fo. L11536,
fete 31, 1960; Ner & Co, ve Colley Gty Moo Ie12396,
Jane 31, 19621 Tussen & lLegarda Rd., ve Come of
Int. Reve, ot al., O.h, Vo, i~139%2, ‘ept. 30, 196%5;
Pall. ‘smfecturing Co, ve Com, of Int, How,, Ci2
®o. 1199, April 15, 1966.) “onsequently, the period
for appeal should be counted frox recelpt thereo!
by petitioner on Novesber b, 1965.)2 The request
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for reoemsidsration filed by petiticner on Decester
7y 1965 214 not have the offect of suspending the
running of the 30=day period for appeel because it
was filed after the dec!rion hed beecne finsl axd
exeerutory.

I VIPV 6F THE POREGOING, the herein appesl
is hereby dlanissed for lsek of Jurisfiction, withe
cutl pronoumeenent ar to costs.

80 GRDEAVD,

mecon City, “ay 18, 1967.
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