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2017 and the Resolution dated March 22, 2018, both
rendered by the Court in Division, in CTA Case No. 8895,
are hereby AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.’

In support of his Motion, petitioner argues that:

1. The Court has no jurisdiction over the original Petition for
Review filed by respondent.

2. The Court erred in ruling that the Warrant of Distraint and/or
Levy was not validly issued.

In its Comment, respondent counters that:
1. The CTA has jurisdiction over the instant case.

2. The Warrant of Distraint and/or Levy dated September 12,
2014 is void for having been issued without the benefit of an
assessment.

THE COURT EN BANC'’S RULING
Petitioner’s Motion lacks merit.

After a careful examination and consideration of the petitioner’s
Motion for Reconsideration, it is noted that the arguments raised in
the said Motion are mere reiterations of matters which have already
been considered, weighed and resolved in the assailed Decision.
Thus, We shall not belabor, in this Resolution, to repeat the
disquisitions made therein.

This Court, however, will address petitioner’s contention that
the Court could not exercise jurisdiction over the original petition as
the same was filed out of time, even under the “other matters” clause.
According to the petitioner, respondent received the Notice of Denial
on August 20, 2014. Thus, respondent had thirty (30) days from
receipt thereof, or until September 19, 2014 within which to file the
Petition for Review. However, the Petition for Review was filed by the
respondent only on September 22, 2014,

We are not convinced/.vﬂ
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In this case, petitioner is correct in stating that respondent had
thirty (30) days from August 20, 2014, or until September 19, 2014,
within which to file its Petition for Review. Considering however, that
work was suspended on September 19, 2014 (Friday),® respondent
had until the next working day, or until September 22, 2014 (Monday),
within which to file its Petition for Review. Thus, the subject Petition
for Review was timely filed before the Court in Division on September
22,2014,

WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing considerations, the
instant Motion for Reconsideration is hereby DENIED for lack of
merit.

SO ORDERED.
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