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RINGPIS-LIBAN, J.

For resolution is the Commissioner of Internal Revenue (CIR)’s
“Motion for Reconsideration [Amended Decision dated June 14, 2021]" filed
on June 30, 2021, with respondent Premiumleisure and Amusement, Inc.
(PLAI)’s Comment,” filed on October 4, 2021,

In the instant motion, the CIR avers that the Court E# Banc erred in
upholding the ruling of the Court in Division that respondent is entited to its
claim for refund of alleged erroneously paid income taxes for Taxable Year
2014. The CIR claims that there is nothing in Presidential Decree (PD) No.
1869 which specifically states that a licensee of Philippine Amusement and
Gaming Corporation (PAGCOR) is exempt from tax, and even assuming that
respondent 1s. included in the exemption as a co-licensee or grantee of
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PAGCOR, respondent still has not proven entitlement to the refund sought.
Moreover, the CIR insists that the Court E# Bam erred in ruling that
respondent’s petition before the Court in Division was timely filed. The CIR
submits that the instant case should be dismissed for being filed out of time
because the two-year prescriptive period should be reckoned from the actual
payment of the subject tax and not from the filing of the Final Adjustment
Return or the Annual Income Tax Return.

On the other hand, respondent submits that the CIR’s arguments are
devoid of any legal or factual basis and that the motion should be dismissed
outright for lack of merit. Respondent reiterates its position that as a contractee
and licensee of PAGCOR, it is exempt from income tax on its gaming revenues
pursuant to PD No. 1869, as amended, and that it filed its administrative and
judicial claims within the prescriptive period fixed by law.

After consideration, the Coutt E# Banc resolves to deny the instant
motion. The Court E# Banc reviewed the grounds relied upon by the CIR in
support of his “Motion for Reconsideration [Amended Decision dated June 14,
2021]” but finds no cogent reason to grant the same. The Court notes that the
CIR’s motion merely reiterates or amplifies the arguments previously raised in
his Petitton for Review which were already considered and extensively
discussed upon by the Court E» Banc in the assailed Decision dated June 14,
2021.

It must be stressed that among the ends to which a motion for
reconsideration is addressed, one is precisely to convince the Court that its
ruling is etroneous and impropet, contrary to law or the evidence.’ If the
movant failed to do so, the motion for reconsideration must necessarily fail.

In view of the foregoing, the Court finds it needless to reiterate the
discussions made in the assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the “Motion for Reconsideration
[Amended Decision dated June 14, 2021]” is DENIED for lack of merit. The
assailed Decision dated June 14, 2021 is AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.
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MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associate Justice

* Teodulo M. Coquilla vs. The Hon. Commission on Elections and Mr. Neil M. Alvarez, G.R. No. 151914, July
31, 2002.
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