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SO ORDERED.”

In support of his Motion, petitioner argues that:

1. Respondent is liable for the imposed compromise penalty.
2. The Court erred in ruling that the Court in Division may rule

on matters that were never substantiated in the
administrative level.

3. Respondent is liable for the assessed deficiency taxes
arising from the non-interest bearing advances.

In its Comment, respondent counters that:
1. There is no basis for the imposition of compromise penalties.

2. The CTA is a court of record and not merely one acting on
judicial review.

3. Petitioner is not liable for the assessed taxes arising from
non-interest bearing advances.

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 main 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.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant Motion for
Partial Reconsideration is hereby DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

ERLIN% P. UY

Associale Justice
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WE CONCUR;

ROMAN G. DEL RESARIO

Presiding Justice

JUéNITO C. CASTANEDé)\JR

Associate Justice
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Associate Justice

) e T e
AuiJk ot 50 %Jg(wﬂo,?/ 5

/-
CATHERINE T. MANAHAN
Associate Justice
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