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at the time of the withdrawal of refined sugar from May 12
to July 27, 2009, had already been repealed by R.A. 9520,
specifically Section 143 thereof. It took effect on April 6,
20009.

Even assuming that the rulings issued by - IR in its
favor had t =n revc =2d, respondent we still VA, exempt
under Articles 60 a 1 61 of the Cooperative Code, and
Section 109(L) of the NIRC, as amended.

Contrary to petitioner’'s claim, respc Jdent was a
cooperative in good standing during the pertinent period
from May 12 to July 22, 2009 when the advance VAT was
imposed. The Certificate of Good Standing issued in its
favor on October 19, 2009 was merely an annual renewal of
the previously issued certificate.

Finally, the legal principle that tax refunds are
construed strictly against the claimant is £t anced against
the equally vital principle that cooperatives enjoy a
preferential tax treati ent in view of the role they p /in the
atl_...ment of economic developmer.. and social justice.

Petitioner’s propositions are bereft of erit. All the
issues raised in its Petition for Review had been fully
addressed by the Court in Division leaving no reversible
error that demands reversal of the assailed Dec on and
Resolution of December 12, 2012 and March 5, 2013,
respectively.

The root of the controversy is responder._s status as
an agricultural cooperative €. :itled to VAT mption. Thus,
the determination of its status in connection with its claim
for refund is primordial.

It is worth to note that petitioner explicitly admitted in
her Answer dated June 15, 2011 that respondent is “a multi-
purpose agricultural cooperative duly organized in
accordance with Pt ippine laws, more partic larly R.A./
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the tax exemption a .orded such cooperatives.
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