


RESOLUTION
CTA EB NO. 1967 (CTA Case No. 9108)
Page 2 of 3

“WHEREFORE, premises considered, the “Petition for
Certiorari” filed with the Court E# Banc on November 19, 2018 1s
DISMISSED for lack of jurisdiction.

SO ORDERED.”

In his Moton for Reconsideration, Petidoner claims that this Court has
jurisdiction over the instant petition.

Petitioner also contends that his failure to file a motion for reconsideration
on the Decision of the Second Division was due to excusable negligence.

On the other hand, Respondent, in its Comment, states that Petitioner’s
motion is a mere rehash of his arguments in his “Petition for Certiorari” and fails
to raise any new matter or issue.

We find for Respondent.

As We have discussed in the Assailed Decision, assuming arguendo that the
Court En Bane has jurisdiction over Petitioner’s “Petition for Certiorani”, the
element of grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction
is still lacking in the present case. The Second Division did not err in denying
Petitioner’s plea for relief of judgment.

The failure of Atty. Muli to propetly endotse her caseload to Atty. Doria,
the inability of Atty. Dona to locate the records of the case, and the continuous
change in work distribution within the BIR’s Litigation Division are all mundane
occurrences. In fact, the narration of events by Petitioner does not constitute
excusable negligence but the opposite thereof. Heavy workload is by no means
excusable, lest there would be no end to litigation as it will be invoked by any law
practitioner who failed to meet his deadline.

In sum, the Court En Banc finds no cogent reason to warrant a
reconsideration of the Assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, Petitioner’s “Motion for
Reconsideration [re: Decision dated 14 July 2020]” is DENIED for lack of

merit.
/

4+ Id, pp. 163-164.
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SO ORDERED.
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MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN

Associate Justice
WE CONCUR:

(I resterate my Separate Concurring Opinton)
ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO
Presiding Justice
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o e’ T il !

(With aue respect, I maintain my concurrence with 7/ .

Justice Jean Marie A. Bacorro-1illena’s (With due psplll 1 maintain my Concurring
Concurring and Dissenting Opinion) gfid Dissgnting Opinion)
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Associate Justice Sociate Justice
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