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Petitioner moves that the Court review, re-evaluate and revisit the
assailed Decision. To support its “Motion for Reconsideration,” petidoner
states that under paragraph 8 of its Petition for Review, the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue (CIR) issued BIR Ruling IDA-316-07 on May 29, 2007 to
address the query of Belle Bay City Corporation (BBCC); that on December 5,
2011, the CIR issued BIR Ruling No. 479-2011 in response to Aguirre
Pawnshop Inc.’s request for confirmatory ruling on the tax implications of
distributing remaining assets of the corporation to its stockholders by way of
liquidating dividends; and that BIR Ruling IDA-316-07 secuted by BBCC on
May 29, 2007, having the same set of facts and issues interrelated to Aguitre
Pawnshop Inc.’s request for confirmatory ruling, was deemed reversed and set
aside through the issuance of BIR Ruling No. 479-2011 on December 5, 2011.

On the other hand, respondent states that it got confused as to the
relevance of the arguments raised by petitioner in the assailed Decision; and
that the Petition for Review shows that nothing was said about the alleged BIR
Rulings. '

After consideration, the Court E#» Bane resolves to deny the “Motion for
Reconsideration.” The Court En Banc reviewed the grounds relied upon by
petitioner in support of his “Motion for Reconsideration” but finds no cogent
reason to grant the same. The Court En Bane agrees with the contention of
respondent that the BIR Rulings mentioned in the “Motion for
Reconsideration” have no relevance to the present case. The assessments on
deficiency Income Tax, Value-Added Tax (VAT) and Documentary Stamp Tax
(DST) were cancelled because the present case involves a tax-free exchange
transaction. Moreover, the above-mentioned BIR Rulings were never
mentioned in the Petition for Review.

Considering the foregoing discussions, the Court E# Bane finds that
there is no reason to deviate from its previous ruling that Dominium Realty &
Construction Corporation is exempt from paying deficiency Income Tax, VAT
and DST.

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 erroneous and improper, contrary to law ot the evidence." If the
movant failed to do so, the motion for reconsideration must necessarily fail.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the “Motion for
Reconsideration” is DENIED for lack of merit. The assailed Decision
dated November 13, 2018 is AFFIRMED.
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! Teodulo M. Coquilla vs. The Hon. Commission on Elections and Mr. Neil M. Alvarez, G.R. No, 151914, luly
31, 2002.
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SO ORDERED.
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