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REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES
COURT OF TAX APPEALS
QUEZON CITY
SPECIAL FIRST DIVISION

CTA CASE NO. 10328

W.L. SEGOVIA & ASSOCIATES,

Petitioner,
- Versus - NOTICE OF RESOLUTION
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL
REVENUE,
Respondent.
To:

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR GENERAL
134 Amorsolo Street, Legazpi Village
Makati City

ATTY. ALBERT C. ARPON

ATTY.DYRENE MARA S, ROSARIO

Bureau of Internal Revenue

Legal Division, Revenue Region No. 8A- Makati City
36th Floor, Export Bank Plaza Building

Sen. Gil Puyat Ave. corner Chino Roces Avenue
Makati City

BUNAG AND CORTES LAW OFFICES
Suites A & B, 10th Floor, Strata 100 Building

F. Ortigas Jr, Road (formerly Emerald Ave.)
Ortigas Center, Pasig City

GREETINGS:

You are hereby notified by these presents that on April 2, 2024, a
Resolution was rendered in the above-entitled case, copy of which is
attached hereto.

Quezon City, Philippines, April 3, 2024.

Atty, Mari 1 F. Chan-Te
Execui f Court II
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REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES

COURT OF TAX APPEALS
QUEZON CITY
SPECIAL FIRST DI viSION
W.L. SEGOVIA & CTA Case No. 10328
ASSOCIATES,
Petitioner, Members:
DEL ROSARIO, P.]., Chairperson,
MANAHAN, and
REYES-FAJARDO ]|.
- versus -
COMMISSIONER op Tromulgal
INTERNAL REVENUE,
Respondent. -
G - - =X
RESOLU 110UN

REYES-FAJARDO, J.:

In the Decision (assai’ 1 Decision) dated October 16, 2023,
CTA Case No. 10328 was dismissed for lack of jurisdiction because
petitioner failed to prov that it received respondent’s Final Decision
on July 14, 2020, and that its I :ition for Review was timely filed on
August 24, 2020, as commanded by ¢ :tion 228 of the 1997 National
Internal Revenue Code (NIRC), as amended, in relation to Section
7(a)(1) of Republic Act (RA) No. 1125, as amended by RA No. 9282.
Ultimately, the Court decreed:

WHEREFORE, the Petition for Review, filed on August 24,
2020, in CTA Case No. 10328, is DISMISSED, for lack of
jurisdiction.

SO ORD .XED.

1 Docket {Volume IT), pp. 1097-1109.
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RULE 15
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OR NEW TRIAL

SEC. 5. Grounds of motion for new trial. — A motion for new
trial may be based on one or more of the following causes
materially affecting the substantial rights of the movant:

(a) Fraud, accident, mistake or ex sable negligence which
ordinary prudence could not have guarded against and by reason
of which such aggrieved party has probably been impaired in his
rights; or

(b) Newly discovered evidence, which the party could not,
with reasonable diligence, have discovered and produced at the
trial and, which, if presented, would probably alter the result.

A motion for new trial shall include all grounds then
available and those not included shall be deemed waived.

S.C. 6. Contents of motion for recon<ideration or new trial and

notice. — The motion shall be in writiuy stating its grounds, a
written notice of which shall be served by the movant on the
adverse party.

motion for new frial shall be proved in the manner
provided for proof of motions. A motion for the cause mentioned
in subparagraph (a) of the preceding section shall be supported by
affidavits of merits which may be rebutted by counter-affidavits. A
motion for the cause mentioned in subparagraph (b) of the
preceding section shall be supported by affidavits of the witnesses
by whom such evidence is expected to be given, or by duly
authenticated documents which are pro, sed to be introduced in
evidence.14

Indeed, if the ground 1 ‘ied upon for new trial is fraud,
accident, mistake or excusable r zlig 1ce, an affidavit of merit is
required. On the other hand, affidavit of witness/es or duly
authenticated documents are crucial if the reason invoked for the
grant thereof is newly-discovered vidence. Here, there is nor

T~ be precise, there is no affidavit of merit in said Motion.
Furtt -, the documents appended are pnotocopies, and not duly
authenticated documents. In addition, the suppo: 1 date of receipt
by petitioner’s counsel was not even an integral part of what appears

14 Boldfacing supplied.
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to be respondent’s decision dated May 18, 2020.2> Moreover, the
alleged date of rec 'pt is like a cut-out emanating from another
document.1® On thes accounts, ¢ itioner’s Motion, even if ¢ med
as one of new trial, mustt rejected.

WHEREFORE, petitioner's Motion for Reconsideration [of th
DECISION dated 16 October 2023), filed on November 8, 2023 is
DENIED, for lack of r -it. Tt Decision dated October 16, 2023 is
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.
£ ,q,#w - Fagandlo
MARIAN IVY F. REYES-FAJARDO
Associate Justice
WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO
Presiding Justice

Cab st ? * A ~
CATHERINE T. MANAHAN
Associate Justice

15 Docket (Volume II), p. 1167.
16 Ibid.



