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RESOLUTION 

Fabon-Victorino, J.: 

Before the Court En Bane is the Motion for 
Reconsideration (re: Decision promulgated on 14 August 
2015) 1 posted by petitioners on September 10, 2015, 
assailing the Decision2 promulgated on August 14, 2015, the j 
dispositive portion of which reads: 

1 En Bane docket, pp . 317-327 . 
2 Id., pp. 269-292. 
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WHEREFORE, the instant Petition for 
Review dated December 23, 2013 is 
DENIED, for lack of merit. Accordingly, the 
assailed Decision and Resolution dated 
October 1, 2013 and November 26, 2013, 
respectively, are hereby AFFIRMED. 

SO ORDERED. 

The assailed Decision sustained the cancellation and 
withdrawal of the Assessment Notices dated February 29, 
2000, as ruled by the Court in Division due to petitioners' 
failure to enforce collection of the alleged tax liabilities 
within the period allowed by law. 

Petitioners maintain that their right to collect the 
alleged deficiency taxes from respondent has not yet 
prescribed since they exerted efforts to collect the said 
deficiency taxes as early as 2000 with the filing of the 
criminal complaint before the public prosecutor followed by 
the lodging of the Information with the trial court on 
November 9, 2000. 

Respondent however counters that the arguments 
proffered by petitioners are a mere rehash of their previous 
arguments which have already been determined and passed 
upon by the Court En Bane. And as correctly pointed out by 
the Court En Bane, respondent was not impleaded in the 
criminal action, thus, the prescriptive period to collect was 
not suspended. 

Indeed, the arguments raised by petitioners were all 
squarely discussed and passed upon, first by the Court in 
Division and subsequently on appeal, by the Court En Bane. 
Petitioners failed to advance any new or substantial reason 
to justify a departure from the previous conclusion and 
findings of the Court. 

WHEREFORE, there being no new matters and issues 
raised that will merit a reconsideration, let alone j 
modification of the assailed Decision of August 14, 2015, 
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petitioners' Motion for Reconsideration dated September 10, 
2015 is hereby DENIED, for lack of merit. 

SO ORDERED. 

R. FABON-VICTORINO 
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