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In the said Motion, petitioner prays for reconsideration and
setting aside of the Court's Decision dated August 7, 2019, the
dispositive portion of which reads:

“WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing
considerations, the instant Petition for Review is DENIED
for lack of merit. The Decision dated December 11, 2017
and the Resolution dated May 16, 2018 rendered by the
Court in Division in CTA Case No. 8964, are hereby
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.”

in support of its Motion, petitioner argues that:

1. The Petition for Review was filed within the mandatory and
jurisdictional period;

2. The retroactive application of RMC 54-2014 resulted in the
deprivation of petitioner's due process when the procedure for
processing of its administrative claims was changed during the
pendency of the claims;

3. Respondent continued to have jurisdiction to act on
petitioner's administrative claim for tax refund/credit after the lapse of
the 120+30 day period, as confirmed by Revenue Regulations No. 1-
2017.

In his Comment, respondent counter-argues that:

1. The arguments raised by petitioner have already been
conclusively passed upon and considered by the Court in its decision.

2. Petitioner's contention that respondent continued to have
jurisdiction to act on its claim for tax refund/credit after the lapse of
the 120+30 day periods as confirmed by RR No. 1-2017 is bereft of
merit.

3. Partaking of the nature of tax exemptions, claims for refund

are strictly construed against the claimant and cannot be allowed
unless granted in the most explicit and categorical language.

In its Reply, petitioner maintains that:

1. Petitioner’'s judicial claim for refund was filed within the
mandatory and jurisdictional period.,'h
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2. Respondent continued to have jurisdiction t¢ act on
petitioner’'s administrative claim for tax refund/credit after the lapse of
the 120+30-day period if no decision had been rendered.

THE COURT EN BANC’S RULING
Petitioner's Motion lacks merit.

After a careful examination and consideration of the allegations
in petitioner's Motion for Reconsideration, it is noted that the
arguments raised therein are mere reiterations of matters which have
already been thoroughly considered, weighed and resolved in the
assailed Decision.

Thus, We shall not belabor, in this Resolution, to repeat the
disquisitions made therein.

WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing considerations, the
instant Motion for Reconsideration is hereby DENIED for lack of
merit.

SO ORDERED.
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