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own March 19, 2026, the Court promulgated a Decision,®
partially granting petitioner’s Petition for Review. The fallo of which
reads:®

WHEREFORE, the Petition for Review dated
April 27, 2022, filed by SomnoMed Philippines, Inc., is
PARTIALLY GRANT

Respondent’s Fringe Benefit Tax assessment and
the Compromise Penalties for FY ending June 30, 2018
are CANCELLED and SET ASITE. On the other
hand, respondent’s assessments for deficiency Income
Tax, Expanded Withholding Tax, and Withholding
Tax on Compensation for I'Y ending June 30, 2018 are
UPHELD WITH MODIFICATION. Thus, petitioner
is ORDERED TO PAY respondent the following:

Deficiency
Basic Surcharge Tnterest Tatal _
[T P 8,215.83 F 206146 276247 13,069.716
EWT 413,300.70 103,325.17 148,788.25 66541412
WTC 299,279.21 74,819 80 1094713.20 48351071
Total P 72087574 80,206.43 P 260,963.92 ¥1,161,996.09

In addition, petitioner is ORL.RED TO PAY
respondent delinquency interest at the rate of twelve
percent (12%) per annum on the total amount due of
$1,161,996.09 as of July 30, 2021, as determined above,
or equivalent to the amount of P382.03 per day,
computed from July 31, 2021 until full payment
thereof pursuant to Section 249%™ of the NIRC of
1997, as amended by Republic Act No. 10963, as
implemented bv Revenue Regulations No. 21-2018.

SO ORDERED.

In its Decision, the Court cancelled respondent’s Fringe Benefit
Tax (FBT) assessment for lack of sufficient factual and legal basis, and
sustained with modification petitioner's deficiency income tax,
Expanded Withholding Tax (EWT), and Withholding Tax on
Compensation (WTC) assessments for fiscal year ending Jur 30,
2018.

5 I, pp. 636 - 684,
o id., p. 683.
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Moreover, RO Pascasio mistakenly treated the entire
productivity incentive account as subjectto BT, ¢ spite the statutory
exclusion of benefits granted to rank-and-file employees from tt
covere  of FBT. As a result, respondent failed to identify in its
assessment the specific taxable portion of the productivity incentives.
It did not show in its assessment which amounts were granted to
supervisory employees, which amounts exceeded the applicable de
minimis threshold, and what exact amount, if any, should properly be
subjected to FBT.

From the foregoing, the .3T assessr 1t was not merely
excessive; it was built on an erroneous premise. It is a “naked
assessment,” that is, one bereft of any factual or legal foundation,
which mal 5 the determination of the tax due without rational
basis.’?

To be clear, the defect here goes into the very foundation of the
FBT assessment. Respondent did not merely commit an arithmetical
error which can be corrected by recomputation. We cannot simply
presume the existence of a valid taxab’ portion of petitioner’s
productivity incentive. To do so would be to supply the missing
factual and legal bases of the FBT assessment, a task which belongs to
the respondent, not to the Court.

WHEREFORE, petiti.aer Somnomed Philippines Inc.’s Motion
for Partial Reconsideration filed on April 10, 2026, and Commissioner
of Internal .evenue's Motion for Reconsideration filed on April 10,
2026, are DENIED. The ..ecision promulgated on March 19, 2026 is
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.
MARIAN REﬁES la-'J AJARDO
Associate Justice
~ NCUR:

HENRY / NGELES

Associate Justic

1 See Commissioncr of Internal Revenue v. Sps. Magaan, G.R. No. 232663, May 3, 2021, citing
Commissioner of Internal Revenue v. Hantex Trading Co., Inc, G.R. No. 136975, March 31,
200,



