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RESBOQOLUTION

Bﬂwgﬁm@ sought the dismissal of the petitios
- Ror review because it falled tc state & causs of sotion
#Bd Shis Court has me jJurisdictisn te entertsin ths

. appesl.

% mw - hakalel da ShEliass 1 Catbakegan,
a3 _, as amdlusive dealer or ssller of thw preducts '
e ernptionsl Harvester Co. of Poilippinesy now .

: aetions] Harvester Waclsod, Iﬂ@w IBM for shers.

 Bemet in ¥ovember 1952, respendent m-ﬁ
Bpen nﬁtm tho pm of the commercisl broksr's
sm wed mﬂm- taxes mmm to PLl 36k.50
severing the peried frem 1956 te 196@ inslusive. (See

"’m Ms Pet. for Rew., OFA rec.) The demand letter
'_,-F m mtum and sontested Dy petitioner, mﬁ ne desi=
- sion has 8e m baan rﬂwoﬂ. ‘by xup@adam &p. %y m‘&.
m Rev.y CT4 Feeo)e '
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In the meantime, the resplution of the proLtesy
‘was held in ghym@c by respendent pending the deci-
- lm of this Court on T4 Case No. 1016 antitled
®girils D. Cougtaniime vs. Commissioner of .I Lo terzal
ﬁs@m*’ invelving the sawe contreversisl issue, The
‘#uid case was decided by this Conrt in favor of peti-
tioner on Mereh fi,ss-, 1966 but 1t was sppeslad by rs-
spendsnt te the Buprese Couri, The decision of the
. lower court was z-ovugdh; the Suprams i;‘anw‘&; on ¥ebrus-
2y-27, 1970, | . :
- m May 29, 1970, peti ﬂ;msmzﬂ wmo& the presant
mk this Gom't eilsging ﬂ;mt, dcﬁpms the fact that
ﬂ ﬁﬁﬂ- ‘ﬂiﬁian hu been rendered by the Feppondent
# mw # prétest and/or rvqma% for reconsiders
m the Wpetition is being filed in view of infore
m recuived from the Burseu of Internal Revenus
Ma me‘i; of Distrsint and Levy Hay be served up-
A xﬂ petitionar® %p@ by Pot, foF ReVey CITh Fese)e

m mmt 10y 197%; resyondent £iled bis moilen %o
 ddsmise. On Bsprescer 18, 1970, petitisner oppesed ths
" mmmmnemm thet mumnxmmmu

-‘-cmmmu vf the case; ithe dismissal thersol is

. Bov proper. Faiiticner axgues that, when tue Suprane

- Coury msm T cmmm m 4n faver of rew

_ent en Pebwusry 27, 1,9__;?% he is dessed to have desided
the disputed sssessusnt simulteneously with She Buprems
 Gourt, conformably vith the prsvieus understanding

‘betwass the pariies. |
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‘EM& %mﬁ haae wmmg“ j;um o reviey the sppeal
m by tapws from decisions of the Uommissionsr
. of Internal Revepus on digputed revenne *5::4: useﬁamm%s;
Howaver, tbhe petition for Feview itsslf sdmits Thet o
fingl declsicn has been mdmrad by rsspondeapt om w-»-
tioner's m%s% and/er regusst fo@ reconsideraiion. Cobe
_ioqmii‘gg tihe filimg of ths presemt petitiou Tfor revisw '
is pxm%m snd, Sherefore, this Cowrt has no jurisdie-
'H.m. S0 taka gognisancs of ths case (Commissiomsr of Ine
wm ¥, Villa, ot sloy GeRe Neo I=23988, Jan. as
m Inse Ve Commiusioner of Int. Haves cra ™
 Gase Noo 1872, Jwn. 20, 1570)s - . v
R ;m, finding rnpmﬂm:&“s mmm to-dismias
| mmmm- review has Lo be, as it
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