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Petitioner also notes that while the Supreme Court’s decision in
Petron has yet to attain finality, it should nonetheless be given great
persuasive value since it was rendered by the Highest Court of the Land.
Under Section 15, Rule 129 of the Revised Rules on Evidence, as
amended, this Court is mandated to take judicial notice of Petron, it
being an official act of the judiciary.

We resolve.

A simple cursory of respondent’s MR immediately reveals that it
merely rehashed the previous argument that this Court has already

exhaustively considered and passed upon in its assailed Decision.
Considering that respondent forwards a similar issue already resolved,
We deem that respondent’s MR deserves scant consideration.

In Shangri-la International Hotel Management, Ltd., et al. v.
Developers Group of Companies, Inc.’®, the Supreme Court made clear
that it is incumbent upon the respondent-movant to raise substantially
plausible matters to warrant the relief sought, thus:

The bulk of the aforementioned grounds is a mere rehash of movant’s
previous arguments. While DGCI is correct in stating that a motion
for reconsideration, by its very nature, may tend to dwell on issues
already resolved in the decision sought to be reconsidered and that
this should not be an obstacle for a reconsideration, the hard reality is
that movant has failed to raise matters substantially plausible or
compellingly persuasive to warrant the desired cause of action.

Considering that the grounds presently raised have been sufficiently
considered, if not squarely addressed, in the subject Decision, it
behooves movant to convince the Court that certain findings or
conclusions in the Decision are contrary to law. As it is, however, the
instant motion does not raise any new or substantial legitimate
ground or reason to justify the reconsideration sought}/

Sec. 1. Judicial notice, when mandatory. — A court shall take judicial notice, without the
introduction of evidence, of the existence and territorial extent of states, their political history,
forms of government and symbols of nationality, the law of nations, the admiralty and maritime
courts of the world and their seals, the political constitution and history of the Philippines, the
official acts of the legislative, executive and judicial departments of the Philippines, the laws of
nature, the measure of time, and the geographical divisions. (Emphasis and underscoring supplied)
16 G.R. No. 159938, 22 January 2007; Citation omitted.
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Further, as correctly pointed out by petitioner, the instant MR
should be denied outright for being pro forma as it lacks compliance
with Section 27, Rule 37 of the Rules of Court, as amended. Indeed, it
does not specify the findings or conclusions in the assailed Decision that
lack evidence or contradict the law, nor does it reference evidence or
laws contrary to this Court’s findings. Respondent’s burden to present
compelling reasons for reconsideration has not been met. Additionally,
the instant MR essentially reiterates an argument already addressed and
dismissed by the Court.

It is also worth noting that the Supreme Court’s decision in
Petron, though not final, indeed carries significant persuasive value and
should be considered as an official act of the judiciary. That being said,
this Court, is bound to take mandatory judicial notice of the same in the
resolution of the case, pursuant to Section 1'%, Rule 129 of the Revised
Rules on Evidence, as amended.

Clearly from the Supreme Court’s ruling in Petron and the
testimonies of petitioner’s expert witnesses, alkylate is not among the
articles covered by Section 148(e)* of the NIRC of 1997, as amended, as
it does not fall under the category of “other similar products of
distillation” subject to excise tax. Moreover, Section 148(e) of the NIRC
of 1997, as amended, imposes excise tax on naphtha, regular gasoline,
and other similar products of distillation only, and not on the raw
materials or ingredients used for their production. Hence, petitioner’s
excise tax payments upon its importation of alkylate are deemed illegal
and erroneous.

ACCORDINGLY, there being no new matters raised that would
have compelled this Court to revisit its prior ruling and/or reverse the
same, respondent’s “Motion for Reconsideration (Re: Decision
promulgated [o]7 March 2024)”, filed on 20 March 2024, is hereby
DENIED for lack of merit and for being pro forma/

Supra at note 9.
Supra at note 155.
Supra at note 7.
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SO ORDERED.
C
JEAN MA . BACORRO-VILLENA
ociate Justice
I CONCUR:
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Associate Justice




