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BAHAY BONDS 2 SPECIAL CTA Case No. 10475
PURPOSE TRUST,

- DMINISTERED BY NATIONAL Members:

HOME MORTGAGE FINANC

CORPORATION, MANAH " N, Chairperson,
Petitioner, REYES- AJARDO, and
ANGELES, J].
- Versus -
Promulgated:

COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL
REVENUE,

Respondent.

RESOLUTION
REYES-FAJARLO, J.:

For the Court’s resolution is respondent’s Motion for Partial
Reconsideration (Re: Decision promulgated on 13 September 2024), posted
on October 4, 2024. It mainly seeks to reverse the Court’s Decision
promulgated on September 13, 2024,> which partially granted
petitioner’'s refund in the reduced amount of ?1,656,000.00
repres 1ting erroneously paid final withholding taxes (FWT) on
interest income arising from petitioner’s fixed-rate notes or the
“Bahay Bonds 2” 1 ative to the period from November 26, 2018 to
December 4, 2020. The fallo of which reads:*

WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing considerations, the
consolidated Petitions [sic] for Review filed by Bahay Bonds 2
¢ cial Purpose .rust is PARTIALLY GRANTED. Respondent
Commissioner of Internal Revenue is ORDERED to refund or issue

! Rollo, pp. 573 - 379.
2 Id. at pp. 539 - 572.
3 Id. at p. 371.
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Effect, and Disposition of
Motion for Reconsideration

The filing of a motion for reconsideration, authorized by
Rule 52 of the Rules of Court, does not impose on the Court the
obligation to deal individually and specifically with the grounds
relied upon therefor, in much the same way that the Court does in
its judgment or final order as regards be issues raised and
submitted for decision. "™is would be a useless formality or ritual
invariably involving merely a reiteration of the reasons already set
forth in the judgment or final order for rejecting the arguments
advanced by the movant; and it would be a needless act, too, with
respect to issues raised for the first time, these being, as above
stated, deemed waived Dbecause not asserted at the first
opportunity. It suffices for the Court to deal generally and
summarily with the motion for reconsideration, and merely state a
legal ground for its denial (Sec. 14, ART. VIII, Constitution); i.e.,
the motion contains merely a reiteration or rehash of arguments
already submitted to and pronounced without merit by the Court
in its judgment, or tt basic issues have already been passed
upon, or the motion. discloses no substantial argument or cogent
reason to warrant reconsideration or modification of the judgment
or final order; or the arguments in the motion are too
unsubstantial to require consideration, etc.

WHEREFORE, petitioner’s Motion for Partial Reconsideration (Re:
Decision promulgated on 13 September 2024) is DENIED for lack of
merit. The Decision promulgated on September 13, 2024, is
AFFIRMED.

S ORDERED.
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