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pleadings and which have not been taken up in the Assailed Decision.
Respondents assert that the Court is correct when it ruled that it has no
jurisdiction over the present controversy since the latter does not involve a
local tax case.

The Court En Banc resolves to deny petitioners’ Motion for
Reconsideration for lack of merit.

A closer evaluation of the case records and the arguments raised by
petitioners in their Motion for Reconsideration reveals that the arguments
relied upon are, indeed, mere rehash of the matters which had been
thoroughly discussed and passed upon by the Court En Banc in the Assailed
Decision. Petitioners utterly failed to raise any new or substantial matter let
alone any compelling reason to warrant the modification much less reversal
of the Court En Banc’s findings.

The Court En Banc stands by its ruling that this Court has no
jurisdiction over the present controversy given that the Complaint before the
RTC cannot be considered as a local tax case. The Complaint before the
RTC was essentially anchored on respondents’ purported right to redeem the
foreclosed properties under Section 261 of the Local Government Code. On
the other hand, petitioners’ refusal to accept the offer to redeem the
foreclosed properties was due to their need to verify the identities of the
parties seeking to exercise the right of redemption. Verily, the trial court can
fully resolve such an issue without having to pass upon the legality or
validity of the RPT assessment. The issue of validity or legality of the tax
sale in the present case is not essentially related to the issue of the
demandability of the RPT assessment. Far from challenging the legality or
validity of the RPT assessment, respondents’ offer to redeem the foreclosed
properties by payment of the redemption price (representing the delinquent
tax plus interest and expenses of sale} pursuant to Section 261 of the Local
Government Code may even be construed as their implicit recognition of the
correctness let alone validity of the RPT assessment.

The Court En Banc also does not find any merit in petitioners’
assertion that the Complaint before the RTC was amended to include the
issue of validity of the RPT assessment and prescription. A careful review of
the records, however, reveals that no amendment of the Complaint was
actually made. What the respondents were actually arguing in their
Memorandum dated October 16, 2018° filed before the Court in Division
was that their Complaint was “effectively amended to conform to evidence”
pursuant to Section 5, Rule 10 of the Rules of Court because they allegedly
were able to present evidence (tax declarations, official receipts and
certification) during trial proving previous payment of the taxes for which e

* CTA AC No. 205 Docket, pp. 298-303.
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the properties were foreclosed. Nevertheless, no actual amendment of the
Complaint was ever made and this non-amendment was even noted by the
RTC in its Decision.* Even assuming that the Complaint was amended to
conform to evidence, the same will not matter. The respondents cannot
validly raise such issues to the RTC and the latter cannot validly rule upon
the same. The issue of whether or not the RPT due on the delinquent
properties were already paid prior to the foreclosure sale and as well as the
issue of whether or not the RPT assessment has prescribed are questions of
fact intrinsically touching upon the correctness or reasonableness (not
validity or legality) of the RPT assessment. The resolution of such issues
certainly entails presentation and calibration of evidence. Accordingly,
jurisdiction over the same is vested upon the relevant local board of
assessment appeals (LBAA) pursuant to Section 226 of the Local
Government Code.

WHEREFORE, petitioners’ Motion for Reconsideration is DENIED
for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

E;‘C-Qsé:;‘;o.(/
JUANITO C. CASTANEDA, JR.
Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DEC'ROSARIO ERI%UY
Presiding Justice Associate Justice
‘i, p. 52

3 Ty v. Trampe, G.R. No. 117577, December 1, 1995; Olivares v. Marquez, G.R. No. 155591, September 22, 2004;
National Power Corporation v. Province of Quezon, G.R. No. 171586, January 25, 2010; National Power
Corporation v. Municipal Government of Navotas, G.R. No. 192300, November 24, 2014; City of Lapu-Lapu v.
Philippine Economic Zone Authority, G.R. Nos. 184203 & 187583, November 26, 2014.
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