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from PPD Global and the supply of services to which the payments
supposedly pertain. IHence, it cannot be said that these we
compensation for petitioner’s clinical research services that were paid
for by PPD Global. Sans sufficient proof of z :o-rated sales, a refund
of unutilized input VAT under Se-'ion 112(A) of the NIRC, as
amended, cannot be allowed.

There is no need to belabor petitioner’s arguments that merely
repackage matters already considered and resolved. The Court is not
required to restate, in seriatim, its earlier conclusions.

In Ortigas and Company " ‘mited Partnership v. Judge Tirso Velasco
and Dolores V. Molina, and Dolores V. Molina v. on. Presiding Judge of
RTC, Quezon City, Br. 105, and Manila Banking Corporation,” it was held
that a Court is not bound to discuss each argument in a motion for
reconsideration that merely reiterates matters already resolved, and
may properly be dealt with in a ~>neral manner, . iz.:

Effect, and Disposition of
Motion for Reconsideration

The filing of a motion for = :onsideration, 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. This 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 because 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 the 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.

5 G.R. Nos. 109645 and 112564, Resolulion, March 4, 1996.
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W EREFORvy, petitioner’~ Motion for Partial Reconsideration (Re:
Decision dated 6 February 2025) is NIED for lack of m -it. ine
“ecision promulgated _n February 6, 2025is = FFlnMED.

SO ORDERE.L..
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