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On the other hand, respondent states that petitioner’s arguments are
mere reiterations of the previous arguments in the Petiton for Review and
Memorandum which were already considered by the Court in Division; that
respondent’s payment to the City of Iligan for the purchase of the Iligan Diesel
Power Plants 1s not subject to EWT; that respondent’s income payments to the
City of Iligan for the purchase of the Iligan Diesel Power Plants are specifically
excluded from the coverage of withholding tax under Section 2.57.5 (A) of
Revenue Regulations (RR) No. 2-98, as amended; that the City of Iligan
performed an essential governmental function when it sold the foreclosed
Iligan Diesel Power Plants to tespondent; that the said transaction is exempt
from tax, hence, respondent does not have obligation to withhold EW'T on its
payment to the City of Iligan.

After consideration, the Court E# Bane tesolves to deny the “Motion for
Reconsideration.” The Court E# Banc reviewed the grounds relied upon by
petitioner in support of his “Motion for Reconsideration” but finds no cogent
reason to grant the same. The issues raised and the arguments presented in the
instant “Motion for Reconsideration” are the same issues and arguments he
presented before the Court in Division, and in the present Petition for Review
which have already been passed upon, discussed and judiciously resolved in the
assailed Decision dated May 3, 2019.

It must be stressed that among the ends to which a motion for
reconsideration is addressed, one is precisely to convince the Court that its
ruling is erroneous and improper, contrary to law or the evidence.” If the
movant failed to do so, the motion for reconsideration must necessarily fail.

Considering that the issues and arguments presented in the instant
motion are the very same arguments which petitioner stated in his Petition for
Review, the Court finds it needless to reiterate the discussions made in the
assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the “Motion  for
Reconsideration” is DENIED for lack of merit. The assailed Decision
dated May 3, 2019 is AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.
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MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN

Associate Justice

2 Teadulo M. Coquilla vs. The Han. Commission on Elections and Mr. Neil M. Alvarez, G.R. No, 151914, July
31, 2002.
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