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Z]1 GFRIED L..O TIAN, Promuloated: 1
Acensed-Appellee, ;g

Xom = - e X

RESOLUTION

RINGPIS-LIBAN, /J.:

» ot resolution is the plaintiff-app  lant’s “Motion for Reconsideration (of
the Dedision dated June 18, 2024)”" received by the Court on July 10, 2024, with
respondent’s “Comment/Opposition (Re: Motion for Reconsideration dated
July 5, 2024 for the Decision dated Junel8, 2024)”" filed on August 12, 2024.

Pettoner seeks reconsideration of this Court’s Decision, the dispositive
portion of which reads as follows:

“W  REFORE, premises considered, tt  instant
Anr 1ded Verified Peduon for Review is DENIED for lack of
jurisdiction.

I Roflo, CTA EB CRIAL NO. 107, pp. 579-594
2Tbid., pp. 600-618.
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SO ORDERED.”

Plaintiff-appellant maintains that the Motion for Reconsideration is
timely filed on January 5, 2023; that the reckoning point for the counting of the
fifteen (15)-day period for filing of motion for reconsideration is on December
21, 2022, the date when the Burcau of Internal Revenue (BIR) received the
assailed Resolution dated December 5, 2022; that the Resolution dated
December 5, 2022 of the Court in Division has not become final and executory
due to the timely filling of the Motion for Reconsideratdon; that the Court Ex
Bane can exercisc appellate jurisdiction; and that prescription has not set in, since
the period of discovery and the institution of judicial proceedings for the
violation of Section 254 of the Tax Code against accused not only triggers the
mterruption of prescriptive period, but at the same time triggers the interruption
of the same prescripuve period on July 5, 2012, or the date of filing with the
Department of Justice. Hence, plaintiff-appellant moves that the Court Ex Bane
(1) set aside the Resolution dated December 5, 2022 dismissing the Informadon,
on the ground of prescripuon of the offense charged; (2) set aside the Resolution
dated February 9, 2023, denying the Motion for Reconsideration; (3) set aside
the Decision dated June 18, 2024, denying the Amended Verified Petition for
Review on the ground of lack of jurisdiction; and (4) issue an Order/Resolution
setting the case for Arraignment and Pre-'I'rial.

Conversely, accused-appellee submits that the right of the plainuaff to
prosecute accused has prescribed under Secuon 281 of the Tax Code; that the
case must be dismissed for violation of accused’s right to speedy disposition of
cascs; that the prosecution took more than ten {10) years from the filing of the
complaint to the filing of the Information in Court; and that it 1s for the
prosecution to prove that accused’s right to disposition of cases was not violated.
Accused-appellee prays that that Mouon for Reconsideraton be dismissed for
lack of merit and that the Court Ex Bawne’s decision be affirmed.

After consideration, the Court E» Bane resolves to deny the “Motion for
Reconsideration.” The Court Ex Bane reviewed the grounds relied upon by
petittoner in support of its Motion for Reconsideration but finds no cogent
reason to grant the same. The Court Ex Bane notes that plaintiff-appellant
basically rehashed its arguments which were sufficiently passed upon and
discussed by the Court in Division in its Resolution, and in the assailed E» Bane
Decision, to discuss them anew would only be supertluous.

Applying the ruling of the Supreme Coutt in the case of Social Justice Society
(S]S) Officers. et al. v. Alfredo S. Lim, et seq.,” 1t would be a useless formality for the

Court Ex Bane to reiterate the reasons already set forth in the assailed Decision,

/1/

' G.R. No. 187836, March 10, 2015 {Resolution on Alotion for Recansideration), citing Origas aid Company

Limited Partnership v. Judge Tireo Uelasco, of al, ef veg., G.R. No. 109645, March 4, 1996 (324 Phil. 483).
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it sutfices for the Court Ex Bawne to deal generally and summarily with the motion
for reconsideration and merely state a legal ground for its denial, thus:

“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 irs judgmment or
final order as regards the issues raised and submitted for decision. This
would be a useless formality ot 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, 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, Are. VIII, Constitution); Ze., the motion contains
merely a reiteration or rehash of arguments already submitted to and
pronounced without merit by the Court in irs judgment, or the basic
issues have already been passed upon, or the motion discloses no
substandal 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 requite consideration, etc.” (Fumphasiv

added)

In view of the foregoing disquisitions, the Court finds no compelling
reason to reverse or modify the Decision promulgated on June 18, 2024,

WHEREFORE, plaintiff-appellant’s Motion for Reconsideration (of the
Decision dated Junie 18, 2024) is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO

Presiding Justice

Cod ot 7~ S wirh
CATHERINE T. MANAHAN

Associate Justce
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