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RESOLUTION 

RINGPIS-LIBAN, J.: 

For resolution is petitioner's " i\Io tion for Reconsideration (Re: Decision 
promulgated on 02 March 2022)" 1 filed on larch 21, 2022. 

In the instant motion, petitioner avers that the assessments stated in the 
Final Assessment Notices (F .AN) are valid and not contrary to law. Petitioner 
argues that there is no jurisprudence dictating that the assessment must be 
highly detailed, that it must contain the word "demand" to be considered as a 
demand for payment of tax liabilities, and it must indicate the definite total 
amount o f deficiency tax liabilities, inclusive of interest and penalties. Petitioner 
claims that he is merely relying in good faith on the prevailing laws and rules at 
the time of the issuance of the assessments and applied the standards required 
by the Tax Code, as amended and relevant Revenue Regulations. Thus, the 
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subject assessments must not be invalidated and that petitioner should not be 
faulted for the lacking details in the assessment notices. 

On April 11, 2022, respondent filed by registered mail its "Opposition 
(To: Motion for Reconsideration dated 21 March 2022)." Said Opposition was 
received by the Court En Bane on April 21, 2022. 

In the said "Opposition (I'o: Motion for Reconsideration dated 21 
March 2022)," respondent states that both the Second Division of the Court of 
Tax Appeals as well as the Court En Bane determined that the subject Formal 
Letter of Demand (FLD) and FAN did not contain a definite due date to 

constitute a proper demand for payment. Hence, the Court En Bane properly 
declared the subject FLD and FAN are invalid assessments. Respondent 
further stated that the arguments contained in the petitioner's Motion for 
Reconsideration are a mere rehash of those raised in the Petition for Review 
which were already duly considered and passed upon by the Court En Bane. 

After consideration of the motion submitted, the Court En Bane resolves 
to deny the pctitiont:r's "1\Iotion for Reconsideration (Re: Decision 
promulgated on 02 March 2022)." 

A careful and closer look at the arguments raised by petitioner in his 
present motion reveals that the grounds relied upon and the matters raised 
therein are mere restatements of his previous arguments. All these matters were 
already considered and extensively discussed upon by the Court En Bane in the 
assailed Decision. 

In the case of Shangn·-La International Hotel Management Ltd, et al. vs. 
Developers Group of Companies, Inc} the Supreme Court denied respondent's 
Motion for Reconsideration for being a mere reiteration of their previous 
arguments, and for failure to raise matters substantially plausible or 
compellingly persuasive to warrant the reversal of the assailed Decision, thus: 

"The bulk of the aforementioned grounds is a mere rehash 
of movant's previous arguments. While DGCI is correct in stating 
that a motion for reconsideration, by its very nature, may tend to 

dwell on issues already resolved in the decision sought to be 
reconsidered and that this should not be an obstacle for a 
reconsideration, the hard reality is that movant has failed to raise 
matters substantially plausible or compellingly persuasive to 
warrant the desired course of action. 

Considering that the grounds presently raised have been 
sufficiently considered, if not squarely addressed, in the subject 
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Decision, it behooves movant to convince the Court that certain 
findings or conclusions in the Decision are contrary to law. As it 
is, however, the instant motion does not raise any new or 
substantial legitimate ground or reason to justify the 
reconsideration sought." 

In view of the foregoing, the Court En Bane will no longer belabor to 
repeat its discussions in the assailed Decision since it would only result to mere 
superfluity. 

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petitioner's "Motion for 
Reconsideration (Re: Decision promulgated on 02 March 2022)" is DENIED 
for lack of merit. 

SO ORDERED. 

WE CONCUR: 

9-vt. ~ -r<...___ 
MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN 

Associate Justice 

Presiding Justice 
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