REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES
COURT OF TAX APPEALS
QUEZON CITY

SPECIAL THIRD DIVISION

JOHN PAUL V. MEDINA, Owner CTA CASE NO. 10277
and Proprietor of JPM MEDICAL
'+ RADING, Members:
Petitioner,
R™IGPIS-LIBAN, Chairperson,
MODESTO-SAN PEDRO, and

- Versus - FERRER-FLORES, JJ
Promulgated:
COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS,
Respondent.
b T X
RESOLUTION

FERRER-FLORES, J.:

Before the Court is respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration [Of the
Decision dated 11 December 2023] filed through registered mail on February
16, 2024, and receiv 1 by the Court on February 22, 2024, with petitioner’s
Comment/Opposition (re Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration
dated 14 February 2024) filed on March 1, 2024.

On December 11, 2023, the Court promulgated a Decision lifting the
Warrant of Seizure and Detention of petitioner’s medical goods and
ef stively reversing respondent’s Order dated March 23, 2020, the
dispositive portion of which is quoted as follows:

WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing considerations, the present
Amended Petition for Review is GRANTED. Accordingly, the assailed
Order dated March 23, 2020 of respondent is REVERSED and SET
ASIDE, and the Warrant of Seizure and Detention No. 2019-086 is
I""CALLED and LIFTED. Moreover, respondent or the BOC is
ORDERED TO RELEASE the subject seized medical goods, as
enumerated in Annex ‘2’, to petitioner sans the payment of duties and taxes.

SO ORDERED.
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In his Motion, respondent prays that the above [ :ision be
reconsidered and set aside by imploring the Court to take a second and hard
look on the conclusions reached therein based on the following grounds, viz.:

I
The onorable Court ruled contrary to the Rules of Court and
settled jurisprudence in declaring the assailed Order as
appealable, despite the clear wording in its dispositive portion
showin~ that it is an interlocutory order.

I
The Honorable Court seriously erred when it did not decide the
case on the merits even after declaring that it had jurisdiction over
the assailed order.

111
Respondent did not commit 1 . -sible error in disregarding
petitioner’s documents for being n ‘e photocopies.

IV
Petitior - did not submit proof of payment of duties and taxes as
required by Section 224 of the Customs Modernization and Tariff
Act (CMT ).

v
The assailed Order has been superseded by the 24 ~pril 2020
Order of the Port of Manila District Collector directing the
forfeiture of petitioner’s goods.

On the other hand, in its Comment, petitioner primarily asserts the
following: (a) the issue of whether the assailed Order was appealable was
already considered and passed upon by the Court in its previous resolutions;
and, (b) the ruling of the Court was in accordance with Section 1127 of the
CMTA and Customs Memorandum Order (CMQ) No. 4-2018.

" fter due consideration, the Court finds respondent’s Motion for
Reconsideration bereft of merit.

A cursory reading of the issues raised by respondent in the present
M.otion rev s that the same are a mere rehash of the basic issues raised i~
his Memorandum dated December 1, 202, which were already exhaustively
passed upon, duly consic ‘ed, and resolved by the Court not only in the

! Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1520 to 1543.

1



RESOLUTION
CTA Case No. 10277
Page 3 of 6

assailed Decision but also in the Court’s nrevious F solutions dated October
6, 2020? and January 20, 2021.°

Perforce, as the grounds1 ~ 1upon by respondent are mere reiterations
of the issues already pas: 1 upon, the Court r :d not deal individually and
specifically with the argurr 1ts, in much =~ same way that the Court does in
its judgment as regards the issues raised and submitted for decision. In the
case of Social Justice Society (SJS) Officers v. Lim,* the Supreme Court held
that:

The grounds relied on being mere reiterations of the issues
al 1dy passed upon by the Court, tl is no need to ‘cut and paste’
pertinent portions of the Decision or re-write the pornencia in
accordance with the outline of the instant motion.

As succinctly put by then Chief Justice Andres R. Narvasa in
Ortigas and Co. " d. Partnership v. Judge Velasco on the effect and
disposition of a motion for reconsideration:

“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 tt Court does in its
judgment or final order as regards the 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 isst ; 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.¢., the motion
contains merely a reiteration or rehash of arguments
already submitted to and pronounced without m 1t 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.”,

\

Docket — Vol. II, pp. 918 to §31.
Docket — Vol. lI1, pp. 1004 to 1016.
G.R. Nos. 187836 and 187916, March 10, 2015.

- W W









RESOLUTION
CTA Case No. 10277
Page 6 of 6

Dec nt -11,2023.

WH"REFORE, premises conside 1, respondent’s Motion for
Reconsideration [Of the Decision dated 11 Dec mber 2023] is DENIED
for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
' ¢,
COR%ON G. FERRER-FLOQRES
Assoclate Justice
WE CONCUR:

I " .BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associa  Justice

o Official Business)
MARIA ROV&'%NA MODESTO-SAN P"DRO
Associate Justice




