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For resolution is the petitioner’s “Motion for Reconsideration (Re: Decision
dated February 12, 2026 filed by registered mail on March 27, 2026, and received
by the Court on April 8, 2026, with respondent’s “Comment on/Opposition to
the Motion for Reconsideration dated March 25, 20267 filed on May 12, 2026.

Petitioner seeks reconsideration of the Court Er Bands Decision, the
dispositive portion of which reads as follows:

“ACCORDINGLY, the Petidon for Review is DENIED
for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.”

Petitioners-Appellants claim that the Court E» Banc erred in affirming the
ruling of the Central Board of Assessment Appeals (CBAA) that Petitioners-
Appellants are liable to refund the amount computed by the CBAA in favor of
respondent CE Casecnan Water & Energy Co. Inc. (CE Casecnan); that the
Court E# Banc erred in affirming the total amount computed by the CBAA
allegedly to be refunded by Petitoner-Appellants; that the Supreme Court’s (SC)
Decision dated February 1, 2021 did not categorically pronounce that CE
Casecnan is entitled to the payment of a refund; that the SC merely remanded
the case to the CBAA for the latter to determine the amount to be refunded to
CL Casecnan, “if there be any;” and that the Court E» Banr erred when it held
that there was no grave abuse of discretion on the part of the CBAA in the
determination of the refundable amount to CE Casecnan.

Meanwhile, Respondents-Appelles assert that the Motion for
Reconsideration merely reiterates the arguments that Petitioners-Appellants have
already raised in their prior submissions, including their Petition for Review,
which have already been considered and correctly resolved by this Court.
Moreover, Respondents-Apellees state that the Court Ex Bare correctly ruled
that the CBAA properly proceeded to determine the amount to be refunded to
CE Casecnan; that contrary to Petitioners-Appellants’ argument, CE Casecnan
had a clear right to receive a refund pursuant to the final and immutable SC
Decision; that the grant of refund to CE Casescan is automatic, thus, the filing
of another written claim for tax refund under the Local Government Code
(L.GC) would merely require CE Casecnan to relitigate the same 1ssues that were
already ruled upon by the Supreme Court in its final and executory SC Decision;
that the tax assumption agreement between the National Irrigation
Administration (NIA) and CE Casecnan- to which petitioners are not partes- is
irrelevant and does not bar the refund of tax payments; that the final and
immutable SC Decision clearly states that CE Casecnan is entitled to a refund
despite the supposed validity of petiioner’s real property tax (RPT) assessments;
that the Commuission on Audit’s (COA) consent and approval are not required

' Rollo, CTA EB NO. 2979, pp. 351-361.
> Thid., pp. 568-586.
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before pettioners may refund the RPTs to CE Casecnan; and that the CBAA
correctly interpreted Executive Order (EQO) No. 173 and propetly computed the
RPT amount refundable to CE Casecnan.

After consideration, the Court E# Banc resolves to deny the “Moton for
Reconsideration (Re: Decision dated February 12, 2026)”” The Court Exn Bane
reviewed the grounds relied upon by Petitioners-Appellants in support of their
Motion for Reconsideration but finds no cogent reason to grant the same. The
Court En Bame notes that Petitioners-Appellants basically rehashed their
arguments which were sufficiently passed upon and discussed by the Court Ex
Bane 1 the assailed Decision, to discuss them anew would only be superfluous.

Applying the ruling of the Supreme Court in the case of Soaal Justice Society
(S]S) Officers, et al. v. Alfredo S. Lim, ef seq.,”> it would be a useless formality for the
Court E# Bane to reiterate the reasons already set forth in the assailed Decision,
it suffices for the Court En Bane to deal generally and summarily with the motion
tfor reconsideration and metrely state a legal ground for 1ts 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 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 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, Art. VIII, Constitution); ze, the moton 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 requite consideration, etc.” (Emphasis

added)

In view of the foregoing disquisitions, the Court Ez Banc finds no
compelling reason to reverse or modify the Decision promulgated on February
12, 2026.

ACCORDINGLY, the “Modon for Reconsideration (Re: Decision dated
February 12, 2026)” 1s DENIED for lack of meri/t/

*  GR. No. 187836, March 10, 2013 (Resolutdon on Modon for Reconsideradony, citing Orzigar and Company
Limited Partnership v. Judpe Tirso Vielasco, of al, et seq., G.R. No. 109645, March 4, 1996 (324 Phil. 483).
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SO ORDERED.
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