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REYES-FAJARDO, J.:

For the Court's resolution is petitioners” Motion for
Reconsideration! (“Motion”), filed on October 28, 2022.

In the Motion, petitioners pray that the Court reconsider the
Decision? (“assailed Decision”), promulgated on October 7, 2022. The
dispositive portion of the assailed Decision states:

WHEREFORE, the instant Petition for Review is DENIED for
lack of merit.

In the assailed Decision, the Court ruled that Petitioners failed
to show that they fall within the coverage of those entitled to tax
exemption under Section 56(2) of the ADB Charter. Thus, petitioners
are not entitled to the refund of income tax collected from them for
taxable year 2012 and 2013.

! Rollo, pp. 343 to 350.
Id., pp. 305 to 325.
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Aggrieved, petitioners move for reconsideration on the
following grounds:

i.  Petitioners filed their administrative claim within the two-
year period from the date of payment of the tax, as
required by law. Petitioners alleged that respondent
judicially admitted that they filed the administrative
claim for refund prior to the filing of the petition.

ii.  The Philippines never made a declaration to tax Filipino
employees of ADB. There was only a reservation of the
right.

iili. Petitioners disagree that the NIRC is the enabling
legislation required to tax petitioners. According to
petitioners, the exemption from taxation, granted by way
of treaty, must be taken away in the manner such
exemptions were granted.

iv.  Revenue Memorandum Circular No. 31-2013, assuming it
was valid, can only be applied prospectively.

Respondent failed to file his comment/opposition on
petitioners’ Motion despite notice.?

The Motion is denied.

After a careful evaluation of the arguments presented by
petitioners, it is clear that the grounds raised therein are mere
reiterations of matters which have already been exhaustively
considered, weighed and resolved in the assailed Decision. As such,
the Court finds no compelling reason to reconsider, modify or even
reverse the assailed Decision. The pronouncement in Social Justice
Society (S]S) Officers, et al. v. Lim,* is instructive:

The grounds relied on being mere reiterations of the issues
already passed upon by the Court, there is no need to “cut and

3 Rollo, pp. 357
4 G.R Nos. 187836 & 187916, March 10,2015.
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paste” pertinent portions of the Decision or re-write the ponencia in
accordance with the outline of the instant motion.

As succinctly put by then Chief Justice Andres R. Narvasa in
Ortigas and Co. Ltd. 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 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, 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.e., the
motion 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
require consideration, etc.

WHEREFORE, petitioners” Motion for Reconsideration

DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

1s

MARIAN I‘%F REYES FA RDO

Associate Justice

(I reiterate my Separate'Concurring Opinion in the Division Decision)

ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO
Presiding Justice



RESOLUTION
CTA EB No. 2136
Page 6 of 6

ER%P. 16)%

Associate Justice

(I reiterate my Concurring and Dissenting Opinion in the En Banc Decision)
MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associate Justice

L Y
(o Ferse S s
(With due respect, [ reiterate my Concurring and Dissenting Opinion in the En
Banc Decision)

CATHERINE T. MANAHAN
Associate Justice

(With due respect, [ maintaip'th previous vote of joining PJ's Separate
ng Opinion)

A. BACORRO-VILLENA
Associate Justice

O-SAN PEDRO
Associate Justice

LANEE S. CUI-SI)AVID

Associate Justice

CORTON & FERtER P ORE S

Associate Justice



