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SO ORDERED.

In its motion, petitioner raises the following issues for
determination, thus:

A. The Court erred in affirming the assailed
Decision of the CTA Second Division
dated July 11, 2014 and subsequent
Resolution dated September 30, 2014
where it ruled that the case filed by
PLDT before the Regional Trial Court
("RTC") of Makati City is essentially a
principal action for injunction;

B. The Court erred in affirming the
dismissal of the CTA Second Division of
the decision of the RTC of Makati City of
Civil Case No. 11-635 for lack of
jurisdiction after considering that the
action is for injunction which is outside
the territorial jurisdiction of RTC Makati
City.

In its Opposition (to the Motion for Reconsideration)
posted on August 31, 2016, respondents City of
Tuguegarao, City Treasurer of the City of Tuguegarao
Buenaventura F. Lagundi, and Assistant City Treasurer of
the City of Tuguegarao Florentina S. Balisi, pray for the
outright denial of the Motion for Reconsideration and argue
that:

1. The Court En Banc correctly ruled in
affirming the Decision and Resolution of
the Court in Division, which affirmed the
Resolution of RTC Makati City in Civil
Case No. 11-635 filed by petitioner,
which is essentially a principal action for
injunction;

2. The Court En Banc was correct when it
ruled that the present case should be
brought and taken cognizance by the
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RTC whose territorial jurisdiction
encompasses the place where the facts
thereof have originated and which has
jurisdiction over the parties sought to be
enjoined, which is the RTC of
Tuguegarao City.

3. The suit should have been instituted
before the Court of competent
jurisdiction which has the power to take
cognizance of the tax protest of
petitioner, i.e. RTC of Tuguegarao City,
the RTC that has jurisdiction over
respondent City Treasurer and Asst. City
Treasurer of Tuguegarao City.

The instant Motion should be denied.

Indeed, the arguments raised by petitioner were all
squarely discussed and passed upon, first by the Court in
Division and subsequently on appeal, by the Court En Banc.
Petitioner failed to advance any new or substantial reason to
justify a departure from the previous conclusion and findings
of the Court.

WHEREFORE, there being no new matters and issues
raised that will merit a reconsideration, let alone
modification of the assailed Decision of June 17, 2016,
petitioner’s Motion for Reconsideration filed on July 12,
2016, is hereby DENIED, for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

. FABON-VICTORINO
sdciate Justice

We Concur:
(I mamtain my Dissghting Opinion)

ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO
Presiding Justice
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