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“WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Petiion for
Review filed with the Court Ex Banc on March 01, 2019 is
DENIED for lack of merit. Accordingly, the September 27, 2018
Amended Decision and January 23, 2019 Resolution in CTA Case
No. 9106 are AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.™

In his Motion for Reconsideration, Petitioner claims that Respondent’s
documentary evidence attached to its motion should not have been admutted in
evidence and considered in deciding the case. Petitioner also contends that this
Court erred in ruling matters that were never substantiated in the administrative
level, as well as 1n cancelling the compromise penalty.

On the other hand, Respondent, in its Comment/Opposition, states that
the grounds raised by Pedtoner in his motion were already considered by this
Court in the Assailed Decision.

We tind for Respondent.

Petitioner’s contentions are mere recapitulation of the arguments he has
raised in his “Petition for Review” filed with this Court, which as We have
previously pointed out as also a reproduction of the “Motion for Reconsideration
Re: Amended Decision dated 27 September 2018 filed by Petitioner on October
16, 2018 before the Second Division. Moreover, these issues have been amply
considered, weighed and resolved in the Assailed Decision. Thus, to discuss anew
the explanation of the Court on these matters is superfluity.

In sum, the Court En Banmc finds no cogent reason to watrant a
reconsideration of the Assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, Petitioner’s “Motion for
Reconsideration [re: Decision dated June 30, 2020]” 1s DENIED for lack of

merit.
SO ORDERED.

o pty, S

MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associate Justice

4 Id,p. 167.
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WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DENMROSARIO
Presiding Justice
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