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“The grounds relied on being mere rei’ -ations of the
issues all 1dy passed upon by the Court, there is no need to
“cut and 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 reconsic -ation,
authorized by Ru 52 of : Rules of Court, does
not impos 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
fins” order for rejecting the arguments advanced
by the movant; and it would be a r :dless 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. 1t
suffices for the Court to deal generally and
summarily with tt 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 t - :n 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 unsubs! 1tial to
require consic -ation, etc.”

There t ng no new and substantial arguments
propounded by respondent in his motion, the Court finds no
compelling reason to 1 serse the Assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, respondent’s M~tion for Reconsideration is
hereby DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

CATHERIN%. MANAHAN
Associate Justice
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WE CONCUR:

s By F Rugn - jrcly
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