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programs, projects, and activities of the government relative to
energy exploration, development, utilization, distribution, and
conservation while CAAP, on the other hand, is responsible for
implementing policies on civil aviation to assure safe,
economic, and efficient air travel, and investigate aviation
accidents. Petitioner also argues that the Court in Division
should not have granted respondent’s Motion to reopen the
case for presentation of evidence after the original decision
was promulgated.

On the other hand, respondent, in its
Comment/Opposition (To CIRs Motion for Reconsideration
dated 25 August 2020), > counters that it presented an
uncontroverted evidence that the importations of Jet A-1
Aviation Fuel were used for its transport operation and that
the ATO Certifications were properly given weight by the
Honorable Court. Respondent further argues that its
presentation of additional evidence was rightfully granted by
the Court in Division in the paramount interest of justice.

When reviewed and evaluated against the arguments
posited by the petitioner in his petition for review which were
extensively discussed in the Assailed Decision, the disquisition
in the instant motion yielded no new matters or evidentiary
proof. Thus, the Court sees no compelling need to resolve any
further the arguments embodied therein.

In Madeleine Mendoza-Ong v. Hon. Sandiganbayan, et al.4,
the Supreme Court ruled that the Court need not resolve any
reiteration or rehash of arguments submitted to and
subsequently addressed by it because it will be useless to
reiterate itself, to wit:

“Concerning the first ground abovecited, the Court
notes that the motion contains merely a reiteration or rehash
of arguments already submitted to the Court and found to be
without merit. Petitioner fails to raise any new and
substantial arguments, and no cogent reason e¢xists to
warrant a reconsideration of the Court’s Resolution. It would
be a useless ritual for the Court to reiterate itself.”

WHEREFORE, premises considered, petitioner’s Motion
for Reconsideration (Re: Decision promulgated 29 July 2020) is
hereby DENIED for lack of merit.

3 Rollo, pp. 137-152.
* G.R. Nos. 146368-69, October 18, 2004. fapgom—
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SO ORDERED.

CATHERINE T. MANAHAN
Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO
Presiding Justice
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(with due respgct, | in my Dissenting Opinion)
MARIA ROWENA MODESTOQO-SAN PEDRO
Associate Justice



