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On October 7, 2025, respondent filed its “Comment (Re: Motion for
Reconsideration dated August 22, 2025).7

In the said Comment, respondent avers that petitioner failed to adduce
any cogent or exceptional reason that would warrant the liberal application of
the procedural rules; that petitioner failed to acknowledge that it is filing a
Petition for Review before the Court Iin Banc, which 1s an imitatory pleading;
that electronic filing 1s not included among the permitted modes of filing an
inittatory pleading; that the alleged novelty of En Banc Resolution No. 8- 2024
does not excuse non-compliance since the parues are presumed to know the
rules and to strictly abide by the procedural requirements laid down by the Court,
and that the Court in Division correctly ruled that pettioner violated
respondent’s right to due process.

After consideration, the Court resolves to deny petitioner’s Motion  for
Reconsideration.

The requirements for perfecting an appeal within the reglementary period
specifted in the law must be stricdy followed.'

The Court finds nothing excepuonal and meritorious that excuses
petitioner from complying with the requisites of n Banc Resoluton No. 8-
2024. As stated in the said [in Banc Resolution, intuatory pleadings such as the
present petition, should be filed personally, by registered mail, or by private
courier. The filing by electronic mail or other means is not allowed.

The Suprcmc Court recently reminded:

Suffice it to say that “concomitant to the liberal
interpretation of the rules of procedure should be an effort on the
part of the party invoking liberality to adequately explain his failure
to abide by the rules.” Those who seck exemptuon from the
application of the rule have the burden of proving the existence of
exceptionally meritorious reasons warranting such departure.”

The Court finds the reasons given by the petittoner to be far from being
“excepuionally meritorious.”

Having found the foregoing arguments of petitioner to be without merit,
this Court must conclude that petitioner miserably failed to discharge the burden
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of proving the existence of exceptionally meritorious reasons that would justify
a relaxation of procedural rules in its favor.

It 1s hornbook doctrine that “the right to appeal is not a natural right or a
part of due process; it is merely a statutory privilege, and may be exetcised only
in the manner prescribed by and in accordance with the provisions of law. The
party who seeks to avail himself of the same must comply with the requircments
of the rules. Failing to do so, he loses the right to appeal.”

In Ferdinand Marcos et al. vs. Hon. Raul Manglapus et al”, the Supreme Court
emphasized thar “in all motions for reconsideration, the burden is upon the
movants, petitioner herein, to show that there are compelling reasons (o
teconsider the dectsion of the Court,” However, in this case, petitioner did not
satisty this burden.

Thus, the “Motion for Reconsideration” deserves to be denied for fatling
to present any legitimate argument which could warrant reconsideration of the
Court Ex Bane'’s Resolution dated August 8, 2025.

In view of the foregoing, the Court Ex Bane will no longer belabor to
repeat the discussions in the assailed Resolution since it would only result to mere
superfluity.

ACCORDINGLY, the “Modon for Reconsideration (Fn Banc
Resoludon dated 08 August 2025)” is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
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