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In his Motion, petitioner argues that the Honorable Court erred
in denying petitioner's Motion for lack of merit, and not deciding
petitioner’s Petition for Review on the merits.

In its Comment, respondent counters that:

1.

The Motion for Reconsideration filed by petitioner is a mere
pro forma motion.

Petitioner failed to point out specifically the findings or
conclusion in the Honorable Court's Resolution dated
February 13, 2019, which are not supported by evidence or
contrary to law and petitioner failed to present adequate
proof to warrant the reversal of the said Resolution.

The negligence of petitioner’'s counsels to file its Petition for
Review on time binds petitioner. The evident disregard of
the procedural rules causes unjust delays, disrupts the
orderly discharge of judicial business, and is prejudicial to
the rights of respondent.

THE COURT EN BANC’S RULING

Petitioner's Motion lacks merit.

After a careful examination and consideration of the petitioner’s
Motion for Reconsideration, it is noted that the argument raised in the
said Motion is a mere reiteration of matters which have already been
considered, weighed and resolved in the assailed Decision. Thus,
We shall not belabor, in this Resolution, to repeat the disquisitions
made therein.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant Motion for
Reconsideration is hereby DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
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WE CONCUR:

N G. DEL ARIO
Presiding Justice

JUANITO C. CASTANEDA JR. ESPERA
Associate Justice
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ssociate Justice
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