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response thereto, Respondent filed its “Comment/Opposition (Re: Motion for
Reconsideration dated 22 August 2017)” on October 05, 2017.*

The dispositive portion of the Assailed Decision reads as follows:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Petition for
Review is hetreby DENIED for lack of merit. The Decision dated
May 04, 2016 and the Resolution dated July 29, 2016 of the Second
Division in CTA Case No. 8785 are hereby AFFIRMED.>

After a careful consideration and evaluation of the parties' respective
arguments, the Court finds that the arguments raised in Petitioner’s Motion for
Reconsideration are mere rehash of Petitioner’s arguments in his Petition for
Review, and have already been amply discussed, passed upon and considered by
this Court in the Assailed Decision sought to be reconsidered. Petitioner’s
arguments constitute neither compelling nor cogent reason to modify, much less
reverse the Assailed Decision.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, Petitioner’s “Motion for
Reconsideration” is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
Qs. Sk 9~
MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associate Justice
WE CONCUR:

ROMAN G. DEMROSARIO
Presiding Justice

JUAN O C. CASTAN]*f%A JR. LOVELY. R. BAUTISTA

Associate Justice Associate Justice

4 Id. at pp. 84-101.
5 Id. atp. 64.
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ERL AP.UY CAESAR A. CASANOVA
Associate Justice Associate Justice
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A K. FABON-VICTORINO CIELITO N. MINDARO-GRULLA

/Associate Justice Associate Justice
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CATHERINE T. MANAHAN

Associate Justice



