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After consideration of the motion submitted, the Court E# Banc resolves
to deny the “Motion for Reconsideration Re: Decision dated 30 June 2020.”
The Court En Banc observes that the said motion was filed without the required
notice of hearing,.

“Sections 4 and 5, Rule 15 of the Rules of Court read as follows:

Section 4. Hearing of motion. - Except for motions which the
court may act upon without prejudicing the rights of the adverse
party, every written motion shall be set for heating by the
applicant.

Every written motion required to be heard and the notice of the
hearing thereof shall be served in such a manner as to ensure its
receipt by the other party at least three (3) days before the date of
hearing, unless the court for good cause sets the hearing on
shorter notice.

Section 5. Notice of hearing. - The notice of hearing shall be
addressed to all parties concerned, and shall specify the time and
date of the hearing which must not be later than ten (10) days
after the filing of the motion.

These requirements are mandatory. Except for motions
which the court may act on without prejudice to the adverse party,
all motions must set a hearing. This includes motions for
reconsideration.

The notice of hearing on the motion must be directed to
the adverse party and must inform him or her of the time and
date of the hcaring. Failure to comply with these mandates
renders the motion fatally defective, equivalent to a useless scrap
of paper.””

Hence, the “Motion for Reconsideration Re: Decision dated 30 June
20207 1s a worthless piece of paper.

At any rate, assuming argxendo that the instant Motion was properly filed
and admitted by the Court, the same would sull fail on the merits for the
reasons stated in the assailed Decision.

The Court En Banc notes that the petitioner’s motion merely reiterates or
amplifies the arguments previously raised in the Petition for Review which were
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already considered and extensively discussed upon by the Court E# Bane in the
assailed Decision.

It must be stressed that among the ends to which a moton for
reconsideration is addressed, one is precisely to convince the Court that its
ruling is erroneous and improper, contrary to law or the evidence.’ If the
movant failed to do so, the motion for reconsideration must necessarily fail.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petitioner’s “Motion for
Reconsideration Re: Decision dated 30 June 20207 1s DENIED for lack of

merit.
SO ORDERED.
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