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INTERNAL REVENT E,
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G e s X
RESOLUTION
ANGELES, J.:

Before the Court is petitioner’s Motion for Reconsideration (Re:
Decision dated June 17, 2025) (Motion), filed personally and
electronically on July 07,2 and 08,3 2025, respectively. Respondent, in
turn, fii 1 his Comment/Opposi..on [Re: Petitioner’s Motion for
Reconsideration dated o7 July 2025]+ (Comment) personallys and
electronically® on August 04, and 05, 2025, respectively.

On June 17, 2025, the Court promulgated a Decision? (assailed
L :ision), whereby it denied the Peti._on for Reviews for lack of merit.
Tt dispositive portion thereof reads:

“WHEREFORE, in light of tt  foregoing considerations, the
pre: 1t Petition for Review is DENIED for lack of merit.
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In Kuwait Airways Corp. v. Tokio Marine and Fire Insurance
Co., Ltd.,*® the Supreme C _urt clarified tt application of Section 4,
Rule 130 of the Revised Rules on Evidence, and the circumstances
under which a photocopy may be deemed a duplicate of the original for
purposes of admissibility, thus:

Under Section 4, Ru 130 of the 2019 Rules, however, an original
document may consist of a “duplicate” produced by means of
photography, mechanical or electronic re-recording, or by other
equivalent techniques which accurately reproduce the original. A
photocopy of an original, therefore, may consist of a
“duplicate” if there is no quer*‘on that it is ~n acc——ate
reproduction of th~_original. (Emphasis and underscoring
supplied)

Moreover, the exclusion of the subject exhibits is not a matter
being raised for the first time in the Motion. Petitioner had already
sought the admission and consideration of the same exhibits in its
Omnibus Motion for Reconsideration (Re: Resolution dated May 23,
2023) with Motion for Leave to Recall Madonna Mia S. Dayego, and
Motion to Defer Filing of Memorandum)V7 and Omnibus Motion to
Reopen the Case (with Motion to Recall the Witness, Present
Secondary Evidence, and Defer Filing of Memorandum),*® both of
which were denied by the Court in its Resolutions dated October 04,
2023,9 and April 18, 2024,2° respectively. The same exhibits were
likewise included in petitioner’s Tender of Excluded Evidence.?' There
is, therefore, no basis for tt  Court to revisit a matter that has already
be consic -ed and resolved on ¢ /eral occasions.

Accordingly, petitioner has failed to identify any new,
substantial, or compelling matter that would justify the reversal or
modification of the assailed Decision. The arguments advanced in the
Motion neither demonstrate any reversible error in the Court’s prior
disposition nor furnish any cogent reason to disturb the same.

The Court’s disposition is likewise firmly anchored in settled
doctrine. In Social Justice Society Officers v. Lim,22 citing Ortigas and
Co. Ltd. Partnership v. Judge Velasco,?3 the Supreme Court held that
a motion for reconsideration that merely reiterates arguments

16 G.R. No. 213931, November 17, 2021 [Per J. Carandang, Third Division].

17 Docket, pp. 619 to 634.

18 Docket, pp. 674 to 687.

9 Docket, pp. 643 to 651.

20 Docket, pp. 734 to 740.

2 Docket, pp. 664 to 673.

22 (3.R. Nos. 187836 & 187916 (Resolution), March 10, 2015 [Per J. Perez, En Bance].

23 G.R. Nos. 100645 & 112564 (Resolution), March 04, 1996 [Per C.J. Narvasa, Third Division].
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WHEREFORE, premises considered, petitioner’s Motion for

Reconsideration (Re: Decision dated June 17, 2025) is hereby
DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

HENRY Z ANGELES
Associate Justic

I CONCU.x:

M F ~ F GJMO“O
MARIAN F. REYES-FAJARDO
Associate Justice




