Republic of the Philippines
Supreme Court
lanila

FIRST DIVISION

NOTICE

Sirs/Mesdames:

Please take notice that the Court, First Division, issued a

Resolution dated October 14, 2020 which reads as follows:

“G.R. No. 248786 —Reynaldo Valdez and Heirs of Rodrigo
Valdez namely Oliver Valdez, Emerson Valdez, Romel Valdez,
Josie Valdez, Leonides Valdez, and Lilian Valdez Lavarez vs.
Hon. Judge Jocelyn Sundiang, Pacifico Perez, Asusina Perez alias
Florida Perez-Felipe, Miguel Perez, and Jose Severino, Jr.

We DENY the petition.

It is undisputed that petitioners failed to comply with the three
(3)-day notice rule under Section 4, Rule 15, of the 1997 Rules of
Court,! viz.:

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 hearing by the
applicant.?

Petitioners filed their motion for reconsideration on November
27,2017 and set the hearing thereof on November 29, 2017 or one (1)
day short of the three-day notice rule. Non-compliance with Section 4,
Rule 15 of the Rules of Court is a fatal defect rendering the motion
pro forma, a useless piece of paper that is not entitled to judicial
cognizance and does not stop the running of the reglementary period
for filing the requisite pleading.’

- over — three (3) pages ...
149-A

' The Court notes that the three-day notice rule was already removed under the 2020 Revised
Rules of Civil Procedure. Be that as it may, petitioners filed their motion for reconsideration
prior to the effectivity of the 2020 Revised Rules of Civil Procedure.

2 Rules of Court, 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure As Amended, April 8, 1997,

3 See Cruz v. Court of Appeals, 436 Phil. 641, 651 (2002).









