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Part of the record Is the Moﬂon for Reconsideration filed by petitioners of the

Decision of the Court dated January 28, 2008, the dispositive portion of which states:

“WHEREFORE, the instant Petition is hereby DISMISSED, and the Writ of

Preliminary Injunction issued, is hereby lited or dissolved.” :
On April 1, 2008, respondent ~ intervenor United Architects of the Philippines

(UAP), thru counsel, filed its Opposition (To Petitioners’ Motion for Reconsideration).

Petitioners filed their Reply to the opposition on Aprif 29, 2008, while raspondent

- intervenor filed its Rejoinder on Petitioner's Reply on May 9, 2008.
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i On May 16, 2008, respondent Secretary of Public Works and Highways, thru
i

: aounsel filed its Comment.on the Motion for Reconsuleratlon

i Pursuant to the order on March 7, 2008, both petitioners and respondent-
_i
ntervenor filed their respective memorandums on June 30, 2008 and June 13, 2008,

respectively.

- On Juiy 18, 2008, peﬁtibners filed a manifestation on the dismissal of the Civil

Case No. Q-05-55273 before Branch 219 of the Regional Trial Court of Quezon City.

On August 6, 2008, the Court granted the motion for leave to file the Reply-

Memorandum of respondent-intervenor, United Architects of the Phifippines (UAP).

Petitioners, in response thereto filed a RejoindgyERgBIaRnda i CaptHrimE
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On December 22, 2008, petitioners filed a M on f& Admit Supplemental Motion
was~~ pry of 2000
for Reconsideration.
At the hearing on January 9, 2009, the Court ordered the respondents to fie its

comment and petitioners, their reply.
On January 26, 2009, respondent-intervenor filed its opposition. Petitioners, on
the other hand, filed their Reply on February 9, 2009. In fieu of a Rejoinder, respondent-

intervenor opted to file a Manifestation on February 24, 2000.

In the order of April 3, 2009, all incidents were considered submitted for
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There are two pending incidents in this case - the motion for reconsideration

M the motion to admit supplemental motion for reconsideration, both filed by

etitioners.
1. Relative to the motion for reconsideration, the Court, after a careful evatuation

f the-allegations contained in the pleadings, and considering that ro new matters were
aiged and that the grounds and arguments advanced by petitioners in their motion for
- aconsideration are mere refterations of those raised in the trial, resolves to deny the

motion for reconsideration for lack of merit.
2. With respect to the motion to admit supplemental motion for reconsideration,

and supplementali motion for reconsideration, petitioners contend, among athers, that
official acts of the legisiative, executive and judicial departments are subject to
mandatory judicial notice citing Section 1, Rule 129 of the Rules of Court, mare
particularty the explanatory note of former Sen. Robert Jaworski on Senate Bill 2590
[page 1 of Annex 2 of thé Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration], the proposed Civil
Engineering Law [page 2 of Annex 2 of the Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration],
which hewever did not become a law, and one of the drafts of the IRR [Annex 3 of the
Supplemental Motion for R'econsidaration] but was not included in the final 1DD. The bill
refterated the scope of autharity of civil engineers In R.A. 544 (CM.I Engineering Law)
and PD 1096 (National Building Code). Petitioners also pointed to Sec. 42 of RA 9266
{Architecture Act of 2004), proiriding that the "Act shall not be construed to affect or
prevent the practice of any other legally recognized profession.”; and thus pray for the
declaration of Sec. 302 [3] and [4] as nuli' and void, the issuance of permanent
injunction on the implementation thereof, and declaring that civil engineers have the

right to prepare, sign and seal plans and specifications enumeratE@%’E%%:I@E ﬁﬁgﬁf“

the new IRR. MAN'
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R er hand, contends that the motion Is filed out of
ime, and that th notes In Senate Bill 2590 and one of the drafts of

the new IRR acts of the legisiative, executlve and Jjudicial

departments ere documents with no binding or legal effect

whatsoever.
3. The C

aftercbhsidering.the motion to admit supplemental motion for
reconsideration and the pieadings subsequently filed by the contending partles, finds no
‘. cogent reason to.'g:;rar:mt the same. Furthermore, the drounds of the supplemental motion
sought to be admitted will have no efféct_ on the resolution of the motion for
reconsideration as the documentary evidence sought to be intreduced may no longer be
considered at this iale stage of the proceedings, and even if admitted and considered by
the Court, may not have any_;j_bindlnd or Iegél effect whatsoever as pointed out by

respondent-intervenor as they are mere drafts and proposals which did not ripened into

rules and laws.
WHEREFORE, the motlon for reconsideration and_ the motion to admit

supplemental motion for reconsideration are hereby denied.

SO ORDERED. L

Manila, May 4, 2008. / Z LB
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MARINO M. DELA CRUZ, JR.

Presiding Judge
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