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RESOLUTION

Cruz, R.A., J.

This resolves the Motion for Reconsideration (Motion) filed by
the respondent of Our Decision' which granted the Verified Petition
for Review, reversed and set aside the September 12, 2024 Decision
of the Office of the Ombudsman in OMB-C-A-NOV-23-0113, and
dismissed the administrative complaint against the petitioner.

Respondent Henry |. Encarnacion (Encarnacion) submits that it
was erroneous to dismiss the administrative complaint against
Ramon C. Ofate (Ofate) as “Itlhere is substantial evidence to
support the finding that the petitioner is guilty of conduct prejudicial to
the interest of the service and of simple neglect of duty.”

Encarnacion correctly asserts that “[ijn proceedings before
administrative and quasi-judicial agencies, the quantum of evidence
required to establish a fact is substantial evidence, or that level of
relevant evidence which a reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to justify a conclusion.” We also agree with Encarnacion
that “[t]he standard of substantial evidence is satisfied when there is
reasonable ground to believe, based on the evidence submitted, that
the respondent is responsible for the misconduct complained of.™

It was precisely through these lenses that We examined the
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records and concluded, contrary to the findings of the Office t_:f
Ombudsman, that there was a lack of substantial evidence 10 sustain

the allegations against Ofiate.

In his Motion, Encarnacion keeps accusing Ofiate of inaction
which, by the respondent’s estimation, made the petitioner guilty of
negligence. Additionally, the respondent argues that the "[p]etitioner's
obligation to act is not suspended by [the] filing of complaints in other
forums.”™ This particular contention reflects a short-sighted view of
the judgment We rendered. Nowhere in Our Decision did We
pronounce that the petitioner should be absolved from liability, if any,
because of pending complaints already filed against DBSN Farms
and Agriventures Corporation (DBSN Farms), which is owned by the
petitioner’s wife.

it bears emphasis that “the pending complaints against DBSN
Farms which have already been filed before the proper authorities
such as the [Department of Environment and Natural Resources] and
the [Regional Trial Couri] having jurisdiction over environmental
cases” were brought up only to provide context to the petitioner's
conduct in that “he could have simply been allowing the complaints
against DBSN Farms to go through their natural course, without any
undue influence or appearance of impropriety from him.” The
respondent seems to have glossed over our discussion highlighting
the consequences of Onate’s conduct, which inciuded, among others,
the fact that:

xxx, the DENR was unhampered and freely proceeded to
pass upon the grievances against DBSN Farms. The DENR was
able to conduct its verification and inspection which culminated in
the issuance of Notices of Violations and imposition of fines on
DBSN Farms.’

Lastly, Encarnacion insists on the “applicability of [the] doctrine
of piercing the corporate veil.”® Suffice it to say that this has been
squarely passed upon in the Decision sought to be reconsidered. We
held that “[als a corporation, DBSN Farms has a separate juridical
personality.”™ As such, “there is merit in the petitioner’s contention

that the supposed violations of DBSN Farms should not have been
attributed to him.”®

_ After perusing thg issues Encarnacion raised in his Motion, We
are lqcllned to agree with the petitioner that it deserves outright denial
for failure to advance any new matter.”" It is, as correctly observed by




-

GA-G.R. SP No. 186320 Page 3 0f 3
RESOLUTION

the petitioner, “a mere reiteration of recycled and previously rejected
arguments.”*

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the respondent’s Motion
for Reconsideration is DENIED.

SO ORDERED.

ORIGINAL SIGNED

RAMON A. CRUZ
Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:

ORIGINAL SIGNED
TITA MARILYN B. PAYOYO-VILLORDON
Associate Justice

ORIGINAL SIGNED
EMILY L. SAN GASPAR-GITO
Associate Justice
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