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RESOLUTION
PAHIMNA, J.:

For resolution of the Court are the following:

1. Motion for Reconsideration!' dated April 8, 2019 and filed on
April 15, 2019 by accused Eugenio L. Famor (“Famor”),
through counsel;

2. Comment (on accused Eugenio Famor’s Motion for
Reconsideration dated April 8, 2019)° dated and filed on
April 25, 2019 by the plaintiff;

3. Motion for Reconsideration (of the Decision dated March
29, 2019p dated April 9, 2019 and filed on April 11, 2019 by
accused Nicasio M. Peiia (“Pefia”) and Camacho L. Chiong
(“Chiong”), through counsel; and

4. Comment (on accused Pefia and Chiong’s Motion for
Reconsideration)* dated May 8, 2019 and filed on May 9,

2019 by the plaintg/
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Accused Famor, Pena and Chiong seek the reconsideration of
the Court’s Decision® promulgated on March 29, 2019, the
dispositive portion of which reads:

WHEREFORE, this Court finds accused EUGENIO L.
FAMOR, NICASIO M. PENA, and CAMACHO L. CHIONG
guilty beyond reasonable doubt of having violated Sec. 3(e),
R.A. No. 3019, and are each sentenced to suffer the
indeterminate penalty of six (6) years and one (1) month, as
minimum to eight (8) years, as maximum; perpetual
disqualification from public office; and, to indemnify, jointly
and severally, the Government of the Republic of the
Philippines in the amount of One Hundred Sixty-One
Thousand Five Hundred Sixty Three Pesos and 30/100 (P161,
563.30).

SO ORDERED.

In his Motion, Famor alleged that his only participation is the
signing of the appointment paper of co-accused Chiong for the
purpose of indorsing the same to the Provincial Human Resource
Management Office (“PHRMO?”) for further evaluation and screening.
He had no more participation in the processing of the application of
Chiong as it is the PHRMO which has the duty to process and
evaluate the same. Since his only intention was to expedite the
filling up of the vacant position so that the province could properly
function and efficiently perform its duties and responsibilities to the
public, Famor never acted with evident bad faith, a material
element of the offense. Famor further alleged that Chiong was
entitled to receive salary considering that he actually rendered
service pursuant to Section 17, Rule VI of the 2017 Omnibus Rules
on Appointments and Other Human Resource Actions®. Famor W
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6 Sec. 17. An appointment issued in accordance with pertinent laws and rules shall take effect
immediately on the date it was signed by the appointing officer/authority. The date of signing
shall be indicated below the signature of the appointing officer/authority in the appointment
form.

The date of the appointment shall not fall on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday, except in cases
where the date of issuance is specifically provided in a special law such as in the appointment
of personal and confidential staff of Constitutional officials and elective officials and where the
service should not constitute a gap such as in transfer and reappointment.

[Mustrative Example:
Personal and confidential staff of reelected officals where July 1 is a Saturday or
Sunday shall reflect July 1 as the date of issuance of appointment .

If the appointee has taken his/her oath of office and assumed the duties of the position,

he/she shall be entitled to receive his/her salary at once without awaiting the
approval/validation of his/her appointment by the Commission. The appointment shall remain
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