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Title: Lee T. Arroyo vs. The Honorable Court of Appeals and Ulysses A. Brito

Facts:
This  case traces its  roots  to  the implementation of  R.A.  No.  8371,  or  The Indigenous
Peoples’ Rights Act of 1997, leading to the restructuring of the National Commission on
Indigenous Peoples (NCIP) and the removal of certain positions including that of Ulysses A.
Brito,  the  then  Regional  Director  for  Region  V  of  the  Office  of  Southern  Cultural
Communities (OSCC). Following the reorganization, Brito was temporarily appointed to the
same position. Later, Lee T. Arroyo was appointed as the Regional Director of Region V by
the NCIP Executive Director, a move contested by Brito through a petition for quo warranto
at the CA.

Brito argued his right to security of tenure and pointed to Arroyo’s lack of the necessary
Career Executive Service (CBS) eligibility. The CA sided partly with Brito, ordering his
reinstatement.  Arroyo’s  motion  for  reconsideration,  highlighting  allegations  of  Brito
falsifying his academic records, was dismissed. Despite a Decision by the OP dismissing
Brito from service for dishonesty, the CA resolved to execute the judgment in favor of Brito,
prompting Arroyo to file a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 at the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1.  Whether the Court  of  Appeals  committed grave abuse of  discretion in ordering the
execution of its Decision dated August 30, 2004, in favor of Brito.
2. Whether supervening events, particularly Brito’s dismissal from service for dishonesty,
render the execution of the CA’s decision unjust and inequitable.
3. Whether Brito’s alleged falsification of academic records deprives him of the qualification
for the position contested in the quo warranto proceedings.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petition, holding that the CA gravely abused its discretion,
amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction, in ordering the execution of its decision. The
Court  underscored  that  the  execution  of  a  final  judgment  could  be  modified  under
exceptional  circumstances,  such  as  supervening  events  that  render  the  execution
inequitable. Brito’s dismissal from service due to dishonesty, established by the final and
executory  decision  of  the  Office  of  the  President,  significantly  changed  the  situation,
rendering Brito disqualified from holding the contested position. As such, the CA’s order for
Brito’s reinstatement was found to be improper.
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Notably, the Supreme Court clarified that Brito, found administratively liable for falsifying
his educational credentials and thus ineligible for the contested position, could not benefit
from the quo warranto judgment. The execution of such judgment would contravene the
relevant laws and principles governing civil service eligibility and office qualifications.

Doctrine:
1.  The  principle  of  immutability  of  judgment  contains  exceptions,  particularly  when
supervening events transpire that render execution unjust or inequitable.
2. A petition for quo warranto requires the petitioner to establish their right or eligibility to
the contested office. Those found guilty of dishonesty and falsification of official documents
are disqualified from holding any public office.

Class Notes:
– Immutability of judgments and its exceptions.
– Requirements and effects of a petition for quo warranto.
– Disqualifications from holding public office due to dishonesty and falsification of official
documents.
– The significance of supervening events on the execution of final judgments.
– Rule 65 of the Rules of Court on petitions for certiorari against decisions with grave abuse
of discretion.

Historical Background:
The dispute in this case is emblematic of the challenges faced in reorganizing government
offices, particularly those concerning indigenous peoples’ rights in the Philippines. The case
illustrates the complexities arising from the implementation of R.A. No. 8371, aimed at
protecting  indigenous  peoples’  rights  but  also  necessitating  a  major  organizational
restructuring with significant legal and personnel implications. This case underscores the
importance of eligibility and integrity among public officials, especially in agencies tasked
with the welfare and rights of indigenous communities.


