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### Title:
Government Service Insurance System (GSIS) vs. Civil Service Commission (CSC), Heirs of
Elizar Namuco, and Heirs of Eusebio Manuel

### Facts:
In May, 1981, the Government Service Insurance System (GSIS) terminated six employees
for being “notoriously undesirable” due to their alleged involvement in irregularities in the
procurement  of  supplies  and  materials.  This  dismissal  was  grounded  on  Article  IX,
Presidential  Decree  No.  807  in  conjunction  with  LOI  14-A  and/or  LOI  No.  72.  The
employees’ appeal for reconsideration was denied.

Five out of these six employees sought recourse from the Merit Systems Board, which ruled
their dismissals illegal due to the lack of formal charges or opportunities for the employees
to present their defense. It recommended that the cases be returned to GSIS for proper
disciplinary actions. GSIS then elevated the case to the Civil Service Commission (CSC),
which concurred with the Merit Systems Board’s findings on October 21, 1987, mandating
the reinstatement of the employees along with compensation for back salaries and benefits,
aside from allowing GSIS the chance for appropriate disciplinary actions.

Unsatisfied, GSIS appealed to the Supreme Court, leading to a Resolution on July 4, 1988,
by the Second Division of the Court, affirming CSC’s decision partially. The Supreme Court
resolution modified the earlier CSC resolution by excluding back salaries payment until the
disciplinary proceedings’ outcomes were determined and applied the reinstatement only to
three surviving employees, as two had passed away.

Subsequently,  the heirs of  the deceased employees,  Namuco and Manuel,  filed for the
execution of CSC’s resolution from October 21, 1987. GSIS contested, asserting the Court’s
earlier Resolution superseded CSC’s. However, CSC granted the execution request on June
20, 1990, compelling GSIS to compensate the heirs of the deceased from the time of their
illegal termination to their death. GSIS’s motion for reconsideration of CSC’s order was
denied on November 22, 1990, leading GSIS to seek certiorari from the Supreme Court to
challenge CSC’s execution orders.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Civil Service Commission has the authority to execute its judgments, final
orders, or resolutions.
2. Whether the execution order issued on June 20, 1990, by the CSC, which contradicts the
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Supreme Court’s Resolution of July 4, 1988, is valid.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed GSIS’s petition, affirming the CSC’s authority to execute its
decisions and the validity of the execution order dated June 20, 1990. The Court reasoned
that  enforcement  power  logically  accompanies  adjudicatory  authorities,  thus  upholding
CSC’s execution orders based not only on compassion but, importantly, recognizing the
reality of the impossibility of disciplinary proceedings against deceased employees.

### Doctrine:
This case establishes the doctrine that the authority to adjudicate or decide cases inherently
includes the power to execute those decisions, barring specific legal stipulations to the
contrary. Further, the case illustrates that, in legal proceedings, practical impossibilities,
such as the death of involved parties, must be acknowledged, affecting the enforceability of
certain judicial or quasi-judicial outcomes.

### Class Notes:
– **Merit Systems Protection**: Employees have the right to appeal wrongful terminations.
– **Administrative Disciplinary Actions**: Must follow due process, requiring formal charges
and an opportunity for defense.
– **Execution of Resolutions by Quasi-Judicial Bodies**: These bodies have the inherent
authority to ensure the execution of their resolutions, orders, or decisions.
–  **Effect  of  Death  on  Administrative  Charges**:  Death  extinguishes  the  possibility  of
administrative proceedings against  the deceased,  affecting the enforceability  of  related
sanctions or remedies.

### Historical Background:
The case underscores the balancing act between administrative discipline within the civil
service,  mandated  due  process,  and  the  quasi-judicial  powers  of  the  Civil  Service
Commission  in  the  Philippines.  It  delineates  the  boundaries  and  responsibilities  of
government institutions in ensuring both accountability and fairness within the ranks of
public service.


