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### Title:
**Pulido v. Gen. Efren Abu & Gen. Ernesto de Leon** (Supreme Court of the Philippines,
2005)

### Facts:
In the early hours of July 27, 2003, 321 Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) personnel
occupied Oakwood Premiere Luxury Apartments in Makati, expressing grievances against
President  Gloria  Macapagal  Arroyo’s  administration  and  withdrawing  their  support.
Subsequently, President Arroyo declared a state of rebellion and directed the AFP and the
PNP to suppress the rebellion. Following negotiations, the mutinous soldiers agreed to
stand down.

Cezari Gonzales and Julius Mesa, both part of the Philippine Navy and involved in the
mutiny, were taken into custody and charged with Coup D’etat in the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) of Makati.  After their discharge from military service,  attempts to transfer their
custody and their admittance to bail followed a complicated legal path through various
motions and court orders, eventually leading to their temporary detention under military
custody despite posting bail.

Roberto Rafael Pulido filed a Petition for Habeas Corpus on behalf of Gonzales and Mesa,
arguing that, having been discharged from the military service and not charged in a military
court,  their  detention  by  the  military  was  without  legal  basis.  The  Court  of  Appeals
dismissed this petition due to a perceived instance of forum shopping and a violation of
court protocol, as Pulido failed to disclose the pendency of a related Petition for Certiorari
questioning the bail order that formed the basis for the habeas corpus.

### Issues:
1. Was the dismissal of the Petition for Habeas Corpus by the Court of Appeals on the
grounds of forum shopping justified?
2. Did the Court of Appeals err in focusing solely on the issue of forum shopping without
considering the nature of habeas corpus as a remedy for unlawful detention?
3. Was the imposition of the penalty of censure upon the petitioner, Roberto Rafael Pulido,
for the alleged act of forum shopping warranted?
4. Should the Court of Appeals have deliberated on the legality of Julius Mesa and Cezari
Gonzales’ detention notwithstanding the issues surrounding forum shopping?

### Court’s Decision:
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The Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeals, holding that Pulido was
guilty of forum shopping by filing a Petition for Habeas Corpus while a related Petition for
Certiorari  was pending—both of which essentially contested the continued detention of
Gonzales and Mesa. This constituted deliberate action to achieve a favorable decision from
another forum. The Court reiterated that such tactics are contrary to the rules of fair play
and justice. The penalty of censure on Pulido was affirmed due to his violation of disclosure
requirements tied to the practice of forum shopping.

### Doctrine:
This case re-establishes the doctrine against forum shopping, emphasizing that litigants
must not seek to obtain favorable decisions from another forum after receiving an adverse
judgment in one forum, especially without proper disclosure. It highlights the necessity for
transparency and honesty in court dealings, particularly regarding the filing of simultaneous
or sequential cases with overlapping issues.

### Class Notes:
– **Forum Shopping** is attempting to get a favorable decision from another forum after an
adverse judgment in one, by filing multiple cases based on the same cause.
–  **Habeas Corpus**  is  a  remedy used to  inquire into the legality  of  one’s  detention,
imprisonment, or restraint.
– **Censure** can be imposed on attorneys who violate court protocols, including failure to
disclose pendency of similar actions or claims in court filings.

### Historical Background:
The context of this legal challenge stems from the 2003 Oakwood mutiny, a significant event
highlighting  dissatisfaction  within  military  ranks  against  the  Philippine  government’s
administration. It provided a vivid manifestation of the political and social tensions in the
Philippines, setting the stage for legal contests over military discipline, the rule of law, and
the boundaries of lawful dissent.


