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### Title: Mariano Y. Siy vs. National Labor Relations Commission and Elena Embang

### Facts:
Elena Embang filed a complaint against Mariano Y. Siy and Philippine Agri Trading Center
for illegal dismissal and non-payment of holiday pay and holiday premium pay. The labor
arbiter ruled in Embang’s favor, ordering her reinstatement and payment for backwages
and other compensations. Siy appealed to the NLRC, which affirmed the decision with
modification concerning attorney’s fees, but Siy’s further appeals to the Court of Appeals
(CA) and the Supreme Court were unsuccessful, affirming the finality of the labor arbiter’s
decision.

Despite the final decision, Siy, through his counsel Atty. Quevedo, attempted to dispute the
writ of execution for Embang’s reinstatement and compensation, arguing Embang refused
offers of reinstatement which should limit the backwages to be paid only until the date of
the labor arbiter’s decision. This led to a series of motions and appeals, culminating in
Embang filing  a  motion  to  cite  Atty.  Quevedo in  contempt  for  delaying  the  case  and
impeding judgment execution.

### Issues:
1. Whether Atty. Quevedo’s actions constituted contempt of court by willfully delaying the
execution of a final and executory judgment.
2. The application of the doctrine concerning the finality of decision and immutability of
judgments.
3. Whether there existed supervening events that justified reopening the case or modifying
the final judgment.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found Atty. Quevedo guilty of indirect contempt of court, highlighting
that  his  persistent  filing  of  appeals  and  motions  despite  the  finality  of  the  judgment
obstructed the execution process and degraded the administration of justice. The Court
stressed that litigation must end at some point, and Atty. Quevedo’s tactics were blatant
attempts to delay and impede this process. A fine of P30,000 was imposed on Atty. Quevedo,
payable within five days from receipt of the resolution. Additionally, the Court referred the
matter to the Committee on Bar Discipline of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines for
investigation into potential violations of professional conduct rules.

### Doctrine:
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The case reiterates the doctrine of the finality of decisions, stating that a judgment that has
acquired finality  becomes immutable and unalterable  and may not  be modified in  any
respect except under specific and limited circumstances, such as clerical errors or void
judgments. It emphasizes that once a decision is final, parties must respect and abide by it
to ensure the efficient administration of justice.

### Class Notes:
–  **Finality  of  Decision**:  Once  a  court’s  decision  becomes  final  and  executory,  it  is
conclusive and binding on all parties involved. Subsequent attempts to reopen or modify the
case are generally not allowed, except in particular and narrowly defined circumstances.
– **Contempt of Court**: Contempt involves disobedience to or disrespect for a court’s
order, which can impede the administration of justice. The Supreme Court categorized Atty.
Quevedo’s actions as indirect contempt for obstructing the execution of a final judgment.
– **Immutability of Final Judgments**: The principle that final judgments are unalterable,
securing the ends of litigation. This case serves as a crucial reminder of this principle,
emphasizing the responsibility  of  legal  practitioners  to  uphold court  decisions and the
integrity of the judicial process.

### Historical Background:
This case falls within a broader context of labor disputes in the Philippines, highlighting the
challenges in enforcing labor rights and judgments. It underscores the legal mechanisms
available for employees to contest illegal dismissals and emphasizes the judiciary’s role in
upholding labor laws and workers’ rights. It also illustrates the potential for abuse of legal
processes to delay or evade compliance with judicial decisions, a situation the Supreme
Court sought to remedy through its ruling.


