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### Title: Office of the Ombudsman vs. Joel S. Samaniego

### Facts:
This case revolves around the Office of the Ombudsman’s decision imposing a penalty of
one-year suspension on Joel S. Samaniego, which he appealed. Initially, the Supreme Court,
in its decision dated September 11, 2008, ruled that the filing of an appeal by Samaniego
sufficed to stay the execution of the Ombudsman’s joint decision against him. This decision
was challenged by the Office  of  the Ombudsman through a  second motion for  partial
reconsideration,  arguing  that  under  its  rules,  as  amended,  a  decision  is  immediately
executory pending appeal and cannot be stayed by the mere filing of the appeal to the Court
of Appeals (CA).

The procedural posture of this case began with the imposition of a penalty by the Office of
the Ombudsman,  followed by an appeal  to  the CA by Samaniego,  seeking to  stay the
execution of the penalty while the appeal was pending. The Supreme Court’s initial decision
to grant the stay was contested by the Ombudsman, urging a reevaluation of its ruling based
on its amended rules which stipulate that an appeal does not stop a decision from being
executory.

### Issues:
1. Whether the filing of an appeal should stay the execution of the Ombudsman’s decision
pending appeal.
2. Whether the CA can issue a preliminary injunction to stay the penalty imposed by the
Ombudsman in an administrative case.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the Ombudsman’s second motion for partial reconsideration
and modified its September 11, 2008, decision. It  held that the Ombudsman’s decision
imposing a one-year suspension on Samaniego is immediately executory pending appeal,
and such execution cannot be stayed by the mere filing of an appeal to the CA. This ruling
was based on Section 7, Rule III of the Rules of Procedure of the Office of the Ombudsman,
as amended by Administrative Order No. 17, which expressly states that an appeal does not
stop the decision from being executory.

The Court further explained that the provisions of the Rules of Procedure of the Office of the
Ombudsman supersede the discretion granted to the CA in Section 12, Rule 43 of the Rules
of Court when a decision of the Ombudsman in an administrative case is appealed. The
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special rule provided in the Ombudsman’s procedure, being designed specifically for such
cases, prevails over the general rules found in the Rules of Court.

### Doctrine:
This case reaffirms the principle of “specialis derogat generali,” meaning a specific law
prevails over a general law when both are applicable to a particular case. It established that
the Rules of Procedure of the Office of the Ombudsman, particularly its provisions regarding
the immediate executory nature of its decisions pending appeal, take precedence over the
general procedural rules in the Rules of Court.

### Class Notes:
–  **Immediate  Executory  Nature  of  Administrative  Decisions**:  The  Ombudsman’s
administrative decisions are immediately executory pending an appeal, as per Section 7,
Rule III of its amended rules. This means an appeal does not stay the execution of such
decisions.
– **Rule-Making Power of the Office of the Ombudsman**: The Office of the Ombudsman
has the constitutional and statutory authority to promulgate its own rules of procedure,
which can have unique provisions different from the general Rules of Court.
– **Application of Specialis Derogat Generali**: In legal conflicts between a specific rule and
a general rule, the specific rule, specially designed for a certain case or situation, will
prevail.

### Historical Background:
This case highlights the balance between the autonomy of certain government offices like
the Office of the Ombudsman in executing their mandates and the judicial oversight to
ensure due process. It reflects the evolving procedural rules within the Philippine legal
system, specifically the mechanisms for administrative accountability and the procedural
rights of  individuals subject to disciplinary measures by oversight bodies.  The decision
underscores the importance of internal rules of procedure in expediting the execution of
administrative decisions, a principle critical for the effective administration of justice and
the prompt resolution of administrative cases.


