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**Title:** Luwalhati R. Antonino vs. Hon. Ombudsman Aniano A. Desierto, et al.

**Facts:**

**1. Background and Property Designation:**
– **Presidential Proclamation No. 168** (October 3, 1963) reserved a 52,678-square meter
parcel in General Santos for recreational purposes.
– The **Charter of the City of General Santos** (Republic Act No. 5412, January 22, 1968)
ceded national government lands to the city; later amended by **RA No. 6386** to conform
to Commonwealth Act No. 141.

**2. Amendments and Subdivisions:**
– **Proclamation No. 2273** (February 25, 1983) excluded parts of Proclamation No. 168’s
lands, making Lot Y-1 and Lot Y-2 open for disposition. **Lot X** remained reserved.

**3. Litigation:**
– **1984:** Cases filed over title disputes between General Santos City and the Heirs of
Cabalo Kusop.
– **May 23, 1991:** City Sangguniang Panlungsod approved a Compromise Agreement,
allocating parts of Lot Y-1 and Lots Y-2 to Heirs of Cabalo Kusop.

**4. Compromise Agreement Execution:**
– **May 6, 1992:** Judge Adre approved the Compromise Agreement, partially resolving the
titles dispute.
– **July 22, 1997:** Further RTC orders excluded Lot X from the Compromise Judgment.

**5. Property Transfers:**
– **July 23-24, 1997:** Miscellaneous sales patents filed by multiple private respondents on
Lot X.
– **September 18, 1997:** Original Certificates of Title issued.

**6. AFP-RSBS Purchases:**
– Private owners, through an attorney-in-fact, sold lots to the AFP-RSBS.

**7. Complaint:**
–  **December  11,  1997:**  Petitioner  filed  with  the  Ombudsman  against  multiple
respondents  for  violating  RA  3019  and  malversation  through  falsification.

**Procedural Posture:**
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– Ombudsman dismissed charges against certain public officers.
– Petitioner sought reconsideration; denied on basis that criminal cases were pending in
other courts.
– Filed a Petition for Certiorari with the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. **Whether the Ombudsman committed grave abuse of discretion.**
2. **Whether there was a conspiracy to defraud the government and dispose of Lot X
illegally.**
3. **Procedural propriety of excluding Lot X from Compromise Agreement and issuing titles
to private respondents.**
4. **Potentially unlawful acts (RA 3019 violations) by public officials.**

**Court’s Decision:**
– **Issue 1:** The Supreme Court upheld the factual findings of the Ombudsman, reiterating
it will only intervene given compelling reasons indicating grave abuse of discretion, which
was not evidenced.
– **Issue 2:** Conspiracy claims were not substantiated by clear evidence. Petitioner failed
to prove direct acts indicative of a criminal conspiracy.
–  **Issue  3:**  The  Court  found procedural  compliance  by  public  officers.  Actions  like
Indorsements  and  issuance  of  Miscellaneous  Sales  Patents  were  within  their  official
functions.
– **Issue 4:** Elements laid out in RA 3019 were not met with evident bad faith or gross
negligence.

**Doctrine:**
– **Respect for Ombudsman Authority:** Supreme Court generally refrains from interfering
with Ombudsman’s factual determinations unless there’s clear arbitrariness.
– **Section 3(e), RA 3019 Requirements:** Undue injury to government must result from
acts of manifest partiality, evident bad faith, or gross inexcusable negligence.

**Class Notes:**
– **Key Elements of RA 3019 Section 3(e):**
(1) Public Officer/Private Person in Conspiracy.
(2) Prohibited Acts during Official Duties.
(3) Undue Injury to Government/Private Party.
(4) Acts with Unwarranted Benefits/Advantage.
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(5) Actions with Manifest Partiality/Bad Faith/Necessity of Proper Grounds.

– **Procedural Provisions:**
**R.A.  6770  Section  27**  dictates  the  finality  and  conditions  for  reconsideration  of
Ombudsman decisions.

**Historical Background:**
The  case  underscores  the  historical  intricacies  of  land  disposition  under  varying
proclamations and legal frameworks within the Philippines. The lot designation history and
amendments play a vital role in understanding the land disputes and the resulting legal
procedural contexts.


