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### Title:
**Ibarra P. Ortega v. Social Security Commission and Social Security System**

### Facts:
1. **Claimant’s Background**:
– Ibarra P. Ortega, a member of Social Security System (SSS), applied for partial permanent
disability benefits due to Generalized Arthritis and Partial Ankylosis. The SSS granted these
claims, resulting in a monthly pension for a period of 23 months.
– Following the termination of these benefits,  Ortega sought total  permanent disability
benefits  on  April  26,  2000,  at  the  SSS  Malabon  Branch.  His  claim,  designated
BO-0000-1755, was denied due to the absence of illness progression as reported by Dr.
Juanillo Descalzo III, who found limited issues with Ortega’s grasping ability.

2. **Appeal to Social Security Commission (SSC)**:
–  Ortega filed  an  unverified  petition  before  the  SSC on June 19,  2000,  claiming new
diagnoses from his attending physicians. Despite these claims, the SSC directed further
administrative reviews.
– The SSS Senior Physician and Medical Program Department reviewed and reconfirmed the
denial,  leading  Ortega  to  accuse  them of  issuing  fraudulent  findings.  SSC denied  the
petition but offered Ortega options regarding future retirement benefits after reaching 60
years of age.

3. **Post-SSC Adjudication**:
– Following the Commission’s April 3, 2002 resolution, denying Ortega’s claim, he moved for
reconsideration. This led to further physical examinations by Dr. Rebecca Sison in August
2002, which again concluded insufficient grounds for total permanent disability benefits.
– Ortega’s appeal was dismissed by the SSC and affirmed by the Court of Appeals (CA),
which led him to file a petition with the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. **Procedural Issue**:
– Whether the petition should be treated as a Rule 45 petition for review or Rule 65 petition
for certiorari.

2. **Main Issue on Merits**:
– Whether Ortega is entitled to total permanent disability benefits based on the medical
evidence and his health condition.
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### Court’s Decision:
1. **Procedural Issue**:
– The Supreme Court determined that the petition under Rule 65 was not appropriate. Given
that Ortega sought relief from a final judgment, Rule 45 was deemed the proper remedy.
–  The  Court  emphasized  mutual  exclusivity  of  remedies  under  Rules  45  and  65  and
dismissed the petition for resorting to the inappropriate rule.

2. **Merits of the Case**:
– Upon examining the extensive medical evaluations performed by four SSS physicians, all
indicated Ortega did not meet the criteria for total permanent disability as listed under the
Social Security Law (Section 13-A).
– The Supreme Court noted the absence of substantive medical  proof demonstrating a
deterioration of Ortega’s condition linked to prior disabilities.
– Additionally, a review of new ailments (Coronary Artery Disease, Diabetes Mellitus Type 2)
was deemed inadmissible as they were not part of the original application and appellate
process.

### Doctrine:
– **Mutually Exclusive Remedies**: The case reiterates that an appeal via certiorari under
Rule 45 and certiorari under Rule 65 are distinct and cannot be joined in one pleading.
– **Proof Burden in Administrative Cases**: The Court reaffirmed that factual determination
by quasi-judicial bodies should be accorded due respect and finality when supported by
substantial evidence.

### Class Notes:
– **Essentials of Appeals**: Rule 45 is used for legal question appeals post-final judgment,
whereas Rule 65 challenges jurisdictional excess or grave abuse of discretion.
– **Disability Benefits**: The Social Security Law delineates specific disabilities qualifying
for  permanent  total  or  partial  disability  benefits  and requires  substantial  evidence for
administrative rulings.

### Historical Background:
– The dispute underscores a typical scenario where a plaintiff seeks enhanced disability
benefits due to cumulative health issues. The legal resolution reflects judicial deference to
administrative  expertise  and procedural  accuracy  amidst  disabilities  assessment.  It’s  a
pertinent  illustration  of  judicial  oversight  on  administrative  proceedings  in  conditions
leading to permanent disabilities.
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This  case,  therefore,  highlights  the  Philippines  Judiciary’s  standards  in  adjudicating
disability claims within the framework of administrative law and the Social Security System.


