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**Title:** Department of the Interior and Local Government (DILG) v. Raul V. Gatuz

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Complaint:** In February 21, 2008, Felicitas L. Domingo filed an administrative
complaint against Raul V. Gatuz, then the Barangay Captain of Barangay Tabang, with the
Office of the Ombudsman for Abuse of Authority and Dishonesty. The case was docketed as
OMB-L-A-08-0126-C.

2. **Ombudsman’s Decision:** On November 17, 2008, the Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon
found Gatuz guilty of Dishonesty, sentencing him to a three-month suspension without pay.

3.  **Endorsement  for  Implementation:**  On  May  20,  2009,  the  Deputy  Ombudsman
endorsed the decision to the Department of the Interior and Local Government (DILG) for
immediate implementation. DILG received it on May 29, 2009.

4. **Receipt and Motion for Reconsideration:** Gatuz received the decision on June 30,
2009,  and  filed  a  motion  for  reconsideration  on  July  7,  2009.  The  DILG  deferred
implementation awaiting resolution of the motion, referencing Office of the Ombudsman v.
Samaniego as potentially applicable, which suggested stays in execution for certain cases.

5. **Reconsideration Denied:** The Ombudsman denied Gatuz’s motion for reconsideration
on July 10, 2009.

6. **Clarification Sought:** In response to DILG’s inquiry, on September 22, 2009, the
Ombudsman referred to Memorandum Circular (MC) No. 1, Series of 2006, which indicates
that such filings do not stay implementation of its decision without a restraining order.

7.  **Memorandum Issued:**  On October 22,  2009,  DILG issued a memo to implement
Gatuz’s suspension.

8. **Court Intervention:** On November 17, 2009, Gatuz petitioned the RTC for declaratory
relief and an injunction to stop his suspension’s execution, arguing that motions stay such
executions. The RTC issued a temporary restraining order (TRO) on November 20, 2009.

9. **Justice Department’s Stance:** The DILG countered that the RTC lacked jurisdiction
and that the Samaniego decision did not apply as it wasn’t final. MC No. 1, Series of 2006,
should apply instead.
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10. **RTC Decision:** On January 18, 2010, the RTC declared the suspension void, sided
with Gatuz’s interpretation of Samaniego, and failed to address jurisdiction issues.

11. **Appeal to Supreme Court:** DILG filed for review with the Supreme Court on March
26, 2010, challenging RTC’s jurisdiction and decision.

12. **Subsequent Appeal:** On June 15, 2010, Gatuz filed a petition for review with the
Court of Appeals.

**Issues:**

1. Did the RTC have jurisdiction to issue injunctive relief in a declaratory relief case against
the Ombudsman’s order implementation?

2. Was the Ombudsman’s decision appropriately executable without an appeal effectively
voiding the suspension?

3. Does the legal precedent set by Samaniego suspend the execution of decisions by filing a
motion for reconsideration or appeal?

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Jurisdiction:** The Supreme Court ruled that the RTC did not have jurisdiction over the
matter since the case challenged a quasi-judicial function of the Ombudsman, not included
within the realm of declaratory relief jurisdiction.

2.  **Executory  Nature:**  The  ruling  clarified  that  decisions  by  the  Ombudsman  in
disciplinary cases are executory immediately and not stayed by a pending appeal or lack of
finality in the Samaniego decision.

3.  **RTC’s  Error:**  The  RTC  erred  by  intervening  with  the  implementation  of  an
Ombudsman decision, violating the doctrine of judicial stability, which prevents lower courts
from modifying decisions by co-equal bodies.

4. **Precedent Reconsidered:** The finality that emerged from the later Samaniego ruling
emphasizes that Ombudsman decisions remain executory even when an appeal is underway.

**Doctrine:**

– Decisions from the Ombudsman in disciplinary cases are categorically executory upon
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issuance without stay from motions for reconsideration or appeals, according to the revised
interpretation post-Samaniego resolution.

**Class Notes:**

– **Judicial/Quasi-judicial Decisions:** The executing body’s rulings in administrative cases
are immediately enforceable unless there is a judicial injunction. Quasi-judicial orders aren’t
subject to declaratory relief actions.

– **Memorandum Circulars:** MC No. 1, Series of 2006, asserts that only a restraining
order can halt execution pending appeal/reconsideration.

**Historical Background:**

This  case  unfolds  within  the  broader  governmental  context  concerning  administrative
powers  and  limitations  on  execution  stays  relating  to  public  officials’  misconduct
disciplinary actions. The decisions illuminate judicial hierarchical principles and reinforce
the disciplinary system’s effectiveness at administrative levels without unnecessary judicial
delays in enforcement.


