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**Title:** Ramos v. National Commission on Indigenous Peoples (NCIP), G.R. No. 879 Phil.
132

**Facts:**

1. Subject Land: A land located in Malalag, Davao del Sur, claimed as ancestral land by the
Egalan-Gubayan  clan.  On  October  12,  2003,  Bae  Lolita  Buma-at  Tenorio  filed  for  a
Certificate of Ancestral Land Title (CALT) for this land.

2. CALT Issuance: On November 12, 2004, NCIP issued a CALT covering 845.5278 hectares
to the Egalan-Gubayan clan, later reduced to 645 hectares.

3. Historical Claim: Part of this land (716 hectares) had been leased to Orval Hughes in the
1920s. Post Hughes’ death, his heirs filed sales applications opposed by 133 persons, who
were awarded 399 hectares under a 1957 Amended Decision.

4. DASURFA Claim: Maximo Estita et al., claimed tenancy over 317 hectares awarded to
Hughes’ heirs, which led to litigation, progressing to the Supreme Court in G.R. No. 162109.

5. Disputed Execution: Following the Supreme Court’s denial in favor of the 317-hectare
claim by DASURFA members, DARAB issued a Writ of Execution.

6. NCIP Case Initiation: On February 20, 2009, minors of the Egalan-Gubayan clan filed for
an injunction with NCIP to halt the Writ of Execution.

7. Procedural History: The RHO regionally dismissed their case, prompting an appeal to
NCIP with accompanying TRO and permanent injunction requests, leading to a decision
reversing the RHO’s dismissal.

8. NCIP Ruling: NCIP favored the respondents, holding that their IPRA rights rendered
previous execution orders unenforceable.

9. Supreme Court Petition: Petitioners sought a certiorari, challenging the NCIP’s resolution
claiming  jurisdictional  excess,  forum-shopping,  and  injunctive  relief  errors,  bypassing
remedies available via appeal.

**Issues:**

1.  Did  the  respondents  commit  forum-shopping  by  pursuing  multiple  remedies  across
tribunals?
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2. Does IPRA constitute a supervening event rendering earlier land awards ineffective,
thereby altering execution enforceability?
3. Whether NCIP exceeded its jurisdiction by intervening in matters previously subsumed by
other tribunals under similar factual premises?
4. Was NCIP correct in issuing injunctive relief despite other adequate remedies existing?

**Court’s Decision:**

– **Forum Shopping:** The Court did not extensively rule on this specific point; however, by
dismissing on jurisdiction, it rendered moot further need to address forum-shopping.

– **Jurisdiction & Supervening Doctrine:** The court found that the NCIP lacked jurisdiction
over the case due to existing judgments and the structure of the applicable law. It held that
IPRA  did  not  constitute  a  supervening  event  nullifying  prior  juridical  determinations
regarding land ownership rights established by settled law.

– **Injunctive Authority:** It ruled NCIP exceeded its jurisdiction both in terms of substance
and statutory warrant, especially since disputes involved non-IP entities, pointing out that
disputes touching ancestral domains needed more comprehensive adjudication avenues than
those permitted under NCIP’s statutory grant.

**Doctrine:**

–  **Jurisdiction  Limitations:**  The  NCIP’s  jurisdiction  is  determined  strictly  by  the
claimant’s  relationship  (IP  status)  and cannot  extend beyond procedural  and statutory
confines laid out in the IPRA, emphasizing jurisdiction limits when parties involve non-IPs.

– **Interpretation Principles:** Judicial interpretation becomes effective from the original
legislative intent, and subsequent case laws effectively illuminate statutory constructions
unless overturned.

**Class Notes:**

– **Jurisdiction:**
– **Key Element:** Jurisdiction vested by statute.
– **Application:** Reliant on party composition under NCIP structure—both must belong to
the same ICC/IP for Section 66 applicability.

– **Doctrine of Supervening Events:**
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– **Element:** Changes rendering earlier decisions inapplicable must be definitive.
– **Application:** Mere existence of new law (IPRA) without specific legislative intent to
nullify existing rights, does not constitute a supervening event.

**Historical Perspective:**

In historical context, this case reflects tension between evolving indigenous rights against
well-entrenched land laws and property rights, showcasing the dynamic clash as native
claims meet longstanding judicial determinations. It illustrates a period in Philippine legal
history  where  recognition  of  indigenous  cultural  rights  was  legally  challenged against
earlier  administrative  land  allocations,  framing  a  broader  conflict  between  traditional
customs and modern statutory law integration.


