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LOPEZ, J., J.:

This Court resolves the Petition for Review on Certiorari[1] filed by the Civil Service Commission (CSC),
through the Office of the Solicitor General assailing the Decision[2] and the Resolution[3] of the Court of
Appeals (CA). The CA granted the Petition[4] filed by SheilaV. Soliva (Sheila) and, consequently, dismissed the
Complaint filed by Krystelle Rose Sarmen-Soliva (Krystelle) against Sheila. In its Decision, the CA reversed the
Decision[5] of the CSC that found Sheila guilty of disgraceful and immoral conduct and conduct prejudicial to the
best interest of the service on the ground of res judicata.

Joemar Solival6] (Joemar) and Maria Lilane Sarmen-Soliva (Lilane), the mother of Krystelle, were married on
July 22, 1980 and they had three children.[7] On June 4, 1985, Joemar entered another marriage with a certain
Marissa A. Cabungcal (Marissa) and they also had three children.[8] On May 13, 1998, Joemar entered into
another marriage with Sheila, and subsequently had a child with her.[9]

Marissa then filed a Complaint with the CSC Regional Office VI (CSC RO VI) for disgraceful and immoral
conduct against Sheila. At that time, Sheila was a teacher assigned at Bungsuan National High School, Dumarao,
Capiz.[10] In aDecision, the CSC RO VI[11] found Sheila administratively liable and imposed the penalty of one
year suspension.[12]

Then, Lilane filed a Complaint with the Department of Education (DepEd) Regiona Office VI (DepEd RO VI)
for immorality and conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service.[13] On January 17, 2013, the DepEd RO
V1 issued a ruling finding Sheila administratively liable and imposed the penalty of dismissal from the service
subject to the confirmation of the DepEd Secretary.[14]

The DepEd Secretary issued a Resolution[15] modifying the ruling and finding Sheila administratively liable for
conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service.[16]

However, as to the penalty to be imposed, the DepEd Secretary applied Section 50 of the Revised Rules on
Administrative Cases in Civil Service, finding that although Sheila's conviction was rendered by two different
offices in two different years, these are convictions of administrative charges for the same act, and "the penalty to
be imposed should be that corresponding to the most serious charge and the rest shall be considered as
aggravating circumstances.[17] Thus, it concluded that "the [CSC RO V1] has imposed the maximum penalty of
one (1) year suspension [as] the penalty for Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service, [which] may
just be considered as aggravating circumstance and thus, deemed to have been served by respondent."[18] The
dispositive portion of the Resolution provides:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Decision dated January 17, 2013 of the Regiona Office, DepEd
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Region VI, is hereby MODIFIED. Respondent SHEILA C. VENUS is hereby found guilty of Conduct
Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service.

Considering that Respondent Shiela C. Venus has served the maximum penalty of one (1) year suspension
imposed by the Civil Service Commission (CSC) due to her conviction of Disgraceful and Immoral Conduct,
sheis hereby deemed to have served the penalty for Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service.

SO RESOLVED.[19]

In 2014, a Complaint[20] was aso filed by Krystelle with the CSC RO VI against Sheila for immorality and
conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service.[21] Krystelle aleged that Sheila continued to have an
amorous relationship with Joemar despite her prior conviction for asimilar administrative offense by the CSC RO
V1 and the DepEd.[22] She added that Sheila continued to use Soliva as her surname and moved in with Joemar in
the house where Krystelle and her siblings live, causing Krystelle and her siblings to move out.[23]

In Decision No. 180001,[24] the CSC RO VI found Sheila, who was at that time a Head Teacher in Bungsuan
National High School, Dumarao, Capiz, administratively liable for disgraceful and immoral conduct and conduct
prejudicial to the best interest of the service. Considering that the case was her second administrative offense, the
CDC RO VI imposed the penalty of dismissal from the service and forfeiture of retirement benefits as follows:

WHEREFORE, Sheila C. Venus-Soliva, Head Teacher, Bungsuan National High School, Dumarao, Capiz, is
found guilty of Disgraceful and Immoral Conduct (Immorality) and Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of
the Service. Considering that the present charge constitutes her second offense of Disgraceful and Immoral
Conduct and Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service, the penaty of DISMISSAL from the
service is meted upon the respondent with the accessory penalties of forfeiture of retirement benefits (except
accrued leave creditsterminal benefits and persona contributions to the GSIS, if any), cancellation of
eligibility, perpetual disqualification from holding public office and bar from taking Civil Service
Examinations.[25]

Sheilafiled aMotion for Reconsideration, which was denied by the CSC RO VI in a Resolution.[26]

Sheilafiled a Petition for Review with the CSC, which was denied in a Decision.[27] The CSC ruled that thereis
no res judicata between the present complaint and the earlier case filed against Sheila with the CSC as it was
based on Sheilas cohabitation with Joemar after the conviction under the first administrative case.[28] The
dispositive portion of the CSC Decision reads:

WHEREFORE, the Petition for Review of Sheila C. Venus-Soliva, Head Teacher, Bungsuan National High
School, Dumarao, Capiz, is hereby DISMISSED. Accordingly, Decision No. 180001 dated January 5, 2018 of
the Civil Service Commission Regiona Office (CSC RO) VI, lloilo City, finding Venus-Soliva guilty of
Disgraceful and Immoral Conduct and Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service and imposing
upon her the penalty of dismissal from the service with the accessory penalties of cancellation of digibility,
perpetual disgualification from holding public office, bar from taking the civil service examination, and
forfeiture of retirement benefits, except her accrued/terminal leave benefits and personal contributions to the
Government Service Insurance System, if any; and Resolution No. 180148 dated June 11, 2018, denying her
Motion for Reconsideration, are AFFIRMED.[29]

Aggrieved, Sheila filed a Petition for Review[30] with the CA. In its Decision,[31] the CA reversed the CSC
ruling and dismissed the complaint against Sheila:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petition is GRANTED. The Decision No. 210166 dated June 30,
2021 of the Civil Service Commission, affirming the Decision dated January 5, 2018; and Resolution dated
June 11, 2018 of the Civil Service Commission, Regional Office — VI is REVERSED and SET ASIDE.
Accordingly, the Complaint filed against petitioner, docketed as CSC Case No. CSCRO6-D-14-135, before the

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 11
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 275125, July 30, 2025

Civil Service Commission — Regional Office VI, is hereby DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED.[32]

In so ruling, the CA concluded that the Complaint filed against Sheila had aready been barred by prior judgment.
Deviating from the CSC's findings, the CA found that there was also an identity of causes of action. It found that
the same facts or evidence would sustain both the prior complaint by which Sheila was already found liable, and
the present complaint, as "they are essentially based on the same set of facts."[33] The CA reasoned:

True, respondent emphasized that the instant case centers on the continued amorous relationship of petitioner
to her father Joemar and presents an additional set of evidence in the form of photos depicting the petitioner
with Joemar and their child. Nevertheless, We hold that the issue of petitioner's continued presence in the life
of Joemar while the latter was still alive is merely an incident of the main narrative of petitioner and Joemar's
relationship, a matter that has already been decided with finality twice, and for which petitioner had already
paid.

Truly, res judicata exists because al its elements are present, including the identity of causes of action. If one
takes away the main narrative of petitioner and the late Joemar Soliva's relationship, respondent's complaint
would have no leg to stand on.[34]

The CSC and Krystelle filed their respective Motions for Reconsideration,[35] but these were denied by the CA in
a Resolution.[36]

Hence, the CSC filed the instant Petition.

The CSC maintains that not al the elements of res judicata were present between the present complaint filed by
Krystelle, and the previous cases that found Sheila administratively liable. It pointed out that the CSC and the CA
disagreed only on the issue of whether there was identity of causes of action. The CSC contends that there was no
identity of causes of action because the CSC Decision was based on the illicit continuous cohabitation of Sheila
with Joemar even after the earlier findings of administrative liability. Even if the acts subject of the earlier and the
present cases arose from the sole illicit relationship, these are separate acts and thus must be treated as distinct
offenses giving rise to separate causes of action.[37]

The CSC adds that the earlier cases and the present case cannot be sustained by the same set of evidence, as the
acts alleged in the present complaint have yet to be committed at the time the previous cases were filed.
Particularly, the CSC points out that the previous administrative convictions were rendered on June 10, 2022 and
January 17, 2013, while the present case arose from an event occurring on December 14, 2013. As such, the
circumstancesin the present case could not have been considered in the earlier administrative cases.[38]

As such, the CSC advocates that Sheilas blatant disregard of her prior administrative convictions and subsequent
illicit acts are separate causes of action, and should likewise be penalized.[39]

The CSC asserts that the act of maintaining the sameillicit relations after a finding of administrative liability is a
separate infraction that gives rise to a separate cause of action.[40]

The CSC added that Sheilais a head teacher in a public high school, and by virtue of her position and profession,
good mora character is a continuing requirement and a higher ethical and moral standard of conduct is
expected.[41]

In her Comment,[42] Sheila maintained that res judicatais applicable in this case.

Sheila states that the evidence presented to prove cohabitation with Joemar does not tend to show that sheisliving
an immoral life, as the photos are a manifestation of Joemar's love for their daughter.[43] She argues that these
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photos are "snapshots of the memories of [Joemar] and [Sheila] with their daughter and are not evidence of living
animmoral life."[44]

Sheila adds that the DepEd Secretary's pronouncement declaring that her act of contracting marriage with Joemar
did not constitute disgraceful and immoral conduct, is conclusive upon all the parties.[45]

This Court's Ruling
This Court denies the Petition for Review on Certiorari.

The concept of res judicata "precludes parties from relitigating issues actually litigated and determined by a prior
and final judgment."[46]

Jurisprudence confirms that the concept of res judicatais applicable to administrative cases as well.[47]

The elements of resjudicata are as follows:

(1) the judgment sought to bar the new action must be final; (2) the decision must have been rendered by a
court having jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties; (3) the disposition of the case must be a
judgment on the merits; and (4) there must be as between the first and second action, identity of parties, subject
matter, and causes of action.[48] (Citation omitted)

Here, the parties only dispute the element that there is an identity of causes of action, as the other elements are not
controverted by the parties.

The CA found that there was an identity in the causes of action because the administrative complaints are based
on the same set of facts, and that respondent's "continued presence in the life of Joemar while the latter was till
dive is merely an incident of the main narrative of [respondent] and Joemar's relations."[49] The CA theorizes
that "if one takes away the main narrative of respondent and Joemar's relationship, [respondent]'s complaint
would have no leg to stand on."[50]

Petitioner, on the other hand, argues that there was no identity of causes of action because its Decision was based
on the illicit continuous cohabitation of respondent with Joemar occurring after the earlier administrative
cases,[51] as notably, the acts alleged in the present complaint have yet to be committed at the time the previous
cases were filed and thus, could not have been considered in the earlier administrative cases.[52]

This Court finds that there is identity of causes of action.

In Philippine College of Criminology, Inc. v. Bautista,[53] We emphasized that for the element of identity of
causes of action to be met, absolute identity is not required:

Identity of causes of action does not mean absolute identity. Otherwise, a party could easily escape the
operation of res judicata by changing the form of the action or the relief sought. The test to determine whether
the causes of action are identical isto ascertain whether the same evidence will sustain both actions, or whether
there is an identity in the facts essential to the maintenance of the two actions. If the same facts or evidence
would sustain both, the two actions are considered the same, and a judgment in the first case is a bar to the
subsequent action.[54]

We also confirmed in that case that the ultimate test in determining the presence of identity of cause of action is
the same evidence test, which provides:

It is a settled rule that the application of the doctrine of res judicata to identical causes of action does not
depend on the similarity or differences in the forms of the two actions. A party cannot, by varying the form of
the action or by adopting a different method of presenting his case, escape the operation of the doctrine of res
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judicata. The test of identity of causes of action rests on whether the same evidence would support and
establish the former and the present causes of action.

We held in Esperas v. The Court of Appeals that the ultimate test in determining the presence of identity of
cause of action isto consider whether the same evidence would support the cause of action in both the first and
the second cases. Under the same evidence test, when the same evidence support and establish both the present
and the former causes of action, thereislikely an identity of causes of action.[55]

The present administrative case for immorality and conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service is based
on the continued amorous relationship and cohabitation of respondent and Joemar.

Notably, the Complaint in the instant case is aready the third administrative case filed against respondent in
relation to her relationship with Joemar.

To recall, the first case and the instant case was filed with the CSC RO VI and CSC, respectively, while the
second case was filed with the DepEd. In that second case, the DepEd acknowledged in its Decision that the
administrative charge that it resolved was for the same act asin the first case.[56]

More, the CSC RO VI stated in its Decision that the Complaint in the instant case "is anchored on the alleged
continuous relationship which [respondent] maintains with [Joemar] despite her conviction for similar offense of
Immorality and Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service by both the [CSC and DepEd]."[57] Thisis
confirmed by the CSC, which stated in its Decision that the complaint "is anchored on the alleged continued illicit
relationship of [respondent] with [Joemar], despite her previous conviction by the [CSC and DepEd].[58] Verily,
the instant case is but a continuation of the previous cases where judgments were already rendered and penalties
were already imposed upon and served by the respondent.

As such, the same facts or evidence in the present case, involving the continuation of respondent's relationship
with Joemar, would sustain the prior complaints by which respondent was already found liable and the complaint
in the instant case, which were based on the same relationship.

Thus, the CA did not commit reversible error in ruling that the Complaint in the instant case was barred by res
judicata.

As a consequence of the finding that the Complaint in the instant case should be dismissed due to res judicata, this
Court need not delve into the arguments raised in respondent's Comment that pertain to whether the evidence
tends to prove the charges of immorality and conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service. At any rate,
these are questions of fact which this Court generally does not entertain in a petition for review on certiorari under
Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.[59]

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition for Review on Certiorari is DENIED. The February 28, 2023 Decision and the
May 31, 2024 Resolution of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CEB SP No. 15103 are AFFIRMED. The
Complaint filed by Krystelle Rose Sarmen-Soliva against Sheila V. Soliva for immorality and conduct prejudicial
to the best interest of the service is DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED.

Lazaro-Javier, Kho, Jr., and Villanueva, JJ., concur.
Leonen, SAJ., see separate concurring opinion.

[1] Roallo, pp. 11-50.
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[2] Id. at 32-43. The February 28, 2023 Decision in CA-G.R. CEB SP No. 15103 was penned by Associate Justice
Jacinto G. Fajardo, Jr. and concurred in by Associate Justices Marilyn B. Lagura-Y ap and Rogelio G. Largo of the
Nineteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Cebu City.

[3] Id. at 46-47. The May 31, 2024 Resolution in CA-G.R. CEB SP No. 15103 was penned by Associate Justice
Jacinto G. Fgjardo, Jr. and concurred in by Associate Justices Marilyn B. Lagura-Y ap and Rogelio G. Largo of the
Nineteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Cebu City.

[4] CA rallo, pp. 5-32.

[5] Id. at 34-42. The June 30, 2021 Decision No. 210166 was penned by Commissioner Aileen Lourdes A. Lizada
and concurred in by Chairperson Aliciadela Rosa-Bala of the Civil Service Commission.

[6] Also referred to as "Jose Mariano F. Soliva' in some parts of the rollo and records.
[7] Rollo, p. 34.

[8] Id.

[9] Id.

[10] CA rallo, pp. 120.

[11] 1d. at 120-133. Dated June 10, 2002.

[12] Id. at 132.

[13] Rallo, p. 34.

[14] Id.

[15] CA rallo, pp. 138-143. Dated November 15, 2013.
[16] Id. at 142.

[17] Id. at 142-143.

[18] Id. at 43.

[19] Id. at 143.

[20] Dated October 15, 2014.

[21] Rollo, p. 36.

[22] Id. at 35.

[23] Id.

[24] CA rallo, pp. 61-71. Dated January 5, 2018.
[25] Id. at 71.

[26] Id. at 73-74.

[27] 1d. at 34-42.

[28] Id. at 41.
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[29] Id. at 42.

[30] Id. at 5-32.

[31] Id. at 32-43.

[32] Id. at 43.

[33] Id. at 40-42.

[34] Id. at 42.

[35] CA rallo, pp. 321-331, 351-363.
[36] Roallo, pp. 46-47.
[37] 1d. at 17-19.

[38] Id. at 19-20.

[39] Id. at 20.

[40] Id. at 21-22.

[41] 1d. at 22-24.

[42] Id. at 54-63.

[43] 1d. at 59-60.

[44] Id. at 60.

[45] Id. at 60-61.

[46] Federal Land, Inc. v. Northlander Real Estate and Dev't., Inc., 916 Phil. 138, 148 (2021) [Per J. Leonen,
Third Division]. (Citation omitted)

[47] Civil Service Commission v. Alfonso, 607 Phil. 60, 72 (2009) [Per J. Nachura, En Banc].

[48] Federal Land, Inc. v. Northlander Real Estate and Dev't., Inc., 916 Phil. 138, 148 (2021) [Per J. Leonen,
Third Division]. Aniban ng Nagkakaisang Mamamayan ng Hacienda Dolores (ANMHD/ANIBAN), Inc. v. FL
Properties and Management Corp., 934 Phil. 46, 76-77 (2023) [Per J. Leonen, Second Division].

[49] Rallo, p. 42.

[50] Id.

[51] Id. at 19.

[52] Id. at 19-20.

[53] 873 Phil. 1014 (2020) [Per J. Leonen, Third Division].

[54] Id. at 1026, citing Heirs of Arania v. Intestate Estate of Sangalang, 822 Phil. 643, 666-667 (2017) [Per J.
Martires, Third Division].

[55] Philippine College of Criminology, Inc. v. Bautista, 873 Phil. 1014, 1025-1026 (2020) [Per J. Leonen, Third
Division], citing Riviera Golf Club, Inc. v. CCA Holdings, B.V., 760 Phil. 655, 666-667 (2015) [Per J. Brion,
Second Division].
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[56] CA rallo, pp. 142-143.

[57] 1. at 61.

[58] Id. at 36.

[59] Cardenasv. People, 917 Phil. 163, 176 (2021) [Per J. Inting, Second Division].

SEPARATE CONCURRING OPINION

LEONEN, SA.J.

I concur with the ponencia that the petition should be denied as res judicata bars the filing of the present case.
However, it must be added that the established facts negate any finding that respondent Sheila V. Soliva
committed either grossimmorality or conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service.

The principle of res judicatais broken down into the two concepts of bar by prior judgment and conclusiveness of
judgment,[1] consistent with Rule 39, Section 47 (b) and (c) of the Rules of Court. In Spouses Aboitiz v. Spouses
Po:[2]

Res judicata in the concept of bar by prior judgment proscribes the filing of another action based on "the same
claim, demand, or cause of action.” It applies when the following are present: (a) there is a final judgment or
order; (b) it is a judgment or order on the merits; (c) it was "rendered by a court having jurisdiction over the
subject matter and parties”; and (d) there is "identity of parties, of subject matter, and of causes of action”
between the first and second actions.

Res judicatain the concept of conclusiveness of judgment applies when there is an identity of issuesin two (2)
cases between the same parties involving different causes of action. Its effect is to bar "the relitigation of
particular facts or issues' which have aready been adjudicated in the other case. In Calalang v. Register of
Deeds of Quezon City:

The second concept—conclusiveness of judgment—states that a fact or question which was in issue in a former
suit and was there judicially passed upon and determined by a court of competent jurisdiction, is conclusively
settled by the judgment therein as far as the parties to that action and persons in privity with them are
concerned and cannot be again litigated in any future action between such parties or their privies, in the same
court or any other court of concurrent jurisdiction on either the same or different cause of action, while the
judgment remains unreversed by proper authority. It has been held that in order that a judgment in one action
can be conclusive as to a particular matter in another action between the same parties or their privies, it is
essential that the issug[s] be identical. If a particular point or question is in issue in the second action, and the
judgment will depend on the determination of that particular point or question, a former judgment between the
same parties or their privies will be final and conclusive in the second if that same point or question was in
issue and adjudicated in the first suit. Identity of cause of action is not required but merely identity of issues.[3]
(Citations omitted)

The present case regarding respondent's having acted with gross immorality or conduct prejudicia to the best
interest of the serviceis barred by res judicata.

To be barred by res judicata, the following elements must be established: (1) the former judgment is final; (2) it
is rendered by a court having jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties; (3) it is a judgment or an order
on the merits; (4) there is — between the first and the second actions — identity of parties, of subject matter, and of
causes of action."[4]

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 11
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 275125, July 30, 2025

The first and second elements exist because two tribunals with jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties
rendered final judgments on the merits against respondent. Joemar Solivas (Joemar) second wife, Marissa A.
Cabungcal, filed a complaint for disgraceful and immoral conduct before the Civil Service Commission Regional
Office VI which resulted in respondent's suspension for one year. Joemar's first wife, Maria Liliane
Sarmen-Soliva, filed a subsequent complaint before the Department of Education Regional Office VI, which led
to its November 15, 2013 Resolution ruling that respondent was guilty of conduct prejudicia to the best interest
of the service. However, as respondent had already served the one year suspension imposed by the Civil Service
Commission Regiona Office VI, she was deemed to have served the penalty for conduct prejudicial to the best
interest of the service.[5]

Respondent was penalized after both tribunals finding on the merits that she was guilty of the assailed conduct,
which is the third element.

The fourth element is likewise present. There is identity of parties, subject matters, and causes of action between
the two prior cases and the present case. The complainants in the first two cases were the previous wives of
Joemar, while the complainant of the present case is Krystelle Sarmen-Soliva (Krystelle), Joemar's daughter from
his first wife. The subject matter of all three complaints is Joemar's marriage with respondent, and the cause of
action is respondent's aleged administrative violations.[6] Hence, res judicata through prior judgment applies.

Although the issue on whether respondent is liable for gross immorality or conduct prejudicial to the best interest
of the service has been rendered moot through the application of res judicata, | believe it is important to clarify
that respondent's actions are not sanctionable.

Krystelle claims that respondent should be held administratively liable for immorality and conduct prejudicial to
the best interest of the service for: (a) her continued affair with Joemar, Krystelle's father, despite the rulings of
the Civil Service Commission Regional Office VI and the Department of Education Regiona Office VI; (b) her
use of Joemar's surname "Soliva'; and (c) her residence in Joemar's house where Krystelle and her siblings aso
lived, causing them to move out.[7]

To determine whether a conduct is disgraceful or immoral, this Court will "[consider] the totality of the
circumstances surrounding the conduct; and [assess] the said circumstances vis-a-vis the prevailing norms of
conduct, i.e., what the society generally considers moral and respectable, are necessary.”[8] On the other hand,
conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service involve "actsomissions of public officers and employees,
regardless of their relation or connection—or non-relation or non-connection—to the performance of official duties
that are contrary to these constitutional principles tarnish the image or integrity of the public service].]"[9]

Juxtaposing the definitions provided against the assailed actions negate a finding that respondent acted with gross
immorality or conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service. Respondent is Joemar's third wife, and they
were married on May 13, 1998.[10] The facts are bereft of any allegations that the marriage was invalid, void, or
suffered from any impediment. Thus, absent proof to the contrary, respondent and Joemar's marriage must be
upheld.

Both the Civil Service Commission Regional Office VI and the Department of Education Regional Office VI
penalized respondent for her relationship with Joemar.[11] However, these rulings do not affect the validity of
their marriage. As Joemar's wife, respondent is well within her rights to engage in the very actions Krystelle
assails, and should not be punished for it.

ACCORDINGLY, | voteto DENY the Petition.
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[1] Sanggacalav. National Power Corporation, 907 Phil. 344, 356 (2021) [Per J. Leonen, Third Division].
[2] 810 Phil. 123, 152-153 (2017) [Per J. Leonen, Second Division].
[3] Id. at 152-153.

[4] Perez v. Sandiganbayan, 934 Phil. 104, 148 (2023) [Per J. Leonen, Second Division], citing City of Taguig v.
City of Makati, 787 Phil. 367 (2016) [Per J. Leonen, Second Division].

[5] Ponencia, pp. 1-2.

[6] Id. at 1.

[7] 1d. at 3.

[8] Union School International v. Dagdag, 843 Phil. 858, 867 (2018) [Per J. Tijam, First Division].

[9] Nicolas, Sr. v. Task Force Abono-Field Investigation Office, 944 Phil. 582, 627 (2023) [Per J. Kho, Jr.,
Second Division].

[10] Ponencia, p 2.
[11] Id. at 2-3.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 10 of 11
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 275125, July 30, 2025

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.
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