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REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 
GOVERNMENTSER~CEINSURANCESYSTEM 

FINANCIAL CENTER, ROXAS BOULEVARD, PASAY CITY 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

PETITION ON THE 31 AUGUST 
2011 RESOLUTION OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS (COC 
RES. NO. 40-2011) DENYING 
THE CLAIM FOR 
SUR~ORSHIP BENEFIT 

NORMAP. MACAPAGAL, 
Petitioner. 

GSIS CASE NO. 001-12 

}(------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------}( 

DECISION 

Before this Board is a Petition 1 captioned as Motion for 

Reconsideration by the Petitioner, Norma P. Macapagal. This Petition 

was filed on December 01, 2011, seeking the review of Resolution No. 

50-2011 dated August 31, 2011 of the Committee on Claims 

(hereinafter, CoC), denying Petitioner's claim for survivorship benefits 

arising from the death of Benjamin D. Macapagal, which states that: 

Resolved, to affirm the denial of the Claims Department which 
was based on the following grounds: 

1 In accordance with Section 26.2 of the Revised Implementing Rules and Regulations of Republic 
Act No. 8291, any appeal on the CoC' s decision shall be filed before the Board; thus Motion for 
Reconsideration is treated as a Petition before the Board. 
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1. There was no proof submitted that the signature 
appearing in the Affidavit of Common Law Relationship is 
forged. 

2. The submitted marriage contract does not bear the 
signature of the contracting parties. 

FACTS OF THE CASE 

Benjamin D. Macapagal (hereinafter, Benjamin) was employed 

by the National Service Corporation and, consequently, a member of 

the Government Service Insurance System (GSIS). He had three (3) 

children with his wife, Lucita P. Macapagal, namely, Edgardo, Cynthia 

and Maria Perpetua. His wife Lucita died on March· 16, 1987. 

Benjamin also begot seven (7) children with herein Petitioner, 

Norma P. Macapagal, namely, Mary ] oy, Mary Mia, Myla, Priza, 

Benjie, Alexander and Maria Dina. Petitioner maintains that she and 

Benjamin were married on july 4, 1989.2 

On March 04, 1994, Benjamin died while in the government 

service3
• 

In April 1994, Edgardo P. Macapagal (Benjamin's son with first 

wife Lucita) filed a claim for survivorship benefits under Presidential 

Decree (P.D.) No. 1146. At that time, four (4)4 of Petitioner's children 

were still minors while three (3)5 were already of age. 

2 As per their Marriage Contract registered in July 2004. 
3 Chauffer, National Service Corporation. 
4 Priza, Benjie, Alexander and Maria Dina. 
s Mary Joy, Mary Mia and Myla. 
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Edgardo, in claiming survivorship benefits on behalf of his half-

siblings, was armed with a Special Power of Attorney (SPA)6 

authorizing him to transact with the GSIS in order to claim said 

benefits. The SPA was duly notarized by a notary public and signed 

by Mary Joy, Mary Pia and Myla, who were then already of age, and 

by Petitioner, as the mother and legal guardian of her then minor 

children. 

Among the documents submitted to the GSIS in support of the 

claim for survivorship benefits were Affidavits executed by Petitioner 

attesting to her common-law relationship7 and cohabitation8 with 

Benjamin. 

In November 1994, Petitioner's then four (4) minor children, 

namely, Priza P. Macapagal, Benjie P. Macapagal, Alexander P. 

Macapagal and Maria Dina P. Macapagal, were granted survivorship 

benefits, being the only ones who were qualified beneficiaries under 

P.D. No. 1146. Petitioner, as the legal guardian of her then minor 

children, received their pensions until 2003, the year Petitioner's 

youngest child, Maria Dina, reached the age of twenty one (21). 

Many years later, on July 30, 2009, the GSIS Home Office 

received an Application for Benefits form signed by Petitioner, 

claiming survivorship benefits in her favor in connection with the 

death of Benjamin. In a letter dated September 20, 2009, the GSIS 

Claims Department asked the Petitioner to submit an Affidavit of 

Dependency for the appropriate evaluation of her claim. Thereafter, 

6 Annex "10" of CoC' s Position Paper. 
7 Annex "2" of CoC' s Position Paper. 
8 Annex "3" of CoC' s Position Paper. 
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the GSIS Claims Department again sent a letter dated September 20, 

2010 to Petitioner informing her that her application had been 

disapproved due to the previous submission of an Affidavit of 

Common-Law Relationship dated August 17, 1994 wherein it was 

categorically stated that Petitioner and Benjamin lived together as 

husband and wife without the benefit of marriage. 

Consequently, Petitioner filed a verified complaint before the 

GSIS on March 24, 2011, which was referred to the Claims 

Department, alleging that as the wife of deceased member Benjamin, 

she was entitled to survivorship benefits computed from the time of 

Benjamin's death up to the date of approval of the same. To 

substantiate this allegation, Petitioner attached to her complaint a 

machine copy of her Certificate of Marriage, wherein it was stated 

that she and Benjamin were married on July 4, 1989. The Claims 

Department again sent a letter dated April 27, 2011 to Petitioner, 

reiterating its earlier disapproval of Petitioner's claim. 

Petitioner next sent a letter addressed to the Hon. Daniel L. 

Lacson, Chairman of the Board of Trustees, which was received by the 

Office of the President and General Manager on June 16, 2011, 

seeking reconsideration of the denial of her claim by the Claims 

Department. The same was referred to the Committee on Claims 

(CoC) for resolution. On August 31, 2011, the Committee on Claims 

issued the assailed Resolution No. 50-2011, affirming the denial made 

by the Claims Department on the grounds that Petitioner failed to 

adduce evidence that the Affidavit of Common-Law relationship dated 
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August 17, 1994 was a forged document and that the Marriage 

Contract submitted by Petitioner was unsigned by the parties. 

On December 01, 2011, Petitioner filed a Motion for 

Reconsideration treated as a Petition before the Board, alleging that 

the Affidavit of Common-Law Relationship submitted to the GSIS was 

a forged document. To prove this, Petitioner attached her specimen 

signature contained in a machine copy of her Voter's Registration 

Record. The Petition also contested the finding of the CoC that her 

marriage contract does not bear the signature of the parties, pointing 

out that the copy she submitted to the GSIS contained the letters 

"sgd." before the names of the parties, signifying the fact that the 

same was actually signed. 

The CoC through counsel filed its Answer on March 16, 2 012 

alleging that Petitioner was not entitled to survivorship benefits based 

on the following grounds: 

a. Petitioner executed Affidavits of Common-Law 

Relationship and Co-Habitation, which negates the 

existence of marital bonds between Petitioner and 

Benjamin and constitutes an admission against interest; 

b. The Marriage Contract submitted by Petitioner was 

only registered on july 16, 2004; 

c. Petitioner failed to substantiate her claim of forgery by 

clear and convincing evidence; 
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d. The ruling and findings of fact of the CoC, being the 

administrative body mandated to evaluate and resolve 

issues falling within their expertise, should be given full 

weight and credit; and 

e. Even assuming that Petitioner is entitled to 

survivorship benefits, her claim is already barred by 

prescription. 

Petitioner subsequently filed her Reply to the Answer reiterating 

that she is the legal spouse of Benjamin and that she did not execute 

the affidavits used against her. Petitioner averred that she entrusted 

the claiming of the benefits from the GSIS to Edgardo and that she 

was completely unaware of the documents the former submitted to the 

GSIS. Petitioner likewise begged for kind consideration on her claim 

owing to the fact that she is already an elderly woman without any 

other means or resources to support herself. 

In compliance with an Order dated May 16, 2012, the CoC filed 

its Position Paper on May 28, 2012 restating its previous arguments 

contained in its Answer. The Petitioner, however, failed to file her 

Position Paper. 

Thereafter, the Petitioner and the CoC, in compliance with 

separate subpoenas9
, submitted an NSO-authenticated copy of 

Petitioner's and Benjamin's marriage contract, which was registered 

9 Dated May 28, 2012 and June 21, 2012, respectively. 
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only in 2004 and a copy of the documents pertinent to Petitioner 's 

claim, respectively. 

ISSUE 

The issue for resolution is whether the Petitioner is entitled to 

survivorship benefits in connection with the death of Benjamin D. 

Macapagal. 

DISCUSSION 

Petitioner's claim for survivorship benefits cannot be granted. 

The Petitioner cannot, this late in the day, claim for survivorship 

benefits because her right, if any, has prescribed and is barred by 

laches. The records are clear that Benjamin died way back in 1994 

while Petitioner filed her claim before the GSIS for survivorship 

benefits only on July 30, 2009. Fifteen (15) years had thus lapsed 

since the death of Benjamin before Petitioner brought her claim before 

the GSIS. 

Extinctive prescription is a mode of extinguishing a right 

through the passage of time. The applicable law in this case is P.D. 

No. 1146, which was the prevailing law at the time of Benjamin's 

death. However, since P.D. No. 1146 does not provide for a period of 

prescription of claims, the provisions of the Civil Code on prescription 

apply, to wit: 

Art. 1139. Actions prescribe by the mere lapse of time fixed by law. 

Art. 1144. The following actions must be brought within ten 
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years from the time the right of action accrues: 

(1) Upon a written contract; 

(2) Upon an obligation created by law; 

(3) Upon a judgment. (Emphasis supplied.) 

Evidently, the claim of Petitioner arose from an obligation 

created by law under P.D. No. 1146. The law provides that actions for 

the same must be brought within the period of ten (10) years. Clearly 

then, Petitioner's claim is now barred by prescription for having been 

filed beyond the ten (10) year prescriptive period. It is undisputed 

that Benjamin died way back in 1994 and that the survivorship 

benefits were granted to Petitioner's then minor children and qualified 

beneficiaries on that same year. It is also beyond cavil that Petitioner 

filed her personal claim for survivorship benefits in connection with 

Benjamin's death only on July 30, 2009, as evidenced by the form she 

submitted, or more than fifteen (15) years after the death of Benjamin. 

Clearly then, Petitioner's claim is already barred by prescription. 

In fact, the current GSIS law, R.A. No. 8291, provides a shorter 

prescriptive period for claims for benefits not pertaining to life and 

retirement benefits: 

SEC. 28. Prescription. - Claims for benefits under this Act 
except for life and retirement shall prescribe after four ( 4) 
years from the date of contingency. 

Thus, the clear legislative intent is to limit the time for filing of 

such claims in order to be able to better assess the same when the 

state of facts affecting said claim is still fresh and has not yet been 

muddled by the passage of a long time. 
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The Supreme Court explained the basis for the application of 

prescription in this wise: 

"In the early case of US v. Serapio, this Court held that 
under the Civil Code, the prescription of an action refers 
to the time within which an action must be brought after 
the right of action has accrued. The prescriptive statutes 
serve to protect those who are diligent and vigilant, not 
those who sleep on their rights. The rationale behind the 
prescription of actions is to prevent fraudulent and stale 
claims from springing up at great distances of time, thus 
surprising the parties or their representatives when the 
facts have become obscure from the lapse of time or the 
defective memory or death or removal of the witnesses. 
Prescription applies even to the most meritorious 
claims."10 (Citations omitted.) 

Corollarily, laches has consistently been defined by the Supreme 

Court in this wise: 

Laches has been defined as the failure or neglect, for 
an unreasonable and unexplained length of time, to 
do that which, by exercising due diligence could or should 
have been done earlier. It is negligence or omission to 
assert a right within a reasonable time, warranting 
the presumption that the party entitled to assert his right 
has either abandoned or declined to assert it 

XXX XXX XXX 

The following elements must be present in order to 
constitute laches: 

(1) conduct on the part of the defendant, or of one under 
whom he claims, giving rise to the situation of which 
complaint is made for which the complaint seeks a 
remedy; 

(2) delay in asserting the complainant's rights, the 
complainant having had knowledge or notice, of the 
defendant's conduct and having been afforded an 
opportunity to institute a suit; 

(3) lack of knowledge or notice on the part of the 

10 Antonio vs. Morales, G.R. No. 165552, January 23, 2007. 
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.. defendant that the complainant would assert the right on 

which he bases his suit; and 

(4) injury or prejudice to the defendant in the event relief 
is accorded to the complainant, or the suit is not held to 
be barred .. 11 (Citation omitted and emphasis supplied) 

All these elements are clearly satisfied in this case, to wit: 

(1) First element - the GSIS granted survivorship benefits to 
the then minor children of Petitioner after the death of 
Benjamin. 

(2) Second element - Petitioner knows that her then minor 
children were given survivorship benefits by the GSIS 
as she was the one who was receiving their pension as 
the minors' legal guardian. Even then, Petitioner did 
not bring her personal claim for survivorship benefits 
before the GSIS until 2009. 

(3) Third element - the GSIS, for its part, fully settled the 
claim for survivorship benefits in connection with the 
death of Benjamin taking into account the documents 
submitted in 1994. The GSIS had no way of knowing 
that Petitioner would later on question the very same 
documents. 

(4) Fourth element - the granting of Petitioner's claim will 
necessarily cause undue prejudice to the System if due 
course is given to those claims which could have and 
should have been brought within a reasonable time 
but were not so brought. This will necessarily expose 
the Fund to fraudulent and stale claims cloaked by the 
confusion brought about by the passage of an 
unreasonable period of time. 

Indeed, every opportunity was given to Petitioner to exercise her 

rights, if any, within a reasonable time, but still she failed to act. 

In fine, Petitioner's unexplained inaction for fifteen (15) long 

years has thus rendered her claim stale for, as consistently held by the 

11 Heirs of Anacleto B. Nieto, et.al. vs. Municipality of Meycauayan, Bulacan, G.R. No. 150654, December 
13,2007. 
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Supreme Court in a string of cases, the " .. .law aids the vigilant not 

those who sleep on their rights." 12 

Finally, given the prescription of Petitioner's claim and the same 

being barred by laches, it is no longer necessary to pass upon her 

other allegations. 

IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, the petition is DISMISSED on 

the ground of prescription and laches. 

SO ORDERED. 

Pasay City, __ f_2_D_E_C ........;.2..:....:01..:;_3 __ 

/ -·v 
~LL LACSON, Jr. 

Chairman 

RTG.~GARA 
ice Chairman 

J , 
ROMEO M. ALIP 

Trustee 

ELISEA :G~ ~~ 
Tru ee 

I 

L Trustee 

GERALDINE M IE BERBERABE-
MARTINEZ 

Trustee 

G~~~~ 
Trustee ~ 

12 Heirs of Pomposa Saludares vs. Court of Appeals, et.al., G.R. No. 128254, January 16, 2004. 
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FRANCISCO T. DUQUE IIr 

*Did not participate in the deliberations. 

Copy furnished: 

Ms. Norma P. Macapagal 
# 195 Bantug Norte 
Cabanatuan City 

Atty. jasper C. Sales 
Counsel for CoG 
Legal Services Group 
Government Service Insurance Sytem 
Pasay City 
Email address: jcsales@gsis.gov.ph 

• Did not participate in the discussion 
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CERTIFICATION 

I, VANESSA JOY B. ONG PE-JONES, Attorney IV, of the GSIS Legal Services 
Group, having been assigned as the Hearing Officer to draft the Decision in 
GSIS Board of Trustees Case Nos. 004-12 entitled "IN THE MAlTER OF: 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE 31 AUGUST 2011 DECISION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS IN COC CASE NO. 40-2011, FOR: CLAIM 
FOR SURVIVORSHIP BENEFIT OF NORMA P. MACAPAGAL, Norma P. 
Macapagal, petitioner'' hereby certify that the statement of facts herein 
stated and being presented before this Board is accurate and true, based on 
the records of the case, the pleadings and other documents submitted by the 
parties. 

This certification is issued in compliance with Board Resolution No. 198-A 
adopted on September 15, 2004. 

Pasay City, March 18, 2013 . 

VANESSA JOY B. 
Hearing 



,: G 5 I 5 Government Service Insurance System 
Financial Center, Pasay City, Metro Manila 1308 

OFFICE OF THE CORPORATE SECRETARY 

EXACT COPY OF RES. NO. 150 ADOPTED BY THE GSIS BOARD OF 
TRUSTEES IN ITS MEETING NO. 22 HELD ON 12 DECEMBER 2013 

Decision in GSIS Case No. 001-12, In the Matter of: Petition 
on the 31 August 2011 Resolution of the Committee on 

Claims (COC Res. No. 40-2011) Denying the Claim for 
Survivorship, Norma P. Macapagal, Petitioner 

RESOLUTION NO. 150 

WHEREAS, a Petition docketed as GSIS Case No. 001-
12 was flied by petitioner Norma P. Macapagal on 1 
December 2011 before the GSIS Board of Trustees; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 30 of R.A. No. 8291, 
the GSIS has original and exclusive jurisdiction to settle any 
dispute arising from the application of the laws administered 
by the GSIS; 

RESOLVED, to APPROV~d CONFIRM the Decision 
in GSIS Case No. 001-12, I~il:te Matter of Petition on the 31 
August 2011 Resolution'\~ .the Committee on Claims (COC 
Res. No. 40-2011) Denying the Claim for Survivorship, Norma 
P. Macapagal, Petitioner, the dispositive portion of which 
states: 

"IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, the petition is 
DISMISSED on the ground of prescription and laches." 

A copy of the Resolution in GSIS Case No. 001-12 is 
attached and made an integral part of this Resolution. 

TG.VE~RA 
Vice- hairman 
GSIS Board of Trustees 

CERTIFIED CORRECT: 

ATTY. MARIA T~SAMIS-RAAGAS 
Corporate Secretary 

l 1 ' hr t 


