G.R. No. 211833. April 07, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** Ferdinand R. Villanueva v. Judicial and Bar Council: A Test of the Judiciary’s
Appointing Mechanism

*Facts:**

Presiding Judge Ferdinand R. Villanueva, the petitioner, was appointed on September 18,
2012, as the Presiding Judge of the Municipal Circuit Trial Court, Compostela-New Bataan,
in Compostela Valley Province. Seeking advancement in his judicial career, he applied for
the position of Presiding Judge in several Regional Trial Courts (RTCs) on September 27,
2013. However, he discovered in a letter from the Judicial and Bar Council (JBC) dated
December 18, 2013, that he was not considered due to a policy requiring judges of first-level
courts to have at least five years of service before qualifying for second-level court
positions. This policy, he argued, added an unconstitutional requirement beyond that
stipulated by the Constitution for qualifying as an RTC judge. He raised this issue with the
JBC through an appeal for reconsideration, which was ultimately denied.

**Procedural Posture:**

Villanueva proceeded directly to the Supreme Court (SC) filing a petition for prohibition,
mandamus, certiorari, and declaratory relief, questioning the constitutionality of the JBC’s
five-year service requirement. His legal challenge centered on the argument that this policy
was an infringement on constitutional requirements and protections.

**Issues Raised:**

1. Whether the JBC’s policy requiring five years of service as judges of first-level courts
before qualification for second-level courts is constitutional.

2. Whether said policy violates the equal protection, due process clauses, and provisions
under Social Justice and Human Rights for Equal Employment Opportunity of the
Constitution.

3. Whether the procedural remedies sought by the petitioner were appropriate in this
context.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition. It found that the JBC’s policy was within its
constitutional mandate to recommend appointees to the judiciary and to ensure that
candidates possess attributes of competence, integrity, probity, and independence. The
Court held that distinguishing between applicants based on judicial experience was based
on rational classification and did not infringe upon the petitioner’s constitutional rights.
Moreover, it was determined that the petitioner’s use of a prohibition, mandamus,
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certiorari, and declaratory relief were not the appropriate remedies for his grievances.
However, the Court directed that the JBC’s policy should have been published, considering
its direct impact on potential judicial applicants.

**Doctrine:**

The Supreme Court reiterates that the JBC has the prerogative to establish additional
qualifications and standards for judicial appointments beyond constitutional requirements
as long as these are reasonable, based on rational classification, and published accordingly.

**Class Notes:**

- *Judicial and Bar Council (JBC) Authority:**

- The JBC has the constitutional mandate to set qualifications and standards for judiciary
applicants, subject to the minimum qualifications set by the Constitution and relevant laws.
- **Proper Remedies against JBC Decisions:**

- Actions challenging JBC policies or decisions do not directly fall under the typical
remedies of certiorari, prohibition, or mandamus owing to its unique role and functions.
However, the SC can review such policies for grave abuse of discretion under its expanded
jurisdiction.

- **Publication Requirement for JBC Policies:**

- JBC policies affecting qualifications for judiciary positions must be properly published to
inform and guide potential candidates.

**Historical Background:**

This case spotlights the intricate balance between the JBC’s autonomy in shaping the
qualifications of judicial candidates and the constitutional rights and protections afforded to
individuals. It underscores the pivotal role of the JBC in the appointment process of judges
and justices in the Philippines, designed to ensure an independent, competent, and credible
judiciary.
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