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**Title:** Torres v. Philippine Amusement and Gaming Corporation (PAGCOR)

**Facts:**  Ellery  March  G.  Torres,  the  petitioner,  was  employed  as  a  Slot  Machine
Operations Supervisor at PAGCOR-Hyatt Manila. Following an investigation by PAGCOR’s
Corporate Investigation Unit (CIU) into alleged padding of Credit Meter Readings (CMR) of
slot machines, Torres was implicated in a fraudulent scheme leading to misappropriation of
funds. On May 4, 2007, Torres received a Memorandum of Charges for various offenses,
including dishonesty  and serious  misconduct,  with  dismissal  as  the  imposable  penalty.
Torres  submitted  a  written  explanation,  denying  involvement  and  requesting  a  formal
investigation, which was not granted. Instead, on August 2, 2007, Torres was officially
dismissed from service.

Torres filed a complaint with the Civil Service Commission (CSC) on September 14, 2007,
contesting his dismissal and lack of due process. PAGCOR argued that Torres failed to
perfect an appeal within the prescribed period. On June 23, 2008, the CSC issued Resolution
No. 081204 denying Torres’s appeal, citing prescription and lack of evidence on the part of
Torres regarding the filing of his letter of reconsideration. The CSC’s decision was upheld
even after Torres’s motion for reconsideration.

Torres sought review from the Court of Appeals (CA), which also dismissed his petition,
underscoring  his  failure  to  present  clear  evidence  of  having  filed  a  motion  for
reconsideration within the allowable period.  The CA supported the CSC’s findings and
emphasized that the dismissal became final due to procedural non-compliance by Torres. A
motion for reconsideration submitted to the CA was likewise denied.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the CA erred in affirming the dismissal based on technicality,  disregarding
allegations of arbitrary dismissal on false accusations.
2. The propriety of the CSC’s ruling on the alleged absence of a valid letter/motion for
reconsideration by Torres.
3.  The  CSC’s  evaluation  of  evidence  relating  to  Torres’s  submission  of  a  letter  of
reconsideration.
4. The CSC’s handling of procedural aspects concerning the submission of appeals and
motions for reconsideration following administrative dismissals.
5. The CSC’s reliance on evidence deemed hearsay and imaginary in affirming Torres’s
dismissal.
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**Court’s Decision:** The Supreme Court affirmed the decisions of both the CA and the
CSC, emphasizing strict adherence to procedural rules concerning appeals in administrative
cases. The Court clarified that a motion for reconsideration sent via facsimile (fax) does not
toll the period to appeal as it is not a recognized method under the Uniform Rules on
Administrative Cases in the Civil Service. Furthermore, the Court found no evidence that
Torres  effectively  filed  his  motion  for  reconsideration  within  the  prescribed  period,
rendering his dismissal final and executory. The Court reiterated that appeal rights are
statutory, and failure to comply with statutory requirements renders a decision final and
beyond appeal.

**Doctrine:**  The  Supreme  Court  reiterated  the  doctrine  that  the  right  to  appeal  is
statutory,  not  constitutional,  and must  be exercised within  the manner  and timeframe
prescribed by law. The failure to comply with procedural requirements for appeal renders a
decision final and executory. Moreover, the Court highlighted that facsimile transmissions
are  not  regarded  as  suitable  means  to  file  pleadings  or  motions  in  the  context  of
administrative cases as per the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service
and the Electronic Commerce Act of 2000.

**Class Notes:**
– Right to Appeal: Appeal is a statutory right and must be pursued in strict compliance with
the procedural rules.
– Finality of Decision: A decision becomes final and executory if no appeal or motion for
reconsideration is timely filed within the period prescribed by law.
– Procedural Compliance: Adherence to procedural rules, especially regarding the filing and
submission of appeals or motions for reconsideration, is fundamental and jurisdictional.
– Modes of Filing: Under the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service,
motions for reconsideration must be filed either by mail or personal delivery; facsimile
transmissions are not recognized.
– Electronic Evidence: As per the Electronic Commerce Act of 2000, certain electronic
documents may not qualify as electronic evidence, specifically highlighting that facsimile
transmissions are not included.

**Historical Background:** This case underscores the judiciary’s emphasis on procedural
rigor in administrative and civil  service cases,  reflecting a broader legal principle that
procedural laws are essential to ensure fairness and efficiency in legal proceedings. The
decision also highlights the evolving understanding and treatment of electronic documents
and communications in legal processes.


