AM. No. 13-09-08-SC. October 01, 2013 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:**
Clarification on the Applicability of Clearance Requirement under RA 10154 to Judiciary
Employees

*Facts:**

This case arose from a memorandum dated September 18, 2013, sent by Atty. Eden T.
Candelaria, Deputy Clerk of Court and Chief Administrative Officer of the Office of
Administrative Services of the Supreme Court, seeking guidance on whether Section 7, Rule
III of the Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR) of Republic Act No. 10154 (“RA
10154”) applies to the judiciary. RA 10154 mandates retiring government employees to
secure a clearance of pendency/non-pendency of cases from various bodies, including the
Civil Service Commission (CSC), as a pre-requisite for retirement. The request for
clarification hinges on whether this provision infringes upon the constitutional mandate of
the Supreme Court to exercise administrative supervision over all courts and court
personnel.

The procedural posture began with the internal query within the Supreme Court’s
administrative machinery on the applicability of RA 10154 to its retiring employees,
specifically focusing on its compatibility with the constitutional powers of the judiciary.

**[ssues:**

1. Whether the requirement to secure a clearance of pendency/non-pendency of
administrative cases from the CSC under Section 7, Rule III of the IRR of RA 10154 is
applicable to judiciary employees.

2. Whether the requirement to secure a clearance of pendency/non-pendency of
administrative cases from the Office of the President or the Office of the Ombudsman
applies to retiring judiciary personnel, including those who are presidential appointees.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Court ruled that the clearance requirement from the CSC as prescribed by RA 10154
does not apply to judiciary employees due to their unique constitutional placement. The
Court emphasized its exclusive constitutional administrative supervision over all courts and
their personnel, which includes overseeing compliance with laws and taking administrative
action against violations. It reasoned that requiring judiciary employees to obtain clearance
from the CSC would undermine this exclusive power. Hence, the requirement is considered
inapplicable and superfluous.
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Similarly, the Court clarified that the clearance requirements from the Office of the
President and the Office of the Ombudsman do not apply to retiring judiciary personnel.
This decision upholds the principle that administrative matters concerning judiciary
personnel fall solely within the jurisdiction of the judiciary.

The Court, however, made a distinction regarding clearance requirements related to
criminal cases. Retiring judiciary personnel may still be subject to clearances regarding
criminal cases from the appropriate government agency, noting the Ombudsman’s authority
to investigate and prosecute offenses by public officers and employees, as such matters are
beyond the judiciary’s administrative supervision.

**Doctrine:**

The doctrine established in this case reiterates the Supreme Court’s exclusive
administrative supervision over judiciary employees, emphasizing that requirements
imposing additional administrative processes from external entities like the CSC, the Office
of the President, or the Office of the Ombudsman are inapplicable to the judiciary. This
principle highlights the autonomy and independence of the judiciary as enshrined in the
Constitution.

**Class Notes:**

- *¥*Exclusive Administrative Supervision:** The Supreme Court exercises exclusive
administrative supervision over all courts and court personnel, thus mandates or
requirements that infringe upon this prerogative are inapplicable.

- **Distinction Between Administrative and Criminal Cases:** While the judiciary has
autonomy over administrative matters, criminal matters involving judiciary personnel may
require compliance with external clearance requirements.

- ¥Judiciary Independence:** The case underscores the constitutional safeguard of judiciary
independence, particularly in administrative matters concerning its personnel.

**Historical Background:**

RA 10154, aimed at ensuring the expeditious release of retirement benefits to government
employees, prompted clarification of how its provisions interact with the judiciary’s
constitutional powers. This inquiry underscores ongoing efforts to delineate boundaries
between statutory mandates and constitutional prerogatives, especially concerning judiciary
independence and its administrative autonomy.
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