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**Title:** CESB vs. CSC: Demarcating Jurisdiction and Qualification Standards for PAO
Positions

**Facts:**
The Career Executive Service Board (CESB) contended that the Civil Service Commission
(CSC) overstepped its jurisdiction by addressing an appeal regarding the classification of
certain  Public  Attorney’s  Office  (PAO)  positions  and  the  requisite  eligibility  for  their
occupancy.  This  contention  arose  after  the  CESB,  tasked  with  overseeing  executive
appointments and qualifications, aimed to classify specific PAO roles as requiring third-level
eligibility—a classification opposed by the PAO, which argued that these positions were
permanent and should not necessitate additional eligibility qualifications.

The procedural journey to the Supreme Court began with the PAO receiving a CESB report
highlighting that numerous PAO positions were filled by individuals without the requisite
CES eligibility. This prompted PAO Deputy Chief Public Attorney Mosing to communicate
with the CESB, asserting the permanence of their positions by virtue of Republic Act No.
9406. A back-and-forth ensued, wherein the CESB opted to conduct a study to reevaluate
the classification of the concerned PAO positions. Meanwhile, the PAO sought opinions from
both the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the CSC on the matter, receiving conflicting
views. Amidst this, the CSC issued a legal opinion favoring the PAO’s stance.

Subsequently, the CESB issued Resolution No. 918, maintaining the classification of the
disputed PAO positions as necessitating CES eligibility, a decision PAO appealed to the CSC.
In a decisive move, the CSC reversed the CESB’s resolution, determining that third-level
eligibility was not required for the contested PAO positions, prompting the CESB to escalate
the matter to the Supreme Court via a Petition for Certiorari and Prohibition.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  a  petition for  certiorari  and prohibition was the appropriate  legal  remedy
against the CSC’s decision.
2. Whether the CSC had the jurisdiction to reverse CESB Resolution No. 918 regarding the
eligibility requirements for certain PAO positions.
3. Whether the CSC acted within legal bounds when determining that third-level eligibility
was not necessary for the specified PAO positions.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court denied the CESB’s petition,  holding that the CSC acted within its
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jurisdiction and authority when it reversed the CESB’s resolution. The decision underscored
the CSC’s broad mandate as the central personnel agency of the government to administer
the civil service. The Court further ruled that it was beyond the CESB’s power to impose
third-level  eligibility  on  the  contested  PAO positions,  as  such  a  requirement  was  not
stipulated by existing laws.

**Doctrine:**
This  case  reiterates  the  doctrine  of  specificity  in  administrative  jurisdiction  and  the
principle that administrative bodies cannot exceed the mandates and limitations defined by
statute.  It  also highlighted the interpretative prerogative of  the CSC over civil  service
matters, including qualifications and appointments within the civil service.

**Class Notes:**
– Administrative agencies must operate within the bounds of their statutory mandate.
– The determination of qualifications for government positions falls under the purview of the
legislature and must be adhered to by administrative bodies.
– The difference between appropriate legal remedies: petitions for certiorari and prohibition
(Rule 65) vis-à-vis an appeal (Rule 43), highlighting the requirement of “no other plain,
speedy, and adequate remedy.”

**Historical Background:**
This case paints a picture of the intricate balance between administrative bodies within the
Philippine civil service system. It showcases how statutory mandates delineate the extents
of administrative authority and underscores the judiciary’s role in resolving disputes arising
from overlapping jurisdictions. Through this lens, the case offers a snapshot of the evolving
legal interpretations related to civil service administration in the Philippines.


