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**Title:** *Estrellado and Borja vs. Constantino-David et al.*

**Facts:**
The  case  began  when  the  Land  Transportation  Office-Central  Office-Selection  and
Promotion Board (LTO-CO-SPB) recommended Hipolito R. Garboni and Roberto S. Se for
vacant positions of Transportation Regulation Officer II (TRO II) and Administrative Officer
IV (AO IV),  respectively,  within the LTO Law Enforcement Service.  Petitioners Eric N.
Estrellado, TRO I, and Jossie M. Borja, Records Officer III, contested these appointments.
They claimed, as next-in-rank employees, the selection process that led to Garboni and Se’s
appointments was void due to failure to meet positional requirements.

The petitioners initially filed a complaint with the CSC-NCR, which was referred to the LTO
Grievance Committee and later dismissed for lack of  merit.  Despite the LTO Assistant
Secretary affirming this dismissal and proceeding with the appointments of Garboni and Se,
the petitioners re-filed their complaint with the CSC-NCR. However, it  was once again
dismissed,  and  subsequent  appeals  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  (CSC)  were  also
dismissed, leading the petitioners to elevate their case to the Court of Appeals (CA). The CA
affirmed the CSC’s resolutions upholding the promotional  appointments,  prompting the
petitioners to appeal to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
The Supreme Court was tasked to resolve whether:
1. The LTO-CO-SPB’s selection process that led to the appointments of Garboni and Se was
valid.
2. The appointments violated the rules on promotion, notably concerning the three-salary
grade  promotion  limit,  and  compliance  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission’s  (CSC)
guidelines.
3. The Civil Service Commission and the Court of Appeals erred in their decisions to uphold
the promotional appointments.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court upheld the CA’s decision, affirming the CSC resolutions and supporting
the  validity  of  the  appointments.  The  Court  held  that  the  next-in-rank  status  did  not
automatically  guarantee  promotion  and  that  the  selection  process,  including  the
determination of qualifications and eligibility for promotion, was within the discretion of the
appointing authority, following CSC standards and guidelines. The Court found no merit in
the  petitioners’  claims,  including  their  allegations  regarding  the  insufficiency  of  the



G.R. No. 184288. February 16, 2016 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

selection process and the invalidity of the appointments due to alleged non-compliance with
certain procedural requirements.

**Doctrine:**
The case reiterates the principle that the next-in-rank status does not guarantee promotion
to a higher vacant position. The selection and promotion procedure, including screening and
determination  of  qualifications,  is  subject  to  the  department  or  agency’s  discretion,
constrained only by the standards and guidelines set by the Civil Service Commission (CSC).

**Class Notes:**
1. **Next-in-Rank Principle:** Being next in rank does not automatically entitle an employee
to promotion.
2. **Selection Process:** Must comply with CSC standards and guidelines, but detailed
procedures (e.g., interviews, examinations) are within the appointing authority’s discretion.
3.  **Three-Salary Grade Promotion Limit:** Subject to exceptions,  and not an absolute
barrier to promotion.
4.  **Administrative Procedure:**  Petitions or complaints must be raised and exhausted
through proper administrative channels before seeking judicial review.

**Historical Background:**
The case underscores the evolving principles governing public administration and personnel
management in the Philippines. It highlights the tension between merit-based promotion
and  the  entitlements  perceived  by  virtue  of  position  or  rank,  reflecting  the  broader
administrative reforms aimed at  enhancing efficiency,  professionalism,  and meritocracy
within the civil service.


