G.R. No. 67649. June 28, 1988 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:

**National Irrigation Administration (NIA) vs. Court of Appeals, Construction Industry
Arbitration Commission, and Hydro Resources Contractors Corporation**

### Facts:

In August of 1978, the National Irrigation Administration (NIA) awarded a construction
contract for the Magat River Multi-Purpose Project to Hydro Resources Contractors
Corporation (HYDRO). HYDRO completed the construction in 1982, and final acceptance
was granted by NIA in 1984. Later, HYDRO sought payment from NIA for a dollar rate
differential as a price escalation under their contract.

Unsuccessful in its claim with NIA, HYDRO pursued arbitration and filed a Request for
Adjudication with the Construction Industry Arbitration Commission (CIAC) on December 7,
1994. Both parties nominated arbitrators, and preliminary steps were taken to commence
arbitration. However, NIA questioned CIAC’s jurisdiction over the dispute, primarily on the
ground that the contract and project completion predated CIAC’s establishment in 1985.

After CIAC decided to proceed with the arbitration, NIA sought recourse with the Court of
Appeals (CA) through a petition under Rule 65, claiming CIAC had no jurisdiction. The CA
dismissed the petition, prompting NIA to escalate the matter to the Supreme Court,
reiterating its jurisdictional challenge and procedural objections.

### Issues:

1. Whether CIAC has jurisdiction over disputes arising from contracts executed before
CIAC’s establishment.

2. Whether NIA’s participation in the arbitration proceedings constituted voluntary
submission to CIAC’s jurisdiction.

3. Whether the remedies sought by NIA against CIAC’s decisions were appropriate and
timely.

##4# Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court dismissed NIA’s petition, holding that CIAC indeed has jurisdiction over
disputes arising from construction contracts, regardless of when the contracts were
executed. The Court emphasized that CIAC’s jurisdiction is determined by the presence of
arbitration agreements in construction contracts and the timing of disputes, not contract
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execution or project completion dates.

Additionally, the Court found NIA’s pursuit of a special civil action for certiorari under Rule
65 improper due to the availability and adequacy of appeal as a remedy via Rule 45. The
Court underscored that NIA’s agreement to arbitration and active participation in the
arbitration process negated its challenge to CIAC’s jurisdiction.

### Doctrine:

- The jurisdiction of CIAC extends to all disputes arising from or connected with
construction contracts, irrespective of when the contracts were signed, so long as the
arbitration clause exists.

- Active participation in arbitration proceedings signifies voluntary submission to the
arbitration body’s jurisdiction.

- The special civil action for certiorari under Rule 65 is not a substitute for a lost appeal
under Rule 45.

##4# Class Notes:

- **CIAC Jurisdiction**: Jurisdiction is based on the existence of an arbitration agreement
within a construction contract, not on the date of contract execution or the establishment of
CIAC.

- **Participation Equals Submission**: Engaging in arbitration proceedings constitutes an
acknowledgment of the arbitration body’s jurisdiction.

- **Procedural Remedies**: The importance of choosing the correct procedural remedy
(appeal vs. certiorari) and the implications of failure to timely act are crucial in legal
strategy.

### Historical Background:

This case illustrates the evolving nature of dispute resolution in the construction industry in
the Philippines, highlighting the jurisdictional reach of CIAC over disputes arising from the
sector, including those tied to contracts executed before its inception in 1985. It
underscores the legal system’s adaptation to specialized arbitration as a means to efficiently
resolve industry-specific disputes.
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