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DICDICAN, J.:

Before this Court is a Petition for Review[1], under Rule 43 of the Revised Rules of Court, challenging the
Decision dated November 5, 2013[2], issued by the Civil Service Commission, which dismissed petitioner
Leodegario B. Valera, Jr.'s appea from the Decision and Resolution of the Department of Agriculture on the
ground of lack of jurisdiction.

The antecedent facts are the following:

Sometime in 1987, petitioner Leodegario B. Vaera, Jr. was employed by Quedan and Rural Credit Guarantee
Corporation (Quedancor). On April 26, 2011, Frederico Espiritu, the then president of Quedancor, issued
Memorandum Order No. 167, ordering petitioner's dropping from the rolls due to his aleged absences without
leave (AWOL) for more than thirty (30) working days. Dropping from the rolls is a mode of separation from the
service which is non-disciplinary in nature and does not result in the forfeiture of any benefit on the part of the
official or employee or in the disqualification from re-employment in the government.[ 3]

After some official exchanges of dialogue between petitioner and Frederico Espiritu, the former questioned
Memorandum Order No. 167 before the Civil Service Commission-National Capital Region (CSC-NCR), praying
that the order dropping him from the rolls be set aside. On May 16, 2012, the CSC-NCR upheld Quedancor's
order.

This led to the filing of an appeal[4] by the petitioner before the Civil Service Commission, seeking the reversal
of the CSC-NCR Decision dated May 16, 2012.

On November 21, 2012, the Civil Service Commission reversed the Decision of the CSC-NCR, thereby
reinstating petitioner to his former position with payment of backwages and other benefits from April 26, 2011,
when he was dropped from the rolls, up to the date of his reinstatement.[5]

On May 31, 2012, respondent Atty. Armando R. Crobalde, Jr. became the new Officer-in Charge/President and
CEO of Quedancor. In response to the Civil Service Commission Decision dated November 21, 2012, he filed a
Motion for Reconsideration, dated December 19, 2012, before the Civil Service Commission.[6] Respondent
argued that the appeal filed by petitioner before the Civil Service Commission from the decision of the CSC-NCR
was not perfected in accordance with the Revised Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service (RRACCYS)
because Quedancor was not furnished a copy of the Appeal Memorandum filed by petitioner. Hence, the appeal to
the Civil Service Commission was purportedly invalid and the CSC-NCR Decision was consequently final and
executory.

By reason of the fact that respondent stated in his afore-mentioned Motion for Reconsideration that Quedancor
was not furnished a copy of the Appeal Memorandum, petitioner filed a Complaint, dated December 27, 2012,[7]
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against respondent for Grave Misconduct, before the Office of the Ombudsman. To support the complaint for
grave misconduct, petitioner claimed that respondent made untruthful statements in the narration of facts in the
Motion for Reconsideration because the alleged reality was that Quedancor was furnished a copy of the Appeal
Memorandum.

The Office of the Ombudsman, in a referral-letter dated January 8, 2013[8], referred petitioner's complaint to the
Chairman of Quedancor Governing Board, Office of Secretary Proceso Alcala, Department of Agriculture. In a
letter to the Ombudsman dated February 18, 2013[9], Hon. Alcala declared that the complaint for grave
misconduct against respondent was devoid of merit, it having been shown that the weight of evidence leans in
favor of the respondent. Hon. Alcala discussed how herein petitioner was able to succeed in securing a rubber
stamp for the receipt of the Appeal Memorandum but did not actually leave a copy of the said document in the
office of the president of Quedancor. As far as the Office of Hon. Alcalais concerned, therefore, the complaint of
petitioner stood dismissed for lack of merit. The Office of the Ombudsman thereafter noted the findings of Hon.
Alcalain an Order dated March 15, 2013.

Petitioner thus filed an Omnibus Motion before the Office of the Secretary of the Department of Agriculture,
seeking the reconsideration of its findings and claiming that it deviated from the provision of the Revised Rules
on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service (RRACCS). Petitioner also discussed in said Omnibus Motion the
provisions of the Civil Service Commission rulesin the conduct of aformal investigation and belabored anew his
previous position disputing the testimony of respondent's witness, claiming that the latter committed
falsehood.[10]

In athree (3)-page Resolution[11], Hon. Alcala denied the Omnibus Motion and provided an analysis of the case
asfollows:

“a. The procedure on formal investigation prescribed by the Civil Service Commission is not the issue here
because it has not comeinto play due to the dismissal of the case at the Preliminary Investigation stage.

b. As succinctly pointed out by Atty. Crobalde in his Comment on Complainant's Omnibus Motion, Section
15, Rule 4 of the CSC rules provides for the conduct of a preliminary investigation (prior to the conduct of a
formal investigation) which is a “proceeding undertaken whether a prima facie case exists to warrant the
issuance of aformal charge. It involves a fact-finding investigation or an ex-parte examination of records and
documents submitted by the complainant and the person(s) complained of, as well as documents readily
available from other government offices.”

c. Complainant insists that the disciplining authority “must conduct a formal investigation” but even in the
provision (Section 30 of the CSC Rules) cited by him in his Omnibus Motion, it is abundantly clear that a
formal investigation is predicated on two (2) considerations, to wit: (1) where the merits of the case cannot be
decided judiciously without conducting such investigation; or (2) when the respondent elects to have one.
Neither of theses two conditionsis present in this case to warrant the conduct of aformal investigation.

d. Complainant's attempt to challenge the testimony of Mr. Rolando Y. Flores (main witness of Atty Crobalde)
consists of a sworn statement of Mr. Chito A. Cifra who simply stated that the statement of Mr. Flores is a
“deliberate falsehood” or “never heard” or “I do not recall” or “no such incident.” On the other hand, the

sworn Statement of Mr. Flores is complete with details of what was done and what was not done and who were
present when the alleged stamping of the word “Received” incident took place. He even reiterated his sworn
statement in a handwritten “Sinumpaang Salaysay” which included a narration of his conversation with Mr.
Valera who was obviously trying to pressure, nay, threaten Mr. Flores into recanting his damaging sworn
statements.

e. In sum, complainant has obviously presented nothing that would compel this Office to reconsider the earlier
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findings that there is no merit in the Complaint as to warrant the conduct of aformal investigation.

Therefore, foregoing premises considered, instant Omnibus Motion of Complainant is hereby DENIED with
finality.

So ordered.”[12]

Petitioner elevated the case to the Civil Service Commission, alleging that the Decision and Resolution issued by
Hon. Alcala were contrary to evidence and disregarded the Revised Rules on Administrative Cases in Civil
Service (RRACCS).

On November 5, 2013, the Civil Service Commission promulgated the challenged Decision, dismissing the case
pursuant to Section 69, Rule 13 of the RRACCS, for lack of jurisdiction. The dispositive portion of the said
Decision reads as follows:

“WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered, the appea of Leodegario B. Valera, J. Senior Operations
Officer, Quedan and Rural Credit Guarantee Corporation (QUEDANCOR), Quezon City, is hereby
DISMISSED. Accordingly, the Letter dated February 18, 2013 issued by Secretary Proceso J. Alcala,
Department of Agriculture (DA), dismissing his complaint against Armando R. Crobalde, Jr. for lack of merit,
STANDS."[13]

Not in conformity with the aforementioned Civil Service Commission Decision, the petitioner filed the instant
appeal, raising the following issues and/or assignment of errors, to wit:

THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION COMMITTED SERIOUS ERROR IN DISMISSING THE APPEAL
ELEVATED BEFORE IT BY THE PETITIONER

THE ISSUANCE OF THE QUESTIONED DECISION AND UNDATED RESOLUTION OF SECRETARY
PROCESO ALCALA IS TAINTED WITH MANIFEST PARTIALITY AND BAD FAITH AND HENCE
NULL AND VOID FOR HAVING VIOLATED THE APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE REVISED
RULES ON ADMINISTRATIVE CASESIN THE CIVIL SERVICE

THE QUESTIONED DECISIONS AND RESOLUTIONS ARE TAINTED WITH GRAVE ERRORS FOR
FAILING TO HOLD RESPONDENT ADMINISTRATIVELY LIABLE FOR GRAVE MISCONDUCT .[14]

The petition is unmeritorious.

Petitioner believes that the Civil Service Commission has jurisdiction over his appeal from the decision and
resolution of the Department of Agriculture. Interpreting Section 69 of Rule 13 of the RRACCS, petitioner claims
that, since the charge filed against respondent for grave misconduct was a grave or serious offense being one
involving moral turpitude and classified as a crime under the Revised Penal Code, an appea of the case is
availablein the Civil Service Commission.

Respondent, on the other hand, contends that no appeal is available before the Civil Service Commission as
Section 69 of Rule 13 of the RRACCS respects the principle of double-jeopardy and upholds the disciplinary
prerogative of the Head of Agency.

We find that the Civil Service Commission ruled correctly. Section 69, Rule 13 of the RRACCS reads as follows:
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Section 69. Petition for Review of Decisions of Agencies — A decision of an agency head dismissing a
complaint for lack of prima facie case or issuance of a forma charge for a lower offense is not subject to
appeal or petition for review before the Commission.

Even a cursory reading of the law clearly shows that petitioner is greatly mistaken in his interpretation of the law.
Hon. Proceso Alcaa, head of the Department of Agriculture and Chairman of Quedancor Governing Board,
dismissed petitioner's complaint for lack of merit. Verily, under the afore-quoted provision of the law, such
dismissal is not subject to appeal or petition for review before the Civil Service Commission.

It will do well to remember that, in an administrative case, the complainant is a mere witness.[15] Petitioner
therefore, as complainant in the case for grave misconduct against herein respondent, is not the party adversely
affected by the decision of Hon. Alcala so that he has no legal personality to interpose an appea to the Civil
Service Commission.

In the light of the foregoing, we uphold the finality of the Department of Agriculture Resolution released on April
24, 2013. The second and third issues raised by petitioner, questioning the findings of the Department of
Agriculture and the procedures undertaken therein consequently need not be discussed. The considerable lapse of
amost eight months from the time of the release date of the questioned resolution of Hon. Alcala up to the filing
of the instant petition before this Court[16] runs counter to Section 4, Rule 43 of the Revised Rules of Court[17],
which provision of law allows an appeal to this Court to be filed only within fifteen (15) days from notice of the
resolution of the quasi-judicial agency.

Finality of judgment becomes a fact upon the lapse of the reglementary period to appea if no appea is
perfected.[18] Unfortunately for petitioner, the appeal that he filed before the Civil Service Commission was not
the proper appeal alowed by law. Thus, said appea did not toll the running of the period and accordingly, the
resolution of the Department of Agriculture became final. The doctrine of finality of judgment is grounded on the
fundamental principle of public policy and sound practice that, at the risk of occasional error, the judgment of
courts and the award of quasi-judicial agencies must become final on some definite date fixed by law. The only
exceptions to the general rule are the correction of clerical errors, the so-called nunc pro tunc entries which cause
no prejudice to any party, void judgments, and whenever circumstances transpire after the finality of the decision
which render its execution unjust and inequitable. None of the exceptions obtains here to merit the review
sought.[19]

Verily, rules of procedure exist for a noble purpose, and to disregard such rules in the guise of liberal construction
would be to defeat such purpose. Procedural rules are not to be disdained as mere technicalities. They may not be
ignored to suit the convenience of a party. Adjective law ensures the effective enforcement of substantive rights
through the orderly and speedy administration of justice. Rules are not intended to hamper litigants or complicate
litigation. But they help provide for a vital system of justice where suitors may be heard following judicial
procedure and in the correct forum. Public order and our system of justice are well served by a conscientious
observance by the parties of the procedural rules.[20]

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing premises, the petition for review is hereby DENIED. The Decision
promulgated on November 5, 2013, issued by the Civil Service Commission, upholding the Letter dated February
18, 2013, issued by the Department of Agriculture, is hereby AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

Peralta, Jr.,[*] and Paredes, JJ., concur.
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[*] Acting Senior Member vice J. Elbinias per Office Order No. 221-14-ABR dated May 21, 2014
[1] Rollo, Petition pp. 6-33
[2] Ibid., pp.34-38

[3] Ibid., Decision promulgated on November 21, 2012 (citing Section 96, Rule 10, Revised Rules on
Administrative Cases in the Civil Service), page 72

[4] Ibid.., pp. 122-140
[5] Ibid., pp. 68-75
[6] Ibid., pp. 76-114
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[8] Ibid., page 144
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[10]Ibid., page 65
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was April 24, 2013. See Rallo, Certification, page 334.

[12] Rollo, pp. 65-66

[13] Ibid., page 38
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[15] Gonzalo v. D. Roda, 64 SCRA 120

[16] Petitioner's Motion for Time to File Petition for Review received by this Court on December 11, 2013;
Petition for Review filed before this Court on December 18, 2013.

[17]Section 4. Period of appeal. — The appeal shall be taken within fifteen (15) days from notice of the award,
judgment, final order or resolution, or from the date of its last publication, if publication is required by law for its

effectivity, or of the denia of petitioner's motion for new trial or reconsideration duly filed in accordance with the

governing law of the court or agency a quo. Only one (1) motion for reconsideration shall be alowed. Upon

proper motion and the payment of the full amount of the docket fee before the expiration of the reglementary

period, the Court of Appeas may grant an additional period of fifteen (15) days only within which to file the
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exceed fifteen (15) days.

[18] City of Manilavs Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 100626, November 29, 1991
[19] Kukan International Corporation vs Hon. Reyes, G.R. No. 182729, September 29, 2010
[20] Ama Computer College-Santiago City, Inc. vs Heirs of Nacino, G.R. No. 162739, February 12, 2008
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