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CARPIO, J.:

The Case

This is a petition for review[1] of the 30 October 2003 Decision[2] and 6 February 2004 Resolution[3] of the
Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 68606. In its 30 October 2003 Decision, the Court of Appeals dismissed
petitioner IBEX International, Inc.'s (IBEX) petition for lack of merit and affirmed the 3 January 2002
Decision[4] of the Construction Industry Arbitration Commission (CIAC). In its 6 February 2004 Resolution, the
Court of Appeals denied IBEX's motion for reconsideration.

The Facts

Sometime in 1984, respondent Government Service Insurance System (GSIS), through its project manager,
Design Coordinates, Inc. (Design Coordinates), requested IBEX to submit a proposal for the graphic signage
requirements of the then on-going construction of the GSIS Headquarters Building (GSIS Building). In their
Contract Agreement[5] dated 23 February 1984, IBEX undertook to supply and install the interior and exterior
graphic signage requirements of the GSIS Building for P11,500,000. IBEX and GSIS also agreed on 26 May 1986
as the delivery date.

In a letter[6] dated 24 March 1986, Design Coordinates, in accordance with the instructions of Benigno Zialcita
III, GSIS Officer-in-Charge, informed IBEX that, effective 1 April 1986, all operations in the construction of the
GSIS Building would be suspended until further notice.

In two letters dated 25 January 1988[7] and 5 August 1988,[8] IBEX informed GSIS of its interest in resuming the
work on the signage project.

In a letter[9] dated 3 April 1991, GSIS advised IBEX that the GSIS Board of Trustees created an Executive
Committee to resolve all pending contracts relative to the GSIS Building. The letter also mentioned that, on 2
October 1984, GSIS had released the downpayment of P1,725,000, or 15% of the contract price of P11,500,000,
to IBEX under Check No. 319185.

In a letter[10] dated 19 April 1991, IBEX reiterated that it was still interested and willing to finish the contract.
IBEX also clarified that only 10% of the total contract price, not 15%, was released as downpayment.

Sometime in March 1994, GSIS informed IBEX that it intended to hold a bidding for the Parking and Directional
Signs and Graphic Signage of the GSIS Building. In a letter[11] dated 24 March 1994, IBEX reminded GSIS that
their contract had neither been rescinded nor abrogated and that the said bidding would encroach on certain
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provisions of their contract. IBEX insisted that there was no need for it to pre-qualify since its contract with GSIS
was still valid and existing.

In a letter[12] dated 10 June 1994, GSIS explained that it had to take-over the contract because of IBEX's failure
to meet the deadline for the submission of the requirements for all contractors with suspended contracts.

On 28 December 1999, IBEX filed a complaint with the CIAC.[13] IBEX alleged that the unilateral take-over of
GSIS of their contract constituted a breach of its contractual obligation. IBEX prayed that GSIS be ordered to pay
actual damages of P13,941,664.38 plus one percent interest per month starting March 1987 and attorney's fees of
25% of the actual damages awarded.

On 18 January 2000, GSIS filed its answer with compulsory counterclaim for actual and liquidated damages
including attorney's fees.

On 28 February 2000, a preliminary conference was held and the Terms of Reference[14] (TOR) limited the
issues to be resolved by the CIAC to the following:

- Was the project completed?
1.1 If so, when?
1.2 If so, was there a delay in accepting delivery of the completed Project?
1.3 If not, what percentage of accomplishment was reached by the Claimant on 1 April 1986 when the
operations were suspended?
1.4 If not, was there delay in the completion of the project in accordance with the contract?
1.5 If there was delay, is Respondent entitled to liquidated damages under the contract?

- How much was Claimant paid by way of down-payment?

- Was the Contract Agreement between the Claimant and the Respondent dated 23 February 1984 validly
rescinded or abrogated?

- Is Claimant entitled to its claim for actual damages plus 1% interest per month?[15]

In its 3 January 2002 Decision, the CIAC dismissed IBEX's complaint for being barred by laches and extinctive
prescription.

IBEX appealed to the Court of Appeals. In its 30 October 2003 Decision, the Court of Appeals dismissed the
petition for lack of merit and affirmed the CIAC's 3 January 2002 Decision.

IBEX filed a motion for reconsideration. In its 6 February 2004 Resolution, the Court of Appeals denied the
motion.

Hence, this petition.

The Ruling of the CIAC

According to the CIAC, IBEX's cause of action accrued on 24 March 1986, when GSIS sent IBEX the letter
informing them of the suspension of the contract. Since IBEX filed the complaint only on 28 December 1999, or
13 years and 9 months after the cause of action accrued, the CIAC ruled that the complaint was now barred by
prescription. The CIAC added that, even assuming that IBEX's letters dated 25 January 1988 and 5 August 1988
interrupted the prescriptive period, laches had set in because of IBEX's unexplained inaction to sue GSIS after
GSIS took over the project in 1994. Accordingly, the CIAC denied IBEX's claim for actual damages.

However, the CIAC still discussed the issues raised in the TOR. First, the CIAC ruled that the project was not
completed because IBEX, through its President Percival F. Cruz, admitted that the project "had been partly
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executed" and expressed "interest in resuming the work." According to the CIAC, this inferred an incomplete
work. The CIAC noted that IBEX gave three contradictory claims of accomplishment ranging from 30% to 100%.
The CIAC also found that IBEX failed to submit monthly progress billings in violation of the contract. The CIAC
denied GSIS's claim for liquidated damages as there was no factual or legal basis to support GSIS's claim.

Second, the CIAC declared that GSIS paid IBEX P1,725,000, or 15% of the contract price, as stated in the
contract. The CIAC said IBEX failed to present any proof that GSIS gave only 10% of the contract price as
downpayment.

Lastly, the CIAC declared that GSIS terminated the contract because of the findings of the Commission on Audit
of graft and corruption committed through the negotiated contracts that President Ferdinand E. Marcos had
authorized GSIS President/General Manager Roman Cruz, Jr. to enter into in lieu of the normal bidded contracts.

The Ruling of the Court of Appeals

While the Court of Appeals agreed with the CIAC that IBEX's cause of action accrued when GSIS indefinitely
suspended the contract without legal justification, the Court of Appeals ruled that prescription had not set in
because the running of the prescriptive period was interrupted by IBEX's 24 March 1994 letter reminding GSIS of
the existence of a valid contract. The Court of Appeals said that this can be considered as an extrajudicial demand
under Article 1155[16] of the Civil Code sufficient to toll the running of the prescriptive period. Accordingly, the
Court of Appeals also declared that laches had not set in.

The Court of Appeals affirmed the CIAC's findings that IBEX never completed the project and that IBEX
received 15% of the contract price as downpayment. The Court of Appeals also ruled that IBEX was not entitled
to actual damages because (1) GSIS took over the signage contract because of IBEX's failure to submit the
necessary requirements for contractors with suspended contracts; (2) the project was not completed; (3) IBEX
failed to liquidate the downpayment; and (4) not a single signage manufactured by IBEX was actually used and
installed in the GSIS Building. The Court of Appeals also said that the CIAC did not commit any reversible error
when it took the inconsistencies in the percentage of work accomplishment against IBEX. According to the Court
of Appeals, the percentage of completion at the time of the suspension of the project was very much material to
IBEX's cause of action considering that the complaint was for actual damages and interest.

The Issues
IBEX raises the following issues:

I.

Whether or not [sic] the Court of Appeals committed a grave error and abuse of discretion when it failed to
consider certain relevant facts which, if properly considered, will justify a different conclusion;

* In not finding that the takeover of the contract packaged VII.E was unjustified and constitute [sic] breach of
contract.

II.

Whether or not [sic] the Court of Appeals committed a grave error and abuse of discretion when it finds [sic]
that there was no completed project, since the petitioner was never able to convincingly demonstrate that the
project was in fact accomplished.

III.

Whether or not [sic] the Court of Appeals committed a grave error and abuse of discretion when it made its
findings, beyond the issues of the case, and which findings are contrary to what were put forward as issues by
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the parties' terms of reference (tor).[17]

GSIS opposes IBEX's petition on the ground that it raised questions of fact.

The Ruling of the Court

The petition has no merit.

At the outset, we note that IBEX is raising factual issues. A petition for review under Rule 45 of the 1997 Rules of
Court should cover only questions of law.[18] A question of law exists when the doubt or difference centers on
what the law is on a certain state of facts.[19] A question of fact exists if the doubt centers on the truth or falsity
of the alleged facts.[20] We note that matters pertaining to the takeover, completion and delivery of the project are
factual issues which had been exhaustively discussed and ruled upon by the CIAC.

It is settled that findings of fact of quasi-judicial bodies, which have acquired expertise because their jurisdiction
is confined to specific matters, are generally accorded not only respect, but also finality, especially when affirmed
by the Court of Appeals.[21] In particular, factual findings of construction arbitrators are final and conclusive and
not reviewable by this Court on appeal.[22]

This rule, however, admits of certain exceptions. In Uniwide Sales Realty and Resources Corporation v.
Titan-Ikeda Construction and Development Corporation,[23] we said:

In David v. Construction Industry and Arbitration Commission, we ruled that, as exceptions, factual findings
of construction arbitrators may be reviewed by this Court when the petitioner proves affirmatively that: (1) the
award was procured by corruption, fraud or other undue means; (2) there was evident partiality or corruption of
the arbitrators or any of them; (3) the arbitrators were guilty of misconduct in refusing to hear evidence
pertinent and material to the controversy; (4) one or more of the arbitrators were disqualified to act as such
under Section nine of Republic Act No. 876 and willfully refrained from disclosing such disqualifications or of
any other misbehavior by which the rights of any party have been materially prejudiced; or (5) the arbitrators
exceeded their powers, or so imperfectly executed them, that a mutual, final and definite award upon the
subject matter submitted to them was not made.

Other recognized exceptions are as follows: (1) when there is a very clear showing of grave abuse of discretion
resulting in lack or loss of jurisdiction as when a party was deprived of a fair opportunity to present its position
before the Arbitral Tribunal or when an award is obtained through fraud or the corruption of arbitrators, (2)
when the findings of the Court of Appeals are contrary to those of the CIAC, and (3) when a party is deprived
of administrative due process.[24]

In this case, IBEX failed to show that any of these exceptions apply.

Moreover, the Court of Appeals upheld the factual findings of the CIAC. In its 30 October 2003 Decision, the
Court of Appeals stated:

A careful scrutiny of the records and the assailed decision of the CIAC indubitably shows that the petitioner
never completed the project. Thus, we concur with the following findings of the CIAC, viz:
"Claimant's President Percival F. Cruz himself stated in his letter dated 24 March 1994 protesting the intended
re-bidding to be conducted by the respondent since his signage contract was not only in force but "had been
partly executed," plainly shows that the contract had indeed not been completed. Further, in his own words,
Claimant's Cruz stated that it had "accomplished about 70% of the graphic signage" (Answer to Q.#9,
Affidavit). His letter of 05 August 1988 (Exhibit "E") expressing "interest in resuming work" infers an
incomplete work. There is, therefore, no question that the project was not completed.

The Tribunal takes note that the foregoing percentage claimed by the Claimant's Cruz directly contradicts the
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allegations made in paragraph 15 of the Complaint that "By the time EDSA Revolution broke out...IBEX had
already completed 100% of the project." It must also be noted that the Complaint was verified on 15 December
1999 by Mr. Cruz himself who expressly stated that he had "read the pleading and that the allegations therein
are true and correct of my knowledge and belief."

Earlier, on 05 February 1999, Counsel for Claimant, Atty. Gerald C. Jacob, had written a final demand letter to
the Respondent wherein he stated that "the contract was already 30% completed when GSIS suddenly gave an
order for immediate stoppage and unjustifiable contract cancellation."[25]

We find no reason to reverse the factual findings of the CIAC as affirmed by the Court of Appeals. The CIAC is
the duly constituted quasi-judicial agency accorded with jurisdiction to resolve disputes arising from construction
contracts in the Philippines. This Court must confer finality to its factual findings as they are supported by
evidence.[26]

WHEREFORE, we DENY the petition. We AFFIRM the 30 October 2003 Decision and 6 February 2004
Resolution of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 68606.

SO ORDERED.

Chico-Nazario, Velasco, Jr., Nachura, and Peralta, JJ., concur.

[1] Under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.

[2] Rollo, pp. 27-39. Penned by Associate Justice Amelita G. Tolentino, with Associate Justices Eloy R. Bello, Jr.
and Arturo D. Brion (now Associate Justice of the Supreme Court), concurring.

[3] Id. at 42-43.

[4] Id. at 156-177. Penned by Alfredo F. Tadiar, Chairman, with Jacinto M. Butalid and Tomas M. Castro,
members, concurring.

[5] Id. at 62-88.

[6] Id. at 89.

[7] Id. at 90.

[8] Id. at 91.

[9] Id. at 92.

[10] Id. at 93.

[11] Id. at 94.

[12] Id. at 95.

[13] Id. at 46-52.

[14] Id. at 164.

[15] Id.

[16] Article 1155 of the Civil Code provides:
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ART. 1155. The prescription of actions is interrupted when they are filed before the court, when there is a written
extrajudicial demand by the creditors, and when there is any written acknowledgement of the debt by the debtor.

[17] Rollo, p. 220.

[18] RULES OF COURT, Rule 45, Section 1.

[19] Microsoft Corporation v. Maxicorp, Inc., 481 Phil. 550 (2004).

[20] Id.

[21] Philippine National Construction Corporation v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 159417, 25 January 2007, 512
SCRA 684; Uniwide Sales Realty and Resources Corporation v. Titan-Ikeda Construction and Development
Corporation, G.R. No. 126619, 20 December 2006, 511 SCRA 335; Advanced Foundation Construction Systems
Corporation v. New World Properties and Ventures, Inc., G.R. Nos. 143154 and 143177, 21 June 2006, 491
SCRA 557.

[22] Uniwide Sales Realty and Resources Corporation v. Titan-Ikeda Construction and Development Corporation,
supra.

[23] Id.

[24] Id. at 345-346.

[25] Rollo, p. 36.

[26] Philippine National Construction Corporation v. Court of Appeals, supra note 21.
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