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MENDOZA, J.:

These are consolidated petitions for review under Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of Civil Procedure assailing the
December 29, 2006 Decision[1] of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 95293, entitled “Dr. Dante G.
Guevarra and Atty. Augustus Cezar v. Civil Service Commission and Atty. Honesto L. Cueva.”

The Facts
Respondents Dante G. Guevarra (Guevarra) and Augustus F. Cezar (Cezar) were the Officer-in-Charge/President
and the Vice President for Administration, respectively, of the Polytechnic University of the Philippines (PUP)[2]
in 2005.

On September 27, 2005, petitioner Honesto L. Cueva (Cueva), then PUP Chief Legal Counsel, filed an
administrative case against Guevarra and Cezar for gross dishonesty, grave misconduct, falsification of official
documents, conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service, being notoriously undesirable, and for violating
Section 4 of Republic Act (R.A.) No. 6713.[3] Cueva charged Guevarra with falsification of a public document,
specifically the Application for Bond of Accountable Officials and Employees of the Republic of the Philippines,
in which the latter denied the existence of his pending criminal and administrative cases. As the head of the
school, Guevarra was required to be bonded in order to be able to engage in financial transactions on behalf of
PUP.[4] In his Application for Bond of Accountable Officials and Employees of the Republic of the Philippines
(General Form No. 58-A), he answered Question No. 11 in this wise:

11. Do you have any criminal or administrative records? – NO. If so, state briefly the nature thereof – NO.[5]

This was despite the undisputed fact that, at that time, both Guevarra and Cezar admittedly had 17 pending cases
for violation of Section 3(e) of R.A. No. 3019 before the Sandiganbayan.[6] Cezar, knowing fully well that both
he and Guevarra had existing cases before the Sandiganbayan, endorsed and recommended the approval of the
application.[7]

The respondents explained that they believed “criminal or administrative records” to mean final conviction in a
criminal or administrative case.[8] Thus, because their cases had not yet been decided by the Sandiganbayan, they
asserted that Guevarra responded to Question No. 11 in General Form No. 58-A correctly and in good faith. [9]

On March 24, 2006, the Civil Service Commission (CSC) issued Resolution No. 060521[10] formally charging
Guevarra with Dishonesty and Cezar with Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service after a prima
facie finding that they had committed acts punishable under the Civil Service Law and Rules.

Subsequently, the respondents filed their Motion for Reconsideration and Motion to Declare Absence of Prima
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Facie Case[11] praying that the case be suspended immediately and that the CSC declare a complete absence of a
prima facie case against them. Cueva, on the other hand, filed an Urgent Ex-Parte Motion for the Issuance of
Preventive Suspension[12] and an Omnibus Motion[13] seeking the issuance of an order of preventive suspension
against Guevarra and Cezar and the inclusion of the following offenses in the formal charge against them: Grave
Misconduct, Falsification of Official Document, Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service, Being
Notoriously Undesirable, and Violation of Section 4 of R.A. No. 6713.

In Resolution No. 061141, dated June 30, 2006,[14] the CSC denied the motion for reconsideration filed by the
respondents for being a non-responsive pleading, akin to a motion to dismiss, which was a prohibited pleading
under Section 16 of the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service Commission.[15] It also
denied Cueva’s motion to include additional charges against the respondents. The CSC, however, placed
Guevarra under preventive suspension for ninety (90) days, believing it to be necessary because, as the
officer-in-charge of PUP, he was in a position to unduly influence possible witnesses against him.

Aggrieved, Guevarra and Cezar filed a petition for certiorari and prohibition before the CA essentially questioning
the jurisdiction of the CSC over the administrative complaint filed against them by Cueva. On December 29,
2006, the CA rendered its Decision granting the petition and nullifying and setting aside the questioned
resolutions of the CSC for having been rendered without jurisdiction. According to the CA, Section 47, Chapter 7,
Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of Executive Order No. 292 (The Administrative Code of 1987), the second paragraph
of which states that heads of agencies and instrumentalities “shall have jurisdiction to investigate and decide
matters involving disciplinary action against officers and employees under their jurisdiction,” bestows upon the
Board of Regents the jurisdiction to investigate and decide matters involving disciplinary action against
respondents Guevarra and Cezar. In addition, the CA noted that the CSC erred in recognizing the complaint filed
by Cueva, reasoning out that the latter should have exhausted all administrative remedies by first bringing his
grievances to the attention of the PUP Board of Regents.

Hence, these petitions.

THE ISSUE

In G.R. No. 176162, petitioner CSC raises the sole issue of:

Whether or not the Civil Service Commission has original concurrent jurisdiction over administrative cases
falling under the jurisdiction of heads of agencies.

The same issue is among those raised by petitioner Cueva in G.R. No. 178845.

The Court agrees that the only question which must be addressed in this case is whether the CSC has jurisdiction
over administrative cases filed directly with it against officials of a chartered state university.

The Court’s Ruling

The petitions are meritorious.

Both CSC and Cueva contend that because the CSC is the central personnel agency of the government, it has been
expressly granted by Executive Order (E.O.) No. 292 the authority to assume original jurisdiction over complaints
directly filed with it. The CSC explains that under the said law, it has appellate jurisdiction over all administrative
disciplinary proceedings and original jurisdiction over complaints against government officials and employees
filed before it by private citizens.[16] Accordingly, the CSC has concurrent original jurisdiction, together with the
PUP Board of Regents, over the administrative case against Guevarra and Cezar and it can take cognizance of a
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case filed directly with it, despite the fact that the Board of Regents is the disciplining authority of university
employees.

Respondents Guevarra and Cezar, on the other hand, fully adopted the position of the CA in its questioned
decision and propounded the additional argument that the passage of R.A. No. 8292 has effectively removed from
the CSC the authority to hear and decide on cases filed directly with it.

CSC has jurisdiction over cases
filed directly with it, regardless of
who initiated the complaint

The CSC, as the central personnel agency of the government, has the power to appoint and discipline its officials
and employees and to hear and decide administrative cases instituted by or brought before it directly or on
appeal.[17] Section 2(1), Article IX(B) of the 1987 Constitution defines the scope of the civil service:

The civil service embraces all branches, subdivisions, instrumentalities, and agencies of the Government,
including government-owned or controlled corporations with original charters.

By virtue of Presidential Decree (P.D.) No. 1341,[18] PUP became a chartered state university, thereby making it
a government-owned or controlled corporation with an original charter whose employees are part of the Civil
Service and are subject to the provisions of E.O. No. 292.[19]

The parties in these cases do not deny that Guevarra and Cezar are government employees and part of the Civil
Service. The controversy, however, stems from the interpretation of the disciplinary jurisdiction of the CSC as
specified in Section 47, Chapter 7, Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of E.O. No. 292:

SECTION 47. Disciplinary Jurisdiction.—(1) The Commission shall decide upon appeal all administrative
disciplinary cases involving the imposition of a penalty of suspension for more than thirty days, or fine in an
amount exceeding thirty days’ salary, demotion in rank or salary or transfer, removal or dismissal from office.
A complaint may be filed directly with the Commission by a private citizen against a government official or
employee in which case it may hear and decide the case or it may deputize any department or agency or
official or group of officials to conduct the investigation. The results of the investigation shall be submitted to
the Commission with recommendation as to the penalty to be imposed or other action to be taken.

(2) The Secretaries and heads of agencies and instrumentalities, provinces, cities and municipalities shall have
jurisdiction to investigate and decide matters involving disciplinary action against officers and employees
under their jurisdiction. Their decisions shall be final in case the penalty imposed is suspension for not more
than thirty days or fine in an amount not exceeding thirty days’ salary. In case the decision rendered by a
bureau or office head is appealable to the Commission, the same may be initially appealed to the department
and finally to the Commission and pending appeal, the same shall be executory except when the penalty is
removal, in which case the same shall be executory only after confirmation by the Secretary concerned.
[Emphases and underscoring supplied]

While in its assailed decision, the CA conceded that paragraph one of the same provision abovequoted allows the
filing of a complaint directly with the CSC, it makes a distinction between a complaint filed by a private citizen
and that of an employee under the jurisdiction of the disciplining authority involved. The CA resolved that
because Cueva was then the Dean of the College of Law and the Chief Legal Counsel of PUP when he filed the
complaint with the CSC, he was under the authority of the PUP Board of Regents. Thus, it is the Board of Regents
which had exclusive jurisdiction over the administrative case he initiated against Guevarra and Cezar.

The Court finds itself unable to sustain the reading of the CA.
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The issue is not novel.

The understanding by the CA of Section 47, Chapter 7, Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of E.O. No. 292 which states
that “a complaint may be filed directly with the Commission by a private citizen against a government official or
employee” is that the CSC can only take cognizance of a case filed directly before it if the complaint was made by
a private citizen.

The Court is not unaware of the use of the words “private citizen” in the subject provision and the plain meaning
rule of statutory construction which requires that when the law is clear and unambiguous, it must be taken to mean
exactly what it says. The Court, however, finds that a simplistic interpretation is not in keeping with the intention
of the statute and prevailing jurisprudence. It is a well-established rule that laws should be given a reasonable
interpretation so as not to defeat the very purpose for which they were passed. As such, “a literal interpretation is
to be rejected if it would be unjust or lead to absurd results.”[20] In Secretary of Justice v. Koruga,[21] the Court
emphasized this principle and cautioned us on the overzealous application of the plain meaning rule:

The general rule in construing words and phrases used in a statute is that in the absence of legislative intent to
the contrary, they should be given their plain, ordinary, and common usage meaning. However, a literal
interpretation of a statute is to be rejected if it will operate unjustly, lead to absurd results, or contract the
evident meaning of the statute taken as a whole. After all, statutes should receive a sensible construction, such
as will give effect to the legislative intention and so as to avoid an unjust or an absurd conclusion. Indeed,
courts are not to give words meanings that would lead to absurd or unreasonable consequences.[22]

A literal interpretation of E.O. 292 would mean that only private citizens can file a complaint directly with the
CSC. For administrative cases instituted by government employees against their fellow public servants, the CSC
would only have appellate jurisdiction over those. Such a plain reading of the subject provision of E.O. 202 would
effectively divest CSC of its original jurisdiction, albeit shared, provided by law. Moreover, it is clearly
unreasonable as it would be tantamount to disenfranchising government employees by removing from them an
alternative course of action against erring public officials.

There is no cogent reason to differentiate between a complaint filed by a private citizen and one filed by a
member of the civil service, especially in light of Section 12(11), Chapter 3, Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of the
same E.O. No. 292 which confers upon the CSC the power to “hear and decide administrative cases instituted by
or brought before it directly or on appeal” without any qualification.

In the case of Camacho v. Gloria,[23] the Court stated that “under E.O. No. 292, a complaint against a state
university official may be filed with either the university’s Board of Regents or directly with the Civil Service
Commission.”[24] It is important to note that the Court did not interpret the Administrative Code as limiting such
authority to exclude complaints filed directly with it by a member of the civil service.

Moreover, as early as in the case of Hilario v. Civil Service Commission,[25] the Court interpreted Section 47,
Chapter 7, Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of E.O. No. 292 as allowing the direct filing with the CSC by a public
official of a complaint against a fellow government employee. In the said case, Quezon City Vice-Mayor Charito
Planas directly filed with the CSC a complaint for usurpation, grave misconduct, being notoriously undesirable,
gross insubordination, and conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service against the City Legal Officer of
Quezon City. The CSC issued a resolution ruling that the respondent official should not be allowed to continue
holding the position of legal officer. In a petition to the Supreme Court, the official in question asserted that the
City Mayor was the only one who could remove him from office directly and not the CSC. The Court upheld the
decision of the CSC, citing the same provision of the Administrative Code:

Although respondent Planas is a public official, there is nothing under the law to prevent her from filing a
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complaint directly with the CSC against petitioner. Thus, when the CSC determined that petitioner was no
longer entitled to hold the position of City Legal Officer, it was acting within its authority under the
Administrative Code to hear and decide complaints filed before it.[26] [Underscoring supplied]

It has been argued that Hilario is not squarely in point.[27] While it is true that the circumstances present in the
two cases are not identical, a careful reading of Hilario reveals that petitioner therein questioned the authority of
the CSC to hear the disciplinary case filed against him, alleging that the CSC’s jurisdiction was only appellate in
nature. Hence, the reference to the abovequoted passage in Hilario is very appropriate in this case as respondents
herein pose a similar query before us.

It cannot be overemphasized that the identity of the complainant is immaterial to the acquisition of jurisdiction
over an administrative case by the CSC. The law is quite clear that the CSC may hear and decide administrative
disciplinary cases brought directly before it or it may deputize any department or agency to conduct an
investigation.

CSC has concurrent original jurisdiction
with the Board of Regents over
administrative cases

The Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service[28] (the Uniform Rules) explicitly allows the
CSC to hear and decide administrative cases directly brought before it:

Section 4. Jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission. – The Civil Service Commission shall hear and decide
administrative cases instituted by, or brought before it, directly or on appeal, including contested appointments,
and shall review decisions and actions of its offices and of the agencies attached to it.

Except as otherwise provided by the Constitution or by law, the Civil Service Commission shall have the final
authority to pass upon the removal, separation and suspension of all officers and employees in the civil service
and upon all matters relating to the conduct, discipline and efficiency of such officers and employees.
[Emphases and underscoring supplied]

The CA construed the phrase “the Civil Service Commission shall have the final authority to pass upon the
removal, separation and suspension of all officers and employees in the civil service” to mean that the CSC could
only step in after the relevant disciplinary authority, in this case the Board of Regents of PUP, had investigated
and decided on the charges against the respondents. Regrettably, the CA failed to take into consideration the
succeeding section of the same rules which undeniably granted original concurrent jurisdiction to the CSC and
belied its suggestion that the CSC could only take cognizance of cases on appeal:

Section 7. Jurisdiction of Heads of Agencies. – Heads of Departments, agencies, provinces, cities,
municipalities and other instrumentalities shall have original concurrent jurisdiction, with the Commission,
over their respective officers and employees.[29] [Emphasis supplied]

It was also argued that although Section 4 of the Uniform Rules is silent as to who can file a complaint directly
with the CSC, it cannot be construed to authorize one who is not a private citizen to file a complaint directly with
the CSC. This is because a rule issued by a government agency pursuant to its law-making power cannot modify,
reduce or enlarge the scope of the law which it seeks to implement.[30]

Following the earlier disquisition, it can be said that the Uniform Rules does not contradict the Administrative
Code. Rather, the former simply provides a reasonable interpretation of the latter. Such action is perfectly within
the authority of the CSC, pursuant to Section 12(2), Chapter 3, Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of E.O. No. 292, which
gives it the power to “prescribe, amend and enforce rules and regulations for carrying into effect the provisions of
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the Civil Service Law and other pertinent laws.”

Another view has been propounded that the original jurisdiction of the CSC has been further limited by Section 5
of the Uniform Rules, such that the CSC can only take cognizance of complaints filed directly with it which: (1)
are brought against personnel of the CSC central office, (2) are against third level officials who are not
presidential appointees, (3) are against officials and employees, but are not acted upon by the agencies
themselves, or (4) otherwise require direct or immediate action in the interest of justice:

Section 5. Jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission Proper. – The Civil Service Commission Proper shall
have jurisdiction over the following cases:

A. Disciplinary

- Decisions of the Civil Service Regional Offices brought before it on petition for review;

- Decisions of heads of departments, agencies, provinces, cities, municipalities and other instrumentalities,
imposing penalties exceeding thirty days suspension or fine in an amount exceeding thirty days salary brought
before it on appeal;

- Complaints brought against Civil Service Commission Proper personnel;

- Complaints against third level officials who are not presidential appointees;

- Complaints against Civil Service officials and employees which are not acted upon by the agencies and such
other complaints requiring direct or immediate action, in the interest of justice;

- Requests for transfer of venue of hearing on cases being heard by Civil Service Regional Offices;

- Appeals from the Order of Preventive Suspension; and

- Such other actions or requests involving issues arising out of or in connection with the foregoing
enumerations.

It is the Court’s position that the Uniform Rules did not supplant the law which provided the CSC with original
jurisdiction. While the Uniform Rules may have so provided, the Court invites attention to the cases of Civil
Service Commission v. Alfonso[31] and Civil Service Commission v. Sojor,[32] to be further discussed in the
course of this decision, both of which buttressed the pronouncement that the Board of Regents shares its authority
to discipline erring school officials and employees with the CSC. It can be presumed that, at the time of their
promulgation, the members of this Court, in Alfonso and Sojor, were fully aware of all the existing laws and
applicable rules and regulations pertaining to the jurisdiction of the CSC, including the Uniform Rules. In fact,
Sojor specifically cited the Uniform Rules in support of its ruling allowing the CSC to take cognizance of an
administrative case filed directly with it against the president of a state university. As the Court, in the two cases,
did not consider Section 5 of the Uniform Rules as a limitation to the original concurrent jurisdiction of the CSC,
it can be stated that Section 5 is merely implementary. It is merely directory and not restrictive of the CSC’s
powers. The CSC itself is of this view as it has vigorously asserted its jurisdiction over this case through this
petition.

The case of Alfonso[33] is on all fours with the case at bench. The case involved a complaint filed before the CSC
against a PUP employee by two employees of the same university. The CA was then faced with the identical issue
of whether it was the CSC or the PUP Board of Regents which had jurisdiction over the administrative case filed
against the said PUP employee. The CA similarly ruled that the CSC could take cognizance of an administrative
case if the decisions of secretaries or heads of agencies, instrumentalities, provinces, cities and municipalities
were appealed to it or if a private citizen directly filed with the CSC a complaint against a government official or
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employee. Because the complainants in the said case were PUP employees and not private citizens, the CA held
that the CSC had no jurisdiction to hear the administrative case. It further posited that even assuming the CSC had
the authority to do so, immediate resort to the CSC violated the doctrine of exhaustion of administrative remedies
as the complaint should have been first lodged with the PUP Board of Regents to allow them the opportunity to
decide on the matter. This Court, however, reversed the said decision and declared the following:

xxx. Admittedly, the CSC has appellate jurisdiction over disciplinary cases decided by government
departments, agencies and instrumentalities. However, a complaint may be filed directly with the CSC, and the
Commission has the authority to hear and decide the case, although it may opt to deputize a department or an
agency to conduct the investigation. x x x

x x x x x x x x x

We are not unmindful of certain special laws that allow the creation of disciplinary committees and governing
bodies in different branches, subdivisions, agencies and instrumentalities of the government to hear and decide
administrative complaints against their respective officers and employees. Be that as it may, we cannot
interpret the creation of such bodies nor the passage of laws such as – R.A. Nos. 8292 and 4670 allowing for
the creation of such disciplinary bodies – as having divested the CSC of its inherent power to supervise and
discipline government employees, including those in the academe. To hold otherwise would not only negate
the very purpose for which the CSC was established, i.e. to instill professionalism, integrity, and accountability
in our civil service, but would also impliedly amend the Constitution itself.

x x x x x x x x x

But it is not only for this reason that Alfonso’s argument must fail. Equally significant is the fact that he had
already submitted himself to the jurisdiction of the CSC when he filed his counter-affidavit and his motion for
reconsideration and requested for a change of venue, not from the CSC to the BOR of PUP, but from the
CSC-Central Office to the CSC-NCR. It was only when his motion was denied that he suddenly had a change
of heart and raised the question of proper jurisdiction. This cannot be allowed because it would violate the
doctrine of res judicata, a legal principle that is applicable to administrative cases as well. At the very least,
respondent’s active participation in the proceedings by seeking affirmative relief before the CSC already bars
him from impugning the Commission’s authority under the principle of estoppel by laches.

In this case, the complaint-affidavits were filed by two PUP employees. These complaints were not lodged
before the disciplinary tribunal of PUP, but were instead filed before the CSC, with averments detailing
respondent’s alleged violation of civil service laws, rules and regulations. After a fact-finding investigation,
the Commission found that a prima facie case existed against Alfonso, prompting the Commission to file a
formal charge against the latter. Verily, since the complaints were filed directly with the CSC, and the CSC has
opted to assume jurisdiction over the complaint, the CSC’s exercise of jurisdiction shall be to the exclusion of
other tribunals exercising concurrent jurisdiction. To repeat, it may, however, choose to deputize any
department or agency or official or group of officials such as the BOR of PUP to conduct the investigation, or
to delegate the investigation to the proper regional office. But the same is merely permissive and not
mandatory upon the Commission.[34] [Emphases and underscoring supplied]

It has been opined that Alfonso does not apply to the case at bar because respondent therein submitted himself to
the jurisdiction of the CSC when he filed his counter-affidavit before it, thereby preventing him from later
questioning the jurisdiction of the CSC. Such circumstance is said to be totally absent in this case.[35]

The records speak otherwise. As in Alfonso, respondents herein submitted themselves to the jurisdiction of the
CSC when they filed their Joint Counter-Affidavit.[36] It was only when their Motion for Reconsideration and
Motion to Declare Absence of Prima Facie Case[37] was denied by the CSC that they thought to put in issue the
jurisdiction of the CSC before the CA, clearly a desperate attempt to evade prosecution by the CSC. As in
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Alfonso, respondents are also estopped from questioning the jurisdiction of the CSC.

Based on all of the foregoing, the inescapable conclusion is that the CSC may take cognizance of an
administrative case filed directly with it against an official or employee of a chartered state college or university.
This is regardless of whether the complainant is a private citizen or a member of the civil service and such
original jurisdiction is shared with the Board of Regents of the school.

Gaoiran not applicable

In its decision, the CA relied heavily on Gaoiran v. Alcala[38] to support its judgment that it is the Board of
Regents, and not the CSC, which has jurisdiction over the administrative complaint filed against the respondents.
A thorough study of the said case, however, reveals that it is irrelevant to the issues discussed in the case at bench.
Gaoiran speaks of a complaint filed against a high school teacher of a state-supervised school by another
employee of the same school. The complaint was referred to the Legal Affairs Service of the Commission on
Higher Education (LAS-CHED). After a fact-finding investigation established the existence of a prima facie case
against the teacher, the Officer-in-Charge of the Office of the Director of LAS-CHED issued a formal charge for
Grave Misconduct and Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service, together with the Order of
Preventive Suspension. The newly-appointed Director of LAS-CHED, however, dismissed the administrative
complaint on the ground that the letter-complaint was not made under oath. Unaware of this previous resolution,
the Chairman of the CHED issued another resolution finding petitioner therein guilty of the charges against him
and dismissing him from the service. The trial court upheld the resolution of the director of LAS-CHED but on
appeal, this was reversed by the CA, affirming the decision of the CHED chairman removing petitioner from
service. One of the issues raised therein before this Court was whether the CA erred in disregarding the fact that
the complaint was not made under oath as required by the Omnibus Rules Implementing Book V of E.O. 292.

In the said case, the Court concurred with the findings of the CA that it was the formal charge issued by the
LAS-CHED which constituted the complaint, and because the same was initiated by the appropriate disciplining
authority, it need not be subscribed and sworn to and CHED acquired jurisdiction over the case. The Court further
affirmed the authority of the heads of agencies to investigate and decide matters involving disciplinary action
against their officers and employees. It bears stressing, at this point, that there is nothing in the case that remotely
implies that this Court meant to place upon the Board of Regent exclusive jurisdiction over administrative cases
filed against their employees.

In fact, following the ruling in Gaoiran, it can be argued that it was CSC Resolution No. 060521 which formally
charged respondents that constituted the complaint, and since the complaint was initiated by the CSC itself as the
disciplining authority, the CSC properly acquired jurisdiction over the case.

R.A. No. 8292 is not in conflict
with E.O. No. 292.

In addition, the respondents argue that R.A. No. 8292, which granted to the board of regents or board of trustees
disciplinary authority over school employees and officials of chartered state colleges and universities, should
prevail over the provisions of E.O. No. 292.[39] They anchor their assertion that the Board of Regents has
exclusive jurisdiction over administrative cases on Section 4 of R.A. No. 8292,[40] to wit:

Section 4. Powers and duties of Governing Boards. – The governing board shall have the following specific
powers and duties in addition to its general powers of administration and the exercise of all the powers granted
to the board of directors of a corporation under Section 36 of Batas Pambansa Blg. 68 otherwise known as the
Corporation Code of the Philippines;
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x x x x

(h) to fix and adjust salaries of faculty members and administrative officials and employees subject to the
provisions of the revised compensation and classification system and other pertinent budget and compensation
laws governing hours of service, and such other duties and conditions as it may deem proper; to grant them, at
its discretion, leaves of absence under such regulations as it may promulgate, any provisions of existing law to
the contrary not with standing; and to remove them for cause in accordance with the requirements of due
process of law. [Emphasis supplied]

The respondents are mistaken.

Basic is the principle in statutory construction that interpreting and harmonizing laws is the best method of
interpretation in order to form a uniform, complete, coherent, and intelligible system of jurisprudence, in
accordance with the legal maxim interpretare et concordare leges legibus est optimus interpretandi modus.[41]
Simply because a later statute relates to a similar subject matter as that of an earlier statute does not result in an
implied repeal of the latter.[42]

A perusal of the abovequoted provision clearly reveals that the same does not indicate any intention to remove
employees and officials of state universities and colleges from the ambit of the CSC. What it merely states is that
the governing board of a school has the authority to discipline and remove faculty members and administrative
officials and employees for cause. It neither supersedes nor conflicts with E.O. No. 292 which allows the CSC to
hear and decide administrative cases filed directly with it or on appeal.

In addition to the previously cited case of Alfonso, the case of The Civil Service Commission v. Sojor[43] is
likewise instructive. In the said case, this Court ruled that the CSC validly took cognizance of the administrative
complaints directly filed with it concerning violations of civil service rules committed by a university president.
This Court acknowledged that the board of regents of a state university has the sole power of administration over
a university, in accordance with its charter and R.A. No. 8292. With regard to the disciplining and removal of its
employees and officials, however, such authority is not exclusive to it because all members of the civil service fall
under the jurisdiction of the CSC:

Verily, the BOR of NORSU has the sole power of administration over the university. But this power is not
exclusive in the matter of disciplining and removing its employees and officials.

Although the BOR of NORSU is given the specific power under R.A. No. 9299 to discipline its employees and
officials, there is no showing that such power is exclusive. When the law bestows upon a government body the
jurisdiction to hear and decide cases involving specific matters, it is to be presumed that such jurisdiction is
exclusive unless it be proved that another body is likewise vested with the same jurisdiction, in which case,
both bodies have concurrent jurisdiction over the matter.

All members of the civil service are under the jurisdiction of the CSC, unless otherwise provided by law. Being
a non-career civil servant does not remove respondent from the ambit of the CSC. Career or non-career, a civil
service official or employee is within the jurisdiction of the CSC.[44] [Emphases and underscoring supplied]

It has been pointed out that the case of Sojor is not applicable to the case at bar because the distinction between a
complaint filed by a private citizen and one filed by a government employee was not taken into consideration in
the said case.[45] The dissent fails to consider that Sojor is cited in the ponencia to support the ruling that R.A.
No. 8292 is not in conflict with E.O. No. 292 and to counter respondents’ flawed argument that the passage of
R.A. No. 8292 granted the Board of Regents exclusive jurisdiction over administrative cases against school
employees and officials of chartered state colleges and universities. Also noteworthy is the fact that the
complainants before the CSC in Sojor were faculty members of a state university and were, thus, government
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employees. Nevertheless, despite this, the Court allowed the CSC to assert jurisdiction over the administrative
case, proclaiming that the power of the Board of Regents to discipline its officials and employees is not exclusive
but is concurrent with the CSC.[46]

The case of University of the Philippines v. Regino[47] was also cited to bolster the claim that original
jurisdiction over disciplinary cases against government officials is vested upon the department secretaries and
heads of agencies and instrumentalities, provinces, cities and municipalities, whereas the CSC only enjoys
appellate jurisdiction over such cases.[48] The interpretation therein of the Administrative Code supposedly
renders effectual the provisions of R.A. No. 8292 and does not “deprive the governing body of the power to
discipline its own officials and employees and render inutile the legal provisions on disciplinary measures which
may be taken by it.”[49]

The Court respectfully disagrees. Regino is obviously inapplicable to this case because there, the school employee
had already been found guilty and dismissed by the Board of Regents of the University of the Philippines.
Therefore, the issue put forth before this Court was whether the CSC had appellate jurisdiction over cases against
university employees, considering the university charter which gives it academic freedom allegedly encompassing
institutional autonomy. In contrast, no administrative case was filed before the Board of Regents of PUP because
the case was filed directly with the CSC and so, the question here is whether the CSC has original concurrent
jurisdiction over disciplinary cases. Rationally, the quoted portions in Regino find no application to the case at
bench because those statements were made to uphold the CSC’s appellate jurisdiction which was being contested
by petitioner therein. At the risk of being repetitive, it is hereby stressed that the authority of the CSC to hear
cases on appeal has already been established in this case. What is in question here is its original jurisdiction over
administrative cases.

A different interpretation of the Administrative Code was suggested in order to harmonize the provisions of R.A.
No. 8292 and E.O. 292. By allowing only a private citizen to file a complaint directly with the CSC, the CSC
maintains its power to review on appeal decisions of the Board of Regents while at the same time the governing
board is not deprived of its power to discipline its officials and employees.[50]

To begin with, there is no incongruity between R.A. No. 8292 and E.O. No. 292, as previously explained in Sojor.
Moreover, the Court fails to see how a complaint filed by a private citizen is any different from one filed by a
government employee. If the grant to the CSC of concurrent original jurisdiction over administrative cases filed
by private citizens against public officials would not deprive the governing bodies of the power to discipline their
own officials and employees and would not be violative of R.A. No. 8292, it is inconceivable that a similar case
filed by a government employee would do so. Such a distinction between cases filed by private citizens and those
by civil servants is simply illogical and unreasonable. To accede to such a mistaken interpretation of the
Administrative Code would be a great disservice to our developing jurisprudence.

It is therefore apparent that despite the enactment of R.A. No. 8292 giving the board of regents or board of
trustees of a state school the authority to discipline its employees, the CSC still retains jurisdiction over the school
and its employees and has concurrent original jurisdiction, together with the board of regents of a state university,
over administrative cases against state university officials and employees.

Finally, with regard to the concern that the CSC may be overwhelmed by the increase in number of cases filed
before it which would result from our ruling,[51] it behooves us to allay such worries by highlighting two
important facts. Firstly, it should be emphasized that the CSC has original concurrent jurisdiction shared with the
governing body in question, in this case, the Board of Regents of PUP. This means that if the Board of Regents
first takes cognizance of the complaint, then it shall exercise jurisdiction to the exclusion of the CSC.[52] Thus,
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not all administrative cases will fall directly under the CSC. Secondly, Section 47, Chapter 7, Subtitle A, Title I,
Book V of the Administrative Code affords the CSC the option of whether to decide the case or to deputize some
other department, agency or official to conduct an investigation into the matter, thereby considerably easing the
burden placed upon the CSC.

Having thus concluded, the Court sees no need to discuss the other issues raised in the petitions.

WHEREFORE, the petitions are GRANTED. The December 29, 2006 Decision of the Court of Appeals is hereby
REVERSED and SET ASIDE. Resolution Nos. 060521 and 061141 dated March 24, 2006 and June 30, 2006,
respectively, of the Civil Service Commission are REINSTATED.

SO ORDERED.

Carpio, Leonardo-De Castro, Del Castillo, Villarama, Jr., Perez and Perlas-Bernabe, JJ., concur.
Sereno, C.J., Brion, Bersamin, and Abad, JJ., joins the dissent of J. Velasco.
Velasco, Jr., J., please see dissenting opinion.
Peralta and Reyes, JJ., no part.

[1] Rollo (G.R. No. 176162), pp. 57-72.

[2] Id. at 57.

[3] Id. at 97.

[4] Id. at 196-197.

[5] Id. at 196.

[6] Id. at 98, 197.

[7] Id. at 197.

[8] Id. at 107.

[9] Id. at 110.

[10] Id. at 196-199.

[11] Id. at 106-120.
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[15] Section 16. Formal Charge. – After a finding of a prima facie case, the disciplining authority shall formally
charge the person complained of. x x x

If the respondent has submitted his comment and counter-affidavits during the preliminary investigation, he shall
be given the opportunity to submit additional evidence.

The disciplining authority shall not entertain requests for clarification, bills of particulars or motions to dismiss
which are obviously designed to delay the administrative proceedings. If any of these pleadings are interposed by
the respondent, the same shall be considered as an answer and shall be evaluated as such. [Underscoring supplied]
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D I S S E N T I N G O P I N I O N

VELASCO, JR., J.:

Where the law is clear and unambiguous, it must be taken to mean exactly what it says and the Court has no
choice but to see to it that its mandate is obeyed.[1]

The Case

For consideration before the Court are consolidated petitions for review on certiorari assailing the December 29,
2006 Decision[2] of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 95293, nullifying and setting aside the
resolutions of the Civil Service Commission (CSC) on jurisdictional ground.

The Facts

On September 27, 2005, petitioner Honesto L. Cueva (Cueva), then Chief Legal Counsel of the Polytechnic
University of the Philippines (PUP), filed an administrative complaint with the CSC against respondents Dante G.
Guevarra (Guevarra) and Augustus F. Cezar (Cezar), who were the Officer-in-Charge/President and the
Vice-President for Administration, respectively, of the PUP. The charge was for gross dishonesty, grave
misconduct, falsification of official documents, conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service, notorious
undesirability and violation of Section 4 of Republic Act (R.A.) No. 6713.[3]

According to Cueva, Guevarra falsified General Form No. 58-A (Application for Bond of Accountable Officials
and Employees of the Republic of the Philippines), a public document, which he was required to accomplish as
the head of PUP in order to be bonded and consequently engage in financial transactions on said institution’s
behalf.[4] Guevarra allegedly committed falsification when he wrote on the application that he has no pending
criminal and administrative cases when both respondents at that time have seventeen (17) pending cases for
violation of Sec. 3(e) of R.A. No. 3019 before the Sandiganbayan.[5] Guevarra also claimed that Cezar,
notwithstanding his knowledge of these existing cases against them, still endorsed and recommended for approval
said application.[6]

On their part, respondents clarified that it was their understanding that the phrase “criminal or administrative
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records” pertain to final conviction in a criminal administrative case. They add that, inasmuch as the adverted
seventeen (17) cases had not yet been decided by the Sandiganbayan, Guevarra’s negative answer to Question
No. 11 in General Form No. 58-A which states, “Do you have any criminal or administrative records?” was
correct.[7]

After a prima facie finding that respondents committed acts punishable under the Civil Service Law and Rules,
the CSC, on March 24, 2006, issued Resolution No. 060521[8] formally charging Guevarra with Dishonesty and
Cezar with Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service.

Thereafter, respondents filed their Motion for Reconsideration and Motion to Declare Absence of Prima Facie
Case,[9] therein praying, among other things, that the case be immediately suspended. Cueva, on the other hand,
interposed an Urgent Ex-Parte Motion for the Issuance of Preventive Suspension,[10] as well as an Omnibus
Motion,[11] praying that an order of preventive suspension against respondents issue and the inclusion of the
certain offenses in the formal charge against the two, particularly: grave misconduct, falsification of official
document, conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service, being notoriously undesirable, and violation of
Sec. 4 of R.A. No. 6713.

By Resolution No. 061141 dated June 30, 2006, the CSC denied both respondents’ motion for reconsideration
and Cueva’s motion to include additional charges against respondents.[12] Nonetheless, the CSC placed
Guevarra under preventive suspension for ninety (90) days.

Therefrom, respondents went to the CA on a petition for certiorari and prohibition questioning the jurisdiction of
the CSC over the administrative complaint filed against them. On December 29, 2006, the CA rendered a
Decision granting the petition and nullifying the resolution issued by the CSC for lack of jurisdiction.

Aggrieved, petitioners have filed the instant separate petitions.

Issue

WHETHER THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION HAS ORIGINAL CONCURRENT JURISDICTION
OVER ADMINISTRATIVE CASES FALLING UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF HEADS OF AGENCIES.

Discussion

The petitions are bereft of merit.

Jurisdiction as conferred by law

It is a basic legal precept that “[j]urisdiction over the subject matter of a case is conferred by law.”[13] In the
instant case, the pertinent legal provision is Section 47, Chapter 7, Subtitle A, Title I, Book V of Executive Order
No. 292 (otherwise known as the “Administrative Code”), which reads:

Sec. 47. Disciplinary Jurisdiction. — (1) The Commission shall decide upon appeal all administrative
disciplinary cases involving the imposition of a penalty of suspension for more than thirty days, or fine in an
amount exceeding thirty days’ salary, demotion in rank or salary or transfer, removal or dismissal from office.
A complaint may be filed directly with the Commission by a private citizen against a government official or
employee in which case it may hear and decide the case or it may deputize any department or agency or
official or group of officials to conduct the investigation. The results of the investigation shall be submitted to
the Commission with recommendation as to the penalty to be imposed or other action to be taken.

(2) The Secretaries and heads of agencies and instrumentalities, provinces, cities and municipalities shall have
jurisdiction to investigate and decide matters involving disciplinary action against officers and employees
under their jurisdiction. Their decisions shall be final in case the penalty imposed is suspension for not more
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than thirty days or fine in an amount not exceeding thirty days’, salary. In case the decision rendered by a
bureau or office head is appealable to the Commission, the same may be initially appealed to the department
and finally to the Commission and pending appeal, the same shall be executory except when the penalty is
removal, in which case the same shall be executory only after confirmation by the Secretary concerned.
(Emphasis supplied.)

Based on the first paragraph of the above-quoted provision of the Administrative Code, it is clear that, as a
general rule, the CSC shall have appellate jurisdiction over “all administrative disciplinary cases involving the
imposition of a penalty of suspension for more than thirty days, or fine in an amount exceeding thirty days’
salary, demotion in rank or salary or transfer, removal or dismissal from office.” This jurisdictional grant
complements the second paragraph of the same provision which vests upon the department secretaries and heads
of agencies and instrumentalities, provinces, cities and municipalities the original jurisdiction to investigate and
decide matters involving disciplinary action against officers and employees under their jurisdiction.
Concomitantly, the law even accords finality to their decisions “in case the penalty imposed is suspension for not
more than thirty days or fine in an amount not exceeding thirty days’ salary.”

By way of exception, the same provision allows a complaint to be “filed directly with the Commission by a
private citizen against a government official or employee in which case it may hear and decide the case or it may
deputize any department or agency or official or group of officials to conduct the investigation.” Evidently, the
law sanctions the direct filing of a complaint with the CSC, but only if a private citizen is the complainant. Thus,
the CSC has concurrent jurisdiction with the department secretaries and heads of agencies and instrumentalities,
provinces, cities and municipalities when the complaint is filed by a private citizen.

In this case, Cueva, then Chief Legal Counsel of the PUP, filed the administrative complaint directly with the
CSC against respondents. Applying the abovementioned provision of the Administrative Code, since a public
employee and not a private citizen filed the complaint, the case falls under the original jurisdiction of the
disciplining authority involved, which is the Board of Regents (BOR) of the PUP.[14] The CSC merely has
appellate jurisdiction. As stated under Section 4(h) of R.A. No. 8292, otherwise known as the “Higher Education
Modernization Act of 1997”:

Section 4. Powers and duties of Governing Boards. – The governing board[15] shall have the following
specific powers and duties in addition to its general powers of administration and the exercise of all the powers
granted to the board of directors of a corporation under Section 36 of Batas Pambansa Blg. 68 otherwise
known as the Corporation Code of the Philippines:

x x x x

(h) x x x and to remove [faculty members and administrative officials and employees] for cause in accordance
with the requirements of due process of law. (Emphasis supplied.)

Admittedly, the Revised Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service[16] (Civil Service Rules) is
silent as to who can file a complaint directly with the CSC. The pertinent provision of the Civil Service Rules
provides:

Sec. 4. Jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission. -- The Civil Service Commission shall hear and decide
administrative cases instituted by, or brought before it, directly or on appeal, including contested appointments,
and shall review decisions and actions of its offices and of agencies attached to it.

Except as otherwise provided by the Constitution or by law, the Civil Service Commission shall have the final
authority to pass upon the removal, separation and suspension of all officers and employees in the civil service
and upon all matters relating to the conduct, discipline and efficiency of such officers and employees.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 176162. October 09, 2012

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 15 of 21

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



(Emphasis supplied.)

It is basic that a rule issued by a government agency pursuant to its quasi-legislative power cannot modify, reduce
or enlarge the scope of the law which it seeks to implement. The discourse made by the Court in Lokin, Jr. v.
Commission on Elections is instructive:

The authority to make IRRs in order to carry out an express legislative purpose, or to effect the operation and
enforcement of a law is not a power exclusively legislative in character, but is rather administrative in nature.
The rules and regulations adopted and promulgated must not, however, subvert or be contrary to existing
statutes. The function of promulgating IRRs may be legitimately exercised only for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of a law. The power of administrative agencies is confined to implementing the law or putting it
into effect. Corollary to this is that administrative regulation cannot extend the law and amend a legislative
enactment. It is axiomatic that the clear letter of the law is controlling and cannot be amended by a mere
administrative rule issued for its implementation. Indeed, administrative or executive acts shall be valid only
when they are not contrary to the laws or the Constitution.[17] (Emphasis supplied.)

Moreover, in Padunan v. Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board,[18] this Court held:

It must be stated at the outset that it is the law that confers jurisdiction and not the rules. Jurisdiction over a
subject matter is conferred by the Constitution or the law and rules of procedure yield to substantive law.
Otherwise stated, jurisdiction must exist as a matter of law. (Emphasis supplied.)

Taking the foregoing into consideration, Sec. 4 of the Civil Service Rules cannot be construed as authorizing one
other than a private citizen to file a complaint directly with the CSC, contrary to the ruling in the ponencia.
Pertinently, even Sec. 7 of the Civil Service Rules cannot run counter to the clear provision of the Administrative
Code. Sec. 7 of the Civil Service Rules reads:

Section. 7. Jurisdiction of Heads of Agencies. – Heads of Departments, agencies, provinces, cities,
municipalities and other instrumentalities shall have original concurrent jurisdiction, with the Commission,
over their respective officers and employees. (Emphasis supplied.)

In this regard, “original concurrent jurisdiction” means that the CSC and the BOR have original concurrent
jurisdiction over complaints filed by a private citizen against a member of the civil service, but the BOR has
original and exclusive jurisdiction over complaints filed by a member of the civil service against an officer or
employee of the university. A contrary interpretation violates the explicit provision of the Administrative Code, as
this is clearly covered by Sec. 47 of the said Code.

Be that as it may, and considering that the Civil Service Rules does not explicitly mention who can file a
complaint directly with the CSC, then the clear import of Sec. 47 of the Administrative Code[19] should be
controlling, that is, only private citizens can file administrative complaints directly with the CSC.

Power to discipline administrative officials and employees

Indeed, government employees, in general, being members of the civil service, are under the jurisdiction of the
CSC. Thus, CSC’s power to discipline erring government employees cannot be doubted. As this Court held in
Garcia v. Molina:

The civil service encompasses all branches and agencies of the Government, including government-owned or
controlled corporations (GOCCs) with original charters, like the GSIS, or those created by special law. As
such, the employees are part of the civil service system and are subject to the law and to the circulars, rules and
regulations issued by the CSC on discipline, attendance and general terms and conditions of employment. The
CSC has jurisdiction to hear and decide disciplinary cases against erring employees.[20] (Emphasis supplied;
citations omitted.)
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Nonetheless, CSC’s jurisdiction to hear and decide disciplinary cases against erring government officials is not
without limitation. As discussed above, the Administrative Code vests the CSC appellate jurisdiction over “all
administrative disciplinary cases involving the imposition of a penalty of suspension for more than thirty days, or
fine in an amount exceeding thirty days’ salary, demotion in rank or salary or transfer, removal or dismissal from
office.” Original jurisdiction is vested upon the department secretaries and heads of agencies and
instrumentalities, provinces, cities and municipalities to investigate and decide matters involving disciplinary
action against officers and employees under their jurisdiction. In University of the Philippines v. Regino,[21] this
Court held:

The Civil Service Law (PD 807) expressly vests in the Commission appellate jurisdiction in administrative
disciplinary cases involving members of the Civil Service. Section 9(j) mandates that the Commission shall
have the power to “hear and decide administrative disciplinary cases instituted directly with it in accordance
with Section 37 or brought to it on appeal.” And Section 37(a), provides that, “The Commission shall decide
upon appeal all administrative disciplinary cases involving the imposition of a penalty of suspension for more
than thirty (30) days, or fine in an amount exceeding thirty days’ salary, demotion in rank or salary or transfer,
removal or dismissal from office.”

Under the 1972 Constitution, all government-owned or controlled corporations, regardless of the manner of
their creation, were considered part of the Civil Service. Under the 1987 Constitution only government-owned
or controlled corporations with original charters fall within the scope of the Civil Service pursuant to Article
IX-B, Section 2(1), which states:

The Civil Service embraces all branches, subdivisions, instrumentalities, and agencies of the government,
including government-owned or controlled corporations with original charters.

As a mere government-owned or controlled corporation, UP was clearly a part of the Civil Service under the 1973
Constitution and now continues to be so because it was created by a special law and has an original charter. As a
component of the Civil Service, UP is therefore governed by PD 807 and administrative cases involving the
discipline of its employees come under the appellate jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission. (Emphasis
supplied.)

Even if Regino involves the application of Presidential Decree No. 807[22] (PD 807), still, the doctrine
enunciated therein is still applicable as the provision on the disciplinary jurisdiction of the CSC under PD 807 is
retained almost verbatim in the Administrative Code.

Such interpretation renders effectual the provisions of R.A. No. 8292, which vests the governing boards of the
universities and colleges with the power to discipline their erring administrative officials and employees.
Specifically, aside from its general powers of administration, the BOR as a governing board is granted with the
specific power to appoint vice presidents, deans, directors, heads of departments, faculty members and other
officials and employees.[23] Consistent with its power to hire or appoint is the power to discipline its officials and
personnel. Moreover, as mentioned above, R.A. No. 8292 also grants the BOR the power to remove its officials
and employees for cause in accordance with the requirements of due process of law. [24] Clearly, the power of the
BOR to discipline university officials and employees cannot be denied.

Concomitantly, a ruling that CSC’s jurisdiction to hear and decide disciplinary cases against erring government
officials without limitation will inevitably deprive the BOR of the power to discipline its own officials and
employees and render inutile the legal provisions on disciplinary measures which may be taken by it.

More importantly, if all the complaints filed by a civil service member against another government employee
come under the concurrent jurisdiction of the CSC, then the day will come when the CSC will be swamped with
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all kinds of cases, including those where the penalty involved is suspension not exceeding 30 days or fine not
exceeding 30 days’ salary.

Cases cited

The ponencia cited several cases to support its ruling on the CSC’s original jurisdiction to take cognizance of a
complaint directly filed before it by a government employee or official.

The first is Camacho v. Gloria,[25] which, as viewed in the ponencia, did not limit CSC’s authority to exclude
complaints filed directly with it by a member of the civil service. On such point, it is worth mentioning that there
is no need for the Court to limit CSC’s authority in said case because the facts therein do not call for such
delineation. As a matter of fact, petitioner therein contends that “the Board of Regents has no jurisdiction over his
case considering that as a teacher, original jurisdiction over the administrative case against him is vested with a
committee whose composition must be in accordance with [R.A.] No. 4670, the Magna Carta for Public School
Teachers.” Evidently, there was no issue on CSC’s jurisdiction to take cognizance of a complaint directly filed
before it by a member of the civil service. Moreover, it is not the Court which may limit CSC’s authority to
acquire original jurisdiction over administrative complaints filed by a member of the civil service. Rather, it is the
law which may make such limitation, and in this particular case, it is the clear provision of the Administrative
Code.

The second is Civil Service Commission v. Alfonso,[26] which I submit does not also apply to the case at bar.
The significant difference between the instant case and Alfonso lies in the fact that respondent therein submitted
himself to the jurisdiction of the CSC when he filed his counter-affidavit before it. Significantly, respondent
therein questioned CSC’s jurisdiction over the complaint filed against him only when his motion for
reconsideration was denied. Thus, he was already estopped from questioning the jurisdiction of the CSC. Such
circumstance is totally absent in the instant case. Clearly, Alfonso is not, and should not be, a precedent to the
case at bar. Moreover, Alfonso is a stray decision which runs counter to the clear provision of Sec. 47 of the
Administrative Code.

The third, Civil Service Commission v. Sojor,[27] is also not binding in the instant case. As it were, the issue
concerning the distinction between a complaint filed by a private citizen and one filed by a government employee
was not taken into consideration in Sojor.

Finally, Hilario v. Civil Service Commission[28] is also not squarely in point. For one, at the time the
administrative complaint was filed against petitioner therein before the CSC, he was already considered resigned
by then Quezon City (QC) Mayor Ismael A. Mathay, Jr. (Mayor Mathay) almost about a year ago. Therefore, if
then QC Vice-Mayor Charito L. Planas would still file the case against petitioner before the Office of the Mayor,
this would just evidently be an exercise in futility. And for another, considering the fact that petitioner was
already considered resigned by Mayor Mathay, it would be absurd if the latter would still be required to take
cognizance of an administrative complaint filed against him, who is, for all intents and purposes, already
separated from employment.

Laws harmonized and rendered effectual

To the ponencia, Sec. 4(h) of R.A. No. 8292 (power of the governing board of universities and colleges to remove
their administrative officials and employees for cause in accordance with the requirements of due process of law)
“does not indicate any intention to remove employees and officials of state universities and colleges from the
ambit of the CSC.” This is true, to a point.

In this regard, it bears stressing that with my submission that only a private citizen can file a complaint directly
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with the CSC, the latter is not deprived of its jurisdiction over administrative cases filed by a member of the civil
service against other erring government employees. In such case, the CSC retains the power of review over the
decisions of the governing boards of the colleges or universities when these decisions are brought before it, on
appeal, pursuant to Sec. 47 of the Administrative Code. At the same time, with such interpretation, these
governing boards are not unduly deprived of the power to discipline their own officials and employees under R.A.
No. 8292 and the Administrative Code. This way, not only are laws harmonized with each other, all of them are
also rendered effectual and operative.

In view of the foregoing, I submit that the CSC does not have original jurisdiction to take cognizance of the
complaint directly filed before it by Cueva, then PUP legal counsel. Only a private citizen can directly file a
complaint with the CSC and no other.

Accordingly, I vote to deny the petitions and affirm the appealed December 29, 2006 Decision of the Court of
Appeals.
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