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SERENO, C.J.:

We resolve the Petition for Review filed by Hambre J. Mohammad (petitioner) assailing the Court of Appeas
(CA) Decision[l] dated 27 January 2010 and Resolution[2] dated 16 August 2010 in CA-G.R. SP No.
02392-MIN. The CA reversed the Orderg 3] dated 26 July 2006 and 7 August 2006 issued by the Regional Tria
Court Branch 14 in Cotabato City (RTC) in Special Civil Action No. 2006-096.

The issue before this Court is whether the filing of a petition for mandamus with the RTC was proper despite the
availability of an administrative remedy against the unfavorable Decision of Civil Service Commission Regional
Office No. XVI (CSCRO No. XVI).

We affirm the CA Decision. The failure of petitioner to exhaust available administrative remedies was fatal to his
cause.

The Facts of the Case

On 8 September 2004, petitioner was appointed as Provincia Agrarian Reform Officer 11 (PARO 1I) of the
Department of Agrarian Reform in the Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao (DAR-ARMM) with Salary
Grade 26.[4] His appointment was temporary as he had no Career Service Executive Eligibility (CSEE) or
eigibility in the Career Executive Service (CES).[5] On 8 September 2005, his temporary appointment was
renewed.[6]

On 24 October 2005, petitioner requested the regional secretary of DAR-ARMM to change his appointment status
from temporary to permanent. His request was pursuant to an RTC decision in Special Civil Action No.
2005-085[7] concerning the change in status of division superintendents.[8] He opined that his position was the
same as that of petitioners therein, whose petition for mandamus had been granted by the trial court.[9] His
regquest was endorsed[10] to the regional governor, who then submitted the matter for favorable consideration of
CSCRO No. XV1.[11]

Respondent Grace Belgado-Saqueton (respondent), Director 1V of CSCRO No. XVI, denied the request on the
ground of the inapplicability of the RTC Decision, which was binding only on the parties to that case[12]
Moreover, she informed petitioner that the trial court's decision had been submitted by the CSC to the courts for
review.[13]

Petitioner did not elevate the case to the Civil Service Commission proper. Instead, he filed a specia civil action
for mandamus before the RTC. He invoked an exception to the doctrine of exhaustion of administrative remedies:
when the question is purely legal. He argued that because the PARO |1 position did not require CES €ligibility and
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was not declared to be a CES position, respondent can be compelled through mandamus to change his status from
temporary to permanent.[14] Respondent filed a Motion to Dismiss on the ground of failure to exhaust
administrative remedies.

On 22 June 2006, during the pendency of the case, the Office of the Regional Governor appointed petitioner to the
same position with a permanent status.[15]

The RTC Ruling

On 26 July 2006, the RTC ordered respondent to approve and attest to the appointment status of petitioner as
permanent.[16] It ruled that he was able to establish that respondent had unlawfully neglected or refused to
approve his appointment even if the law, the facts, and the evidence mandated her to approve the request.[17]

As regards the Motion to Dismiss, the RTC maintained that it had jurisdiction over the case which presented a
pure question of law. The court further held that had petitioner taken the route of appealing to the CSC proper, it
would have been an exercise in futility, since issues of law cannot be decided with finality by the commission.[18]

Respondent moved for reconsideration, calling the attention of the court to CSC Resolution No. 02-1011,[19]
which states:

2. Permanent appointment issued after the effectivity of [this Resolution] to appointees who do not possess the
required CSEE or CES €ligihbility shall be disapproved. This is without prejudice to their appointments under
temporary status provided there are no qualified eligibles who are willing to assume the position.[20]

Respondent also argued that the approval or disapproval of an appointment is not a ministerial but a discretionary
duty; hence, mandamus does not lie.[21]

On 7 August 2006, the RTC denied the Motion for Reconsideration for being a mere rehash of arguments already
raised.[22] After respondent filed a Notice of Appea on 15 August 2006, the trial court, on 30 August 2006,
granted petitioner's motion for execution pending appeal .[ 23]

The CA Ruling

On intermediate appellate review, the CA reversed the RTC Orders dated 26 July 2006 and 7 August 2006. It
agreed with respondent that petitioner had prematurely brought the case to the RTC without exhausting all the
remedies available to him.[24]

The CA traced the jurisdiction of the CSC proper over decisions of CSCROs to Sections 4[25] and 5[26] of the
Revised Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service. These rules were promulgated pursuant to
the Constitution[27] and the CSC Law.[28] Also cited were other administrative issuances categorically providing
remedies for disapproved appointments, such as CSC Memorandum Circular No. 40, series of 1998;[29] and CSC
Memorandum Circular No. 15, series of 2002.[30]

The CA denied the Motion for Reconsideration of petitioner for being a mere rehash of arguments aready passed
upon. He then elevated the case to this Court for review.

Our Ruling
We deny the Petition.

Before parties are allowed to seek the intervention of the court, it is a precondition that they must have availed
themselves of all the means of administrative processes afforded to them.[31] Where the enabling statute indicates
a procedure for administrative review and provides a system of administrative appeal or reconsideration, the
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courts - for reasons of law, comity, and convenience - will not entertain a case unless the available administrative
remedies have been resorted to and the appropriate authorities have been given an opportunity to act and correct
the errors committed in the administrative forum.[32]

Petitioner admits that while administrative remedies were available to him, he had invoked an exception to the
doctrine of exhaustion of administrative remedies.[33] On the contrary, We find that the dismissal of the petition
for mandamus was warranted by the doctrine because the issue raised by petitioner is not a purely legal question.

The Court has laid down tests to distinguish questions of fact from questions of law: when doubt arises as to the
truth or falsity of the alleged facts, or when it becomes clear that the issue invites a review of the evidence
presented, the question is one of fact.[34]

It was grave error for the trial court to have ignored the red flags raised by both parties. Respondent has
repeatedly asserted that the PARO Il position is a third-level position requiring CES or CSEE.[35] Petitioner
himself raised an issue of fact when he posited that there was no position in the ARMM that had been declared to
be a CES position.[36] To disprove this alegation, respondent presented the Qualification Standards prescribed
for the position which shows that it is a third-level position requiring CES or CSEE.[37] Since doubt has risen as
to the truth or falsity of the alleged fact, it cannot be said that the case presents a purely legal question.

We are aware of our pronouncement in Buena, Jr. v. Benito[38] that the issue of whether the position for which
the respondent therein was appointed required career service eligibility was a purely legal question. In that case,
We held that the direct recourse to the courts from the Decision of the CSCRO fell under an exception to the
doctrine. Nevertheless, We set aside the RTC order, because we found that the Assistant Schools Division
Superintendent is a position in the CES.

There are at |east three materia differences between this case and Buena.

First, in Buena, the question was whether the position isin the CES. In this case, the question is whether petitioner
was €eligible for a permanent appointment to the PARO Il position, which had already been classified as a
third-level position requiring CSEE or CES.[39] The issue is therefore not one of law, but of the merit and fitness
of the appointee, which is a question of fact.

Second, in Buena, no evidence was presented to the trial court that could have created doubt as to the truth or
falsity of the alegation. In this case, the qualification standards for the position were presented, but were
unacknowledged as a matter of fact by thetrial court.

Third, in Buena, the petition for mandamus was filed after the appointment had been issued by the regional
governor. The element of a clear legal right was met in Buena because Section 19, Art. VIl of Republic Act No.
9054 (Organic Act for the ARMM) designated the regional governor as the appointing authority in the ARMM. In
this case, petitioner had no clear legal right to compel respondent to attest to his appointment, because at the time
of filing, he had no appointment to a permanent position. Hence, the Petition should have been dismissed outright.

We have recognized the CSC as the sole arbiter of controversies relating to the civil service.[40] The doctrine of
exhaustion of administrative remedies, which is "a cornerstone of our judicial system,"[41] impels Us to alow
administrative agenciesto carry out their functions and discharge their responsibilities within the specialized areas
of their respective competencies.[42] We refrain from the overarching use of judicial power in matters of policy
infused with administrative character.[43] Hence, the doctrine has been set aside only for exceptional
circumstances.

Petitioner pleads for a liberal construction of the rules owing to the nature of the case as one of first impression
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involving a position in the ARMM vis-a-vis the application of CSC rules.[44] His plea has been mooted, however,
by the promulgation of Buena, in which We highlighted Section 4, Art. XVI of the Organic Act for the ARMM
which states that "until the Regional Assembly shall have enacted a civil service law, the civil service eligibilities
required by the central government or national government for appointments to public positions shall likewise be
required for appointments to government positions in the Regional Government.”

WHEREFORE, the Petition for Review is DENIED. The Court of Appeals Decision dated 27 January 2010 in
CA-G.R. SP No. 02392-MIN is hereby AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

Carpio, Velasco, Jr., Leonardo-De Castro, Brion, Peralta, Bersamin, Del Castillo, Perez, Perlas-Bernabe, Leonen,
Jardeleza, and Caguioa, JJ., concur.

Mendoza, J., on sabbatical |eave.

Reyes, J., on wellness |eave.

NOTICE OF JUDGMENT
Sirs/Mesdames;

Please take notice that on July 12,2016 a Decision/Resolution, copy attached herewith, was rendered by the
Supreme Court in the above-entitled case, the original of which was received by this Office on July 27, 2016 at
2:00 p.m.

Very truly yours,
(SGD)FELIPA G. BORLONGAN-ANAMA
Clerk of Court

[1] Penned by Associate Justice Angelita A. Gacutan and concurred in by Associate Justices Romulo V. Borjaand
Edgardo T. Lloren; rollo, pp. 33-48.

[2] Id. at 52-53.

[3] RTC Records pp. 57-60, 71.

[4] See Appointment; RTC Records, p. 7.
[5] Id.

[6] See Appointment; RTC Records, p. 8.

[7] A specid civil action for mandamus filed by Division Superintendent Mona A. Macatanong and Assistant
Division Superintendent Pharida L. Sansarona against CSCRO No. XV Director IV Atty. Anacleto B. Buena, Jr.

[8] See Letter; RTC Records, p. 9.

[9] Id.

[10] See 1]st] Indorsement dated 15 November 2005; RTC Records, p. 10.
[11] Seeletter to Atty. Macybel Alfaro-Sahi; RTC Records, pp. 11-12.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 8
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 193584. July 12, 2016

[12] See letter dated 24 March 2006; RTC Records, p. 13.
[13] Id.

[14] RTC Records, p. 2.

[15] See PormaBlg. 33; RTC Records, p. 43.

[16] RTC Records, p. 60.

[17] Id.

[18] Id. at 59.

[19] Policy Guidelines on Appointmentsto Third Level Positionsin the ARMM issued on 1 August 2002.
[20] RTC Records, pp. 62-63.

[21] Id. at 64.

[22] Id. at 71.

[23] 1. at 72, 80.

[24] Rallo, p. 38.

[25] SECTION 4. Jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission. — The Civil Service Commission shall hear and
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and upon all matters relating to the conduct, discipline and efficiency of such officers and employees.

[26] SECTION 5. Jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission Proper. — The Civil Service Commission Proper
shall have jurisdiction over the following cases:

X X X X
B. Non-Disciplinary

1. Decisions of Civil Service Commission Regiona Offices brought beforeit; x X x X
[27] Art. IX-B, Sections 2(1) and 3 state:

SECTION 2.(1) The civil service embraces all branches, subdivisions, instrumentalities, and agencies of the
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[29] Or the "Revised Omnibus Rules on Appointments and Other Personnel Actions,” Sections 2 and 3, Rule VI
of which state:

SECTION 2. Request for reconsideration of, or appeal from, the disapproval of an appointment may be made by
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Services rendered by a person for the duration of his disapproved appointment shall not be credited as government
service for whatever purpose.
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failure of the appointee to meet the Qualification Standards (QS) prescribed for the position, the same is
considered effective until disapproved by the Commission or any of its regional or field offices. The appointee is
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invalidated or disapproved by the CSCRO may be appealed to the Commission Proper within the fifteen (15) day
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[31] Paat v. Court of Appeals, 334 Phil. 146 (1997).
[32] University of the Phil. v. Catungal, Jr., 338 Phil. 728 (1997).
[33] Rollo, p. 26.

[34] Piedras Negras Construction & Development Corp. v. Fil-Estate Properties, Inc., G.R. No. 211568 (Notice),
28 January 2015.

[35] Motion to Dismiss dated 5 May 2006, RTC Records p. 20; Comment dated 24 July 2006, RTC Records p.
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[38] G.R. No. 181760, 14 October 2014, 738 SCRA 278.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 8
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 193584. July 12, 2016

[39] See RTC Records, p. 23.

[40] Corsigav. Defensor, 439 Phil. 875 (2002).

[41] Universal Robina Corp. v. Laguna Lake Development Authority, 664 Phil. 754 (2011).
[42] Presidential Commission on Good Government v. Pefia, 243 Phil. 93 (1988).

[43] Ejerav. Merto, 725 Phil. 180, 204 (2014).

[44] Rallo, p. 28.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 8
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 193584. July 12, 2016

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 8
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



