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Title: Ontiveros vs. Court of Appeals, Civil Service Commission, and Department of Tourism

Facts:
1. Manuel L. Ontiveros was appointed as Security Officer I in the Ministry of Tourism on
July 27, 1976.
2. On May 26, 1986, Ontiveros was dismissed from service for inefficiency, incompetence,
and unauthorized absences by a memorandum from then Minister of Tourism, Jose Antonio
U. Gonzales, citing Section 2, Article III of Proclamation No. 3.
3. Ontiveros appealed to the Civil Service Commission (CSC) on June 10, 1986, claiming his
civil service eligibility and permanent employee status.
4.  Ontiveros reiterated his  appeal  in a letter dated August 11,  1997.  CSC Director IV
Angelito G. Grande responded that the CSC had no jurisdiction, redirecting to a Review
Committee established under Executive Order No. 17.
5. Ontiveros’s motion for reconsideration was denied by the CSC in Resolution No. 982464,
indicating the separation was constitutionally justified and covered by reorganization.
6. Ontiveros filed a petition for review with the Court of Appeals, which was denied. The
Court asserted CSC’s lack of jurisdiction and cited laches as a bar.
7. Ontiveros petitioned the Supreme Court for review, arguing the CSC was the proper
appellate body as his dismissal was for cause, not reorganization.

Issues:
1.  Whether Ontiveros’s  dismissal  fell  under the jurisdiction of  the CSC or  the Review
Committee created under E.O. No. 17.
2. Whether the retroactive application of E.O. No. 17 was valid concerning Ontiveros’s
dismissal.
3. Whether there was a procedural error in CSC’s handling of Ontiveros’s appeal related to
forwarding it to the correct appellate body.
4. Whether the appeal was barred by laches due to Ontiveros’s inactivity.

Court’s Decision:
1. Jurisdiction Issue: The Court held that the dismissal fell within the Review Committee’s
jurisdiction,  as  Ontiveros  was dismissed under  the restructuring provisions outlined in
Article III, §2 of the Provisional Constitution and E.O. No. 17. His argument was without
merit  because  the  dismissal  was  related  to  inefficiency  and  incompetence,  within  the
grounds listed under E.O. No. 17.
2. Retroactivity of E.O. No. 17: The Court confirmed the retroactive effect of E.O. No. 17
based on precedent, affirming its application even to past dismissals.
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3. Procedural Issue: While Ontiveros claimed a procedural lapse, the Court found that the
CSC acted correctly given the circumstances and timing of Ontiveros’s appeal.
4. Laches: Emphasizing Ontiveros’s prolonged inaction, the Court agreed with the Court of
Appeals, asserting that Ontiveros had not diligently pursued his appeal, resulting in a bar by
laches.

Doctrine:
The case reiterates the principle that administrative dismissals under reorganization are not
subject  to  regular  civil  service  processing  but  specific  reorganization  mandates.  The
decision also underscores the applicability of executive orders in restructuring contexts and
the consequence of laches in administrative remedies.

Class Notes:
–  Jurisdiction Determination:  Differentiates between routine civil  service processes and
special reorganization frameworks. E.O. No. 17 sets precedence in reorganization matters.
–  Retroactivity  of  Executive  Orders:  Executive  orders  related to  reorganization can be
applied retrospectively to organizational dismissals.
–  Laches  in  Administrative  Law:  Reinforces  the  need for  timely  and active  pursuit  of
administrative remedies; long inactive periods can block appeals.
–  Provisional  Constitutional  Context:  Emphasizes  transitional  provisions  affecting
employment  tenure  in  revolutionary  government  settings.

Historical Background:
The case is embedded in the transitional period following the 1986 People Power Revolution
in the Philippines, leading to provisional government measures including reorganization of
government agencies. Proclamation No. 3 and other executive orders like E.O. No. 17, were
issued to establish the authority of the revolutionary government in restructuring previous
government  appointments  under  the  1973 Constitution.  This  case  reflects  the  broader
context of addressing inefficiency during pivotal government transitions.


