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T

he adage that “you cannot argue with success”
finds great truth in the judiciary’s experience
in the past year and a half, from 2014-2015.

With a relatively modest budget share of the
national budget in 2015, the judiciary has succeeded
in putting in place a reform track in a short period
of time. In just three years, through the leadership
of the Supreme Court, the judiciary has been able
to change minds and mindsets, put heart and pride
in what we do, and lend flesh and muscle, bone and
sinew to the daily work of doing justice.
The Court has also been consistent in its primary
task of adjudication. It has produced important case law
that provides guidelines for good governance, defining
or clarifying, in the process, the relationships among
the three branches of government.
In all these, the Constitution has been
our North Star, independence, our greatest
strength, and conscience, our best
guide.
This Judiciary Annual Report is
a sharing of our many success
stories and our resolve to
confidently take significant steps
forward in bringing about justice
and strengthening the rule of law
in the years to come.

MARIA LOURDES P. A. SERENO
Chief Justice
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INTRODUCTION TO THE
JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT

T

his year’s Annual Report is different from previous Reports for two reasons. First,
the name of this year’s Annual Report is now THE JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT
(JAR) 2014-2015. This incorporates the 2013 change—from SUPREME COURT
ANNUAL REPORT to THE JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT—to reflect its more
comprehensive content and expands the scope of coverage from the previous coverage of
one year to one year and a half.
Second, while the JAR will still come out in three volumes (a change made in the
2013 Judiciary Annual Report), the three volumes for ’14-’15 will have two volumes in
print and online and the third exclusively online; volume 1 for JAR ’14-’15 will be the
Narrative, volume 2 will be the Yearbook, while volume 3 will be the Technical Report
(companion to the Narrative), which will be exclusively online on the SC’s webpage.
It is our hope that the JAR ‘14-‘15 will continue to provide the same in-depth look at
the work of the Supreme Court and all other courts in the country and help inform the
people of the important role that the judiciary plays in the constitutional design and
framework of government.
All volumes of The Judiciary Annual Report 2014-2015 are available online through
the Supreme Court website, sc.judiciary.gov.ph.
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THE MEMBERS OF THE COURT
(2014-2015)
Chief Justice Maria Lourdes P. A. Sereno
Senior Associate Justice Antonio T. Carpio
Associate Justice Presbitero J. Velasco, Jr.
Associate Justice Teresita J. Leonardo-de Castro
Associate Justice Arturo D. Brion
Associate Justice Diosdado M. Peralta
Associate Justice Lucas P. Bersamin
Associate Justice Mariano C. del Castillo
Associate Justice Roberto A. Abad (retired on May 22, 2014)
Associate Justice Martin S. Villarama, Jr.
Associate Justice Jose Portugal Perez
Associate Justice Jose Catral Mendoza
Associate Justice Bienvenido L. Reyes
Associate Justice Estela M. Perlas-Bernabe
Associate Justice Marvic M. V. F. Leonen
Associate Justice Francis H. Jardeleza (appointed on August 19, 2014)
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THE STATE OF THE PHILIPPINE JUDICIARY
IN 2014-2015
A CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY HISTORY OF THE JUDICIARY
THE SUPREME COURT
The Supreme Court of the Philippines is the progeny of the tribunal established
by Act No. 136 of the Philippine Commission on June 11, 1901 and enjoys no umbilical
ties to the Real Audiencia de Manila set up by the Spaniards or the Audiencia Territorial
de Manila constituted by Major General Elwell Stephen Otis of the United States Army.
In appreciating the constitutional history of the Supreme Court, however, these two
audiencias provide a good perspective in understanding the Court’s roots. For this
reason, the history of the Court includes a brief recollection of the periods where the
audiencias were in place.
The Judicial System of the Pre-Spanish Filipinos
When the Spanish first arrived in the Philippines to colonize the archipelago, the
Spanish colonizers of the Philippines encountered an indigenous population that had
no written laws but had a system of rules derived from customs, usages, and tradition.
These rules, akin to laws, were believed to be God-given and were orally transmitted
from generation to generation. Significantly, though evolving from widely dispersed
islands across the archipelago, these rules proved to be very similar to each other.
There were no judges and lawyers who were trained formally in the law, although
there were elders who devoted time to the study of the customs, usages, and traditions
of their tribes to qualify them as consultants or advisers on these matters.
The barangay, which was the basic unit of government, was a family-based
community of 30 to 100 families occupying a pook (“locality” or “area”) and headed
by a chieftain, called a datu, who exercised all functions of government—executive,
legislative, and judicial. In the exercise of his judicial authority, the datu acted as a
hukom (“judge”) in settling disputes and deciding cases within his barangay.
The Judicial System Under the Spanish Regime
During the early Spanish occupation, King Philip II established the Real Audiencia
de Manila which was given not only judicial but legislative, executive, advisory, and
administrative functions as well. Composed of the incumbent Governor General as the
presidente (presiding officer), four oidores (equivalent to associate justices), an asesor
(legal adviser), an alguacil mayor (chief constable), among other officials, the Real
Audiencia de Manila was both a trial and appellate court. It had exclusive original,
concurrent original, and exclusive appellate jurisdictions.
Initially, the Audiencia was given a non-judicial role in the colonial administration
to deal with unforeseen problems within the territory that arose from time to time—
it was given the power to supervise certain phases of ecclesiastical affairs as well as
regulatory functions, such as fixing of prices at which merchants could sell their
commodities. Likewise, the Audiencia also had executive functions, like the allotment
of lands to the settlers of newly established pueblos. However, by 1861, the Audiencia
had ceased to perform these executive and administrative functions and had been
restricted to the administration of justice.
1
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When the Audiencia Territorial de Cebu was established in 1886, the name of the
Real Audiencia de Manila was changed to Audiencia Territorial de Manila.
The Judicial System During the American Occupation
As expected, the subsequent occupation by the Americans of the Philippine Islands
in the late 1890s after Spain’s defeat in the Spanish-American War paved the way for
considerable changes in the control, disposition, and governance of the Philippines.
The judicial system established during the regime of the military government
functioned as an instrument of the executive branch, not of the judiciary.
On May 12, 1899, Secretary of State John Hay proposed a plan for a colonial
government of the Philippine Islands which would give Filipinos the largest measure
of self-government. The plan contemplated an independent judiciary with judges
chosen from a list of Americans and qualified locals.
On May 29, 1899, the Military Governor for the Philippines, General Elwell Stephen
Otis, issued General Order No. 20 reestablishing the Audiencia Territorial de Manila,
which was to apply Spanish laws and jurisprudence recognized by the American
military governor as continuing in force. The Audiencia was composed of a presiding
officer and eight members organized into two divisions: the sala de lo civil or the civil
branch, and the sala de lo criminal or the criminal branch.
It was General Otis himself who personally selected the first appointees to the
Audiencia. Cayetano L. Arellano was appointed President (equivalent to Chief Justice)
of the Court, with Manuel Araullo as president of the sala de lo civil and Raymundo
Melliza as president of the sala de lo criminal. Gregorio Araneta and Lt. Col. E.H.
Crowder were appointed associate justices of the civil branch, while Ambrosio Rianzares,
Julio Llorente, Major R.W. Young, and Captain W.E. Brikhimer were designated associate
justices of the criminal branch. Thus, the reestablished Audiencia was the first agency
of the new insular government where Filipinos were appointed side by side with
Americans.
The Establishment of the Supreme Court of the Philippines
On June 11, 1901, the Second Philippine Commission passed Act No. 136, entitled
An Act Providing for the Organization of Courts in the Philippine Islands, formally establishing
the Supreme Court of the Philippine Islands and creating Courts of First Instance and
Justices of the Peace Courts throughout the land. The judicial organization established
by the Act was conceived by the American lawyers in the Philippine Commission and
was patterned in its basic structures after similar organizations in the United States.
The Supreme Court created under the Act was composed of a Chief Justice and
six Judges. Five members of the Court could form a quorum, and the concurrence of
at least four members was necessary to pronounce a judgment.
Act No. 136 abolished the Audiencia established under General Order No. 20 and
declared that the Supreme Court created by the Act be substituted in its place. This
effectively severed any nexus between the present Supreme Court and the Audiencia.
The Anglo-American legal system under which the Supreme Court of the Philippine
Islands was expected to operate was entirely different from the old Spanish system
that Filipinos were familiar with. Adjustments had to be made and thus the decisions
of the Supreme Court, during its early years, reflected a blend of both the AngloAmerican and Spanish systems. The jurisprudence was a gentle transition from the
old order to the new.
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The Supreme Court During the 1935 Constitution
During the Commonwealth
The ratification of the 1935 Philippine Constitution brought the principle of
separation of powers to the Philipines. This separation of powers was not done by
express and specific provision in the Constitution but by actual division of powers of
the government—executive, legislative, and judicial—provided in specific articles of
the 1935 Charter.
As in the United States, the judicial power was vested by the 1935 Constitution
“in one Supreme Court and in such inferior courts as may be established by law.” It
devolved on the judiciary to determine whether the acts of the other two departments
were in harmony with the fundamental law.
A landmark decision, Angara v. Electoral Commission (1936), first defined the
elements of judicial review in the Philippines. It expressly adopted the American
model first explicated in Marbury v. Madison (1803), to wit:
the Constitution has blocked out with deft strokes and in bold lines, allotment
of power to the executive, the legislative and the judicial departments of the
government. The overlapping and interlacing of functions and duties between
the several departments, however, sometimes makes it hard to say just where
the one leaves off and the other begins. In times of social disquietude or
political excitement, the great landmarks of the Constitution are apt to be
forgotten or marred, if not entirely obliterated. In cases of conflict, the judicial
department is the only constitutional organ which can be called upon to
determine the proper allocation of powers between the several departments
and among the integral or constituent units thereof.
Tracking very closely the language of Marbury v. Madison which provided
relevantly, that:
It is emphatically the province and duty of the Judicial Department [the
judicial branch] to say what the law is. Those who apply the rule to particular
cases must, of necessity, expound and interpret that rule. If two laws conflict
with each other, the Courts must decide on the operation of each.
The Court during the Commonwealth was composed of “a Chief Justice and ten
Associate Justices, and may sit en banc or in two divisions, unless otherwise provided
by law.”
The Second Republic
The ending of the Japanese occupation and the subsequent independence of the
Philippines from the United States saw the passage of Republic Act No. 296 or the
Judiciary Act of 1948. This law provided for a more comprehensive characterization of
the jurisdiction of the Court by grouping together the cases over which the Supreme
Court could exercise exclusive jurisdiction to review on appeal, certiorari, or writ of
error.
The Supreme Court Under the 1973 Constitution
The declaration of Martial Law through Proclamation No. 1081 by former President
Ferdinand E. Marcos in 1972 ended the effectivity of the 1935 Constitution and ushered
in the 1973 Constitution. This would have impact on the Court’s exercise of its
judicial power as well as its relationship with the two other branches of government
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under the principle of separation of powers ordained by the 1935 Constitution and
carried over to the 1973 Constitution.
Significant to the Court’s exercise of powers was its recognition of Amendment
No. 6 to the 1973 Constitution which gave the President legislative powers even while
an elected legislative body continued to function. This put the Court in a situation of
having to pass upon presidential decrees and proclamations, letters of instruction,
and other presidential issuances which under Amendment No. 6 were to have the
force and effect of law.
Also largely defining of the relationship between the Court and the Executive
Branch was its co-existence with military commissions created pursuant to the martial
law powers of the President which were given jurisdiction to try civilians for crimes
which fell within the jurisdiction of the regular courts which continued to remain
open and functioning.
The 1973 Constitution increased the number of the members of the Supreme
Court from 11 to 15, with a Chief Justice and 14 Associate Justices. The Justices of the
Court were appointed by the President alone without the consent, approval, or
recommendation of any other body or officials.
The Supreme Court Under the Revolutionary Government and The Freedom Constitution
The successful upheaval that was known worldwide as the “People Power
Revolution” saw the assumption into office of President Corazon C. Aquino as the
seventh President of the Republic. One of her first acts was to declare the existence of
a revolutionary government under Proclamation No. 1 dated February 25, 1986. Among
the more significant portions of this Proclamation was the directive to “all appointive
officials to submit their courtesy resignations beginning with the members of the
Supreme Court.” Heeding the call, the members of the judiciary—from the Supreme
Court to the Municipal Circuit Courts—submitted their resignations. President Aquino
then proceeded to reorganize the entire Court, appointing all 15 members, and also
the lower courts.
On March 25, 1986, President Corazon Aquino, through Proclamation No. 3, also
abolished the 1973 Constitution and put in place a Provisional “Freedom” Constitution.
Under Article I, section 2 of the Freedom Constitution, the provisions of the 1973
Constitution on the judiciary were adopted insofar as they were not inconsistent with
Proclamation No. 3.
On March 25, 1986, President Aquino issued Proclamation No. 3. Article V of
Proclamation No. 3 also provided for the convening of a Constitutional Commission
composed of 50 appointive members to draft a new constitution; this would be
implemented by Proclamation No. 9. The output of the Constitutional Commission of
1986 was submitted to the people for ratification on February 2, 1987. The ratification
of the 1987 Constitution ended the effectivity of the Freedom Constitution of 1986.
The Supreme Court Under the 1987 Constitution
The 1987 Constitution, similar to the 1935 and 1973 Constitutions, vests the
judicial power “in one Supreme Court and in such lower courts as may be established
by law.” (Art. VII, Sec. 1) While the exercise of judicial power is shared by the Supreme
Court with all the lower courts, it is only the Supreme Court’s decisions that are
vested with precedential value as only its interpretations of the Constitution and the
laws carry with its doctrinal authority.
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Unlike all previous Constitutions, however, the 1987 Constitution defines the
concept of judicial power in a very specific way. Art. VIII, Section 1, paragraph 2
provides that “(j)udicial power includes the duty of the courts of justice to settle
actual controversies involving rights which are legally demandable and enforceable,
and to determine whether or not there has been a grave abuse of discretion amounting
to lack or excess of jurisdiction on the part of any branch or instrumentality of the
Government.” The latter phrase expands the authority of the courts and dilutes the
effectivity of the “political question” doctrine which places specific questions best
submitted to the political wisdom of the people beyond the review of the courts.
The 1987 Constitution also provides for specific safeguards to enhance judicial
power and to protect judicial independence. The framers of the 1987 Constitution
added new provisions to ensure the independence of the judiciary. These safeguards
are found in the following provisions:
1) The grant to the judiciary of the right to enjoy fiscal autonomy to
isolate the courts from the caprice and vindictiveness of lawmakers.
“Appropriations for the Judiciary may not be reduced by the legislature
below the amount appropriated for the previous year, and, after approval,
shall be automatically and regularly released.” (Art. VIII, Sec. 3)
2) The grant to the Chief Justice of authority to augment any item in the
general appropriation law for the judiciary from savings in other items of
said appropriation as authorized by law. (Art. VI, Sec. 25[5])
3) The removal from Congress of the power to deprive the Supreme
Court of its jurisdiction over cases enumerated in Section 5 of Article VIII.
4) The grant to the Court of the power to appoint all officials and employees
of the judiciary in accordance with the Civil Service Law. (Art. VIII, Sec. 5
[6])
5) The removal from the Commission on Appointments of the power to
confirm appointments of justices and judges. (Art. VIII, Sec. 8)
6) The removal from Congress of the power to reduce the compensation
or salaries of the justices and judges during their continuance in office. (Art.
VIII, Sec. 10)
7) The prohibition against the removal of judges through legislative
reorganization by providing that “(n)o law shall be passed reorganizing the
Judiciary when it undermines the security of tenure of its members.” (Art.
VIII, Sec. 2)
8) The grant of sole authority to only the Supreme Court to order the
temporary detail of judges. (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[3])
9) The grant of sole authority to only the Supreme Court to promulgate
rules of procedure for the courts. (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[5])
10) The prohibition against designation of members of the Judiciary to
any agency performing quasi-judicial or administrative function. (Art. VIII,
Sec. 12)
11) The 1987 Constitution lodged administrative supervision over the
lower courts and its personnel in the Supreme Court. (Art. VIII, Sec. 6)
The Supreme Court under the 1987 Constitution is composed of a Chief Justice
and 14 Associate Justices. The members of the Court are appointed by the President
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from a list prepared by the Judicial and Bar Council of at least three nominees for
every vacancy. This new process is intended to insulate the courts of justice from
political pressure, ensure the choice of competent judges, and fill existing vacancies
without undue delay.
Sources:
The Philippine Judiciary Foundation, 2011. The History of the Supreme Court. Supreme Court
of the Philippines, Manila.
The 1935 Constitution.
The 1973 Constitution.
The 1986 Freedom Constitution.
The 1987 Constitution.

A. THE WORK OF THE COURTS
The Philippine Judiciary is a hierarchical organization consisting of four levels,
with the Supreme Court at the top tier exercising administrative supervision over all
courts and court personnel and wielding jurisdiction to “review, revise, reverse, modify,
or affirm on appeal or certiorari, as the law or the Rules of Court may provide final
judgments or orders of lower courts” in cases specified in Art. VIII, Sec. 5(2) of the
1987 Constitution. Within each level, the courts are coordinate and equal and do not
enjoy review jurisdiction over each other’s decisions, resolutions, writs, and processes.
The third level courts are collegiate courts, working in divisions of at least three
Justices; the second and first level courts are single-judge courts and are the trial
courts and finders of fact at the first instance.
Adjudication
Under Art. VIII, Sec. 1, the judicial power is vested in “one Supreme Court and
in such lower courts as may be established by law.” This judicial power is exercised
through the judiciary’s primary role of adjudication, which includes the “duty of the
courts of justice to settle actual controversies involving rights which are legally demandable
and enforceable, and to determine whether or not there has been a grave abuse of
discretion amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction on the part of any branch or
instrumentality of the government.”
The Supreme Court
At the top tier of the judicial hierarchy is the Supreme Court. It is presided over
by a Chief Justice and is composed of 14 other Justices. The Court may adjudicate En
Banc or in divisions of three, five, or seven Justices each. Currently, the Supreme Court
is organized into the En Banc and three divisions of five (5) Justices each.
Under the Constitution, it has supervision over the courts, judges, and court
personnel. Its members sit until retirement at age 70 or unless sooner removed by
reason of ill health, death, or conviction after impeachment.
Decisions 1 of the Court, whether sitting En Banc or in division, are imbued with
authoritativeness and, unless reconsidered by the Court, are considered part of the
law of the land.
The Supreme Court has both original and appellate jurisdiction. It exercises
original jurisdiction (cases are directly filed with it in the first instance without first
passing through any of the lower courts) over cases affecting ambassadors, other
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public ministers, and consuls, and over petitions for certiorari, prohibition, mandamus,
quo warranto, and habeas corpus. (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[1]) It also has original jurisdiction
over writs of amparo, habeas data, and the environmental writ of kalikasan. It exercises
appellate jurisdiction to review, revise, reverse, modify, or affirm final judgments and
orders of the lower courts in
(a) All cases in which the constitutionality or validity of any treaty,
international or executive agreement, law, presidential decree, proclamation,
order, instruction, ordinance, or regulation is in question.
(b) All cases involving the legality of any tax, impost, assessment, or toll,
or any penalty imposed in relation thereto.
(c) All cases in which the jurisdiction of any lower court is in issue.
(d) All criminal cases in which the penalty imposed is reclusion perpetua
or higher.
(e) All cases in which only an error or question of law is involved. (Art.
VIII, Sec. 5[1], [2])
The Supreme Court has the power to promulgate rules concerning the protection
and enforcement of constitutional rights, pleading, practice, and procedure in all
courts (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[5]). These rules shall provide a simplified and inexpensive
procedure for the speedy disposition of cases, be uniform for all courts of the same
grade, and shall not diminish, increase or modify substantive rights (Art. VIII, Sec.
5[5]).
The Supreme Court, sitting En Banc, has administrative supervision over all courts
and the personnel thereof (Art. VIII, Sec. 6). Justices of the third level courts and
judges of the second and first level courts are appointed by the President of the
Philippines from a shortlist provided by the Judicial and Bar Council. The Supreme
Court can however assign temporarily judges of lower courts to other stations as
public interest may request. Such temporary assignment shall not exceed six months
without the consent of the judge concerned (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[3]). The Supreme Court
has supervision over the Judicial and Bar Council, which has the principal function
of recommending appointees to the judiciary (Art. VIII, Sec. 8[5]). The Supreme Court
appoints all officials and employees of the Judiciary in accordance with the Civil
Service Law (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[6]). The Supreme Court can also order a change of
venue or place of trial to avoid a miscarriage of justice (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[4]).
The Supreme Court En Banc has the power to discipline judges of all the lower
courts or order their dismissal by a vote of a majority of the members who actually
took part in the deliberation on the issue in the case and voted thereon (Art. VIII, Sec.
11). The Supreme Court has supervision over the mandatory organization of all lawyers,
the Integrated Bar of the Philippines (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[5]). It also has the sole power
to admit qualified candidates to the practice of law and has the power to promulgate
the rules necessary for that purpose (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[5]).
The judiciary shall enjoy fiscal autonomy. Appropriations for the judiciary may
not be reduced by the legislature below the amount appropriated for the previous year
and, after approval, shall be automatically and regularly released (Art. VIII, Sec. 3).
The Supreme Court is given the authority to promulgate rules concerning legal
assistance to the underprivileged (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[5]). This would be consistent with
the guarantee under Art. III, Sec. 11 that “(f)ree access to the courts and quasi-judicial
bodies and adequate legal assistance shall not be denied to any person by reason of
poverty.”
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It also has the authority to disapprove the rules of procedures of quasi-judicial
bodies; existing rules of procedure shall remain effective however unless disapproved
by the Supreme Court (Art. VIII, Sec. 5[5]); Antonio v. Commission on Elections 373
Phil. 680 [1999]).
The Supreme Court, sitting En Banc, is the sole judge of all contests relating to the
election, returns, and qualifications of the President or Vice-President and may promulgate
its rules for the purpose (Art. VII, Sec. 4). Faced with an appropriate case, the Court
En Banc sits as a Presidential Electoral Tribunal (PET).
The Senate and the House of Representatives shall each have an Electoral Tribunal
which shall be the sole judge of all contests relating to the elections, returns, and
qualifications of their respective Members. Each Electoral Tribunal shall be composed
of nine Members, three of whom shall be Justices of the Supreme Court to be designated
by the Chief Justice, and the remaining six shall be Members of the Senate or the
House of Representatives, as the case may be, who shall be chosen on the basis of
proportional representation from the political parties and the parties or organizations
registered under the party-list system represented therein. The senior Justice in the
Electoral Tribunal shall be its Chair (Art. VI, Sec. 17).
The Court of Appeals
At the third tier of the hierarchy are three collegiate courts, one of which is the
Court of Appeals (CA). The CA is the primary appellate court of the Philippines,
exercising its powers, functions, and duties through 23 divisions of three members
each. It sits in three stations—the City of Manila, Cebu, and Cagayan de Oro. The
CA’s 18 th, 19th , and 20th Divisions comprise the CA Visayas Station and are located in
Cebu City, while its 21st, 22 nd, and 23 rd Divisions comprise the CA Mindanao Station
and are based in Cagayan de Oro City. The first 17 Stations are located in the City of
Manila.
The CA is assigned to review cases elevated to it from the Regional Trial Courts
(RTCs) as well as quasi-judicial agencies such as the Civil Service Commission, Securities
and Exchange Commission, National Labor Relations Commission, and the Land
Registration Authority. The CA also reviews cases where the sentence is reclusion
perpetua or life imprisonment, as well as decisions of the Office of the Ombudsman in
administrative disciplinary cases. The CA is a collegial court and sits en banc only to
exercise administrative, ceremonial or other non-adjudicatory functions. Being an
appellate court, it resolves cases based on the record of the proceedings from the trial
court; in certain cases, however, the CA also conducts hearings and receives evidence
such as, for instance, in applications for the writ of amparo or habeas data, whether in
the exercise of original jurisdiction or on remand from the Supreme Court.
The CA also has the original and exclusive jurisdiction to issue freeze orders over
any monetary instrument or property under the Anti-Money Laundering Act of 2001 or
RA 9160. It is also the court with original and exclusive jurisdiction to allow surveillance
and monitoring of communications under the Human Security Act of 2007 or RA 9372.
Also at the third tier are two special courts, the Sandiganbayan and the Court of
Tax Appeals, which, like the CA are collegial courts. But unlike the CA, both have
very specific jurisdictions.
The Court of Tax Appeals
The Court of Tax Appeals is a special collegiate court composed of a Presiding
Justice and eight Associate Justices; it may sit en banc or in three divisions of three
Justices each. RA 9282, which took effect on March 30, 2004, has elevated the status
of the CTA to that of the Court of Appeals.
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The CTA has exclusive jurisdiction to review on appeal decisions in cases involving
disputed assessments, refunds of internal revenue taxes, fees, or other charges, penalties
in relation thereto, or other matters arising under the National Internal Revenue Code.
It also exercises original jurisdiction over all criminal offenses arising from violations
of the Tax or Tariff Codes and other laws administered by the Bureau of Internal
Revenue or the Bureau of Customs.
The Sandiganbayan
The Sandiganbayan is an anti-graft court that has jurisdiction to try public officers
with a Salary Grade of 27 and above (including any co-accused who are private
persons) charged with criminal cases involving violation of the country’s laws on graft
and corruption, particularly RA 3019, as amended, otherwise known as the Anti-Graft
and Corrupt Practices Act, and corresponding civil cases for recovery of civil liability
arising from the offense. Likewise, the Sandiganbayan is vested with appellate jurisdiction
over final judgments, resolutions, or orders of the RTC whether in the exercise of their
original or appellate jurisdiction over crimes and civil cases falling within the original
exclusive jurisdiction of the Sandiganbayan but which were committed by public
officers below Salary Grade 27.
Private individuals can be tried in cases before the Sandiganbayan if they are
alleged to be in conspiracy with the public officer. The decisions of the Sandiganbayan
are directly appealable to the Supreme Court.
Prior to April 16, 2015, the Sandiganbayan was composed of a Presiding Justice
and 14 Associate Justices who sit in five divisions of three Justices each. On April 16,
2015, Republic Act No. 10660, An Act Strengthening the Functional and Structural
Organization of the Sandiganbayan, expanding the Sandiganbayan and enabling it to
speed up disposition of high-profile cases, was passed by Congress and signed into
law by the President.
Under RA 10660, the appointment of six additional justices comprising two additional
divisions is provided. With the operation of RA 10660, there are now 21 Sandiganbayan
Justices sitting in seven divisions of three members each (Section 1 of RA 10660).
The Trial Courts (First and Second Level)
In the first tier are the courts of the first level consisting of the Metropolitan Trial
Courts (MeTCs), which are established in Metropolitan Manila; the Municipal Trial
Courts in Cities (MTCCs), in every city which does not form part of Metropolitan
Manila; the Municipal Trial Courts (MTCs), established in each of the other cities or
municipalities; and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts (MCTCs), created in each circuit
comprising such cities and/or municipalities as grouped by law.
At the same level are the Shari’a Circuit Courts (SCC). Shari’a Courts have been
established in Islamic regions and provinces to interpret and apply the Code of Muslim
Personal Laws (under Presidential Decree No. 1083). Their decisions are appealable to
the Shari’a Appellate Court which, however, has yet to be organized.
The second tier consists of the Regional Trial Courts (RTCs) established in each
of the thirteen (13) regions in the Philippines. Each RTC may be composed of a single
sala or of several branches. RTCs have both original and appellate jurisdiction. In
exercising original jurisdiction, RTCs act as trial courts receiving evidence in the first
instance from the parties to a case falling within its jurisdiction; in exercising appellate
jurisdiction, the RTCs act as courts of appeal over the decisions of the courts of the
first level.
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Also on the same level are the Shari’a District Courts (SDC), whose decisions are
appealable to the still-to-be organized Shari’a Appellate Court. Pending such organization,
SDC decisions are reviewed by the Supreme Court through the special civil action of
certiorari under Rule 65 if the issue is one of jurisdiction or through a petition for
review on certiorari by way of appeal under Rule 45. (Macawiag v. Balindong, GR No.
159210, September 20, 2006)
Admission to the Bar: The 2014 Examinations
By The Numbers
A total of 1,126 candidates or 18.82% of the total examinees passed the 2014 Bar
examinations. From the initial 6,370 applications received, the Supreme Court admitted
6,344 to take the bar exams. Only 5,996 examinees appeared on the first of four
Sundays of the exams and only 5,984 completed it.
Supreme Court Associate Justice Diosdado Peralta led the 2014 Bar Examinations
Committee. The committee conducted the examination on the four Sundays of October
2014 – Oct. 5, 12, 19, and 26 – at the University of Santo Tomas in España, Manila.
The 2014 Bar Examinations consisted of 20% multiple choice questions and 80% essaytype questions.
In a special En Banc session on March 26, 2015, the Supreme Court lowered the
2014 Bar Examinations’ passing rate from 75% to 73%. Under the Rules of Court, a
Bar examinee is “deemed to have passed his examinations successfully if (he/she) has
obtained a general average of 75%.” However, the Supreme Court en banc has the
discretion to lower the passing grade, upon recommendation of the Committee
Chairperson. For the past two consecutive years, the Court has lowered the passing
grade to 70% for the 2012 Bar Examinations and to 73% for the 2013 Bar Examinations.
Upon Justice Peralta’s recommendation, the Court en banc adjusted the passing rate
to 73%.
The Top Placers
The topnotchers in 2014 Bar examinations are
1 st place - 85.50%
Irene Mae Alcobilla
San Beda College
2nd place - 84.45%
Christian Drilon
Ateneo de Manila University
3 rd place - 84.60%
Sandra Mae Magalang
University of the Philippines
4 th place - 84.55%
Mark Leo Bejemino
University of the Philippines
Gil Garcia II
Ateneo de Davao University
Reginald Laco
De La Salle University Lipa
1
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5 th place - 84.50%
Michelle Liao
University of Cebu
6 th place - 84.45%
Jose Angelo David
San Beda College
7 th place - 84.35%
Adrian Augmentado
San Beda College
8 th place - 84.20%
Rhey David Daway
University of the Philippines
Fideliz Cardellie Diaz
Far Eastern University-DLSU
9 th place - 84.00%
Jamie Liz Yu
University of the Philippines
10 th place - 83.95%
Tristan Matthew Delgado
Ateneo de Manila University
The Bar Examinations
The Bar examinations are held once every year at a designated venue in Metro
Manila, under the supervision of the Supreme Court which designates an incumbent
Justice to chair a committee. The Bar examination committee consists of eight examiners,
who are acknowledged experts in their respective fields, and is chaired by a Supreme
Court Justice.
The only professional licensure examinations not conducted by the Professional
Regulations Commission, it is also the only examinations which require the examinees
to answer a combination of open-ended and multiple choice questions in long hand,
subject to exceptions that may be approved by the Court upon recommendation of the
Bar Confidant. Due to the scope, difficulty, and traditionally low passing rates, the
Bar examinations are regarded as the most prestigious and most difficult professional
licensure exam in the country.
The eight subjects covered by the Bar are Political Law and Public International
Law, Labor and Social Legislation, Civil Law, Taxation, Mercantile Law, Criminal
Law, Remedial Law, and Legal Ethics and Practical Exercises. The names of the
examiners are kept confidential and are known only to the Chairperson and the Bar
Confidant until the release of the results, when they are announced for the first time.
For the 2014 Bar examinations, bar codes for the examination booklets were used
for the first time. To facilitate faster entry and to avoid long lines going into the UST
campus, examinees were required to place their belongings in clear plastic bags.

11

JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT 2014-2015
Comparative Statistics on Bar Examinations Results (2000 to 2014)
Year

Total Examinees

Number of Passers

Percentage

2000

4,698

979

20.48%

2001

3,849

1,266

32.98%

2002

4,659

917

19.68%

2003

5,349

1,108

20.71%

2004

5,249

1,659

31.61%

2005

5,607

1,526

27.22%

2006

6,187

1,893

30.60%

2007

5,626

1,289

22.91%

2008

6,364

1,310

20.58%

2009

5,903

1,451

24.58%

2010

4,847

982

20.26%

2011

5,987

1,913

31.95%

2012

5,343

949

17.76%

2013

5,292

1,174

22.18%

2014

5,984

1,126

18.82%

Rule-Making
The Supreme Court has the exclusive power to promulgate rules concerning the
protection and enforcement of constitutional rights, pleading, practice, and procedure
in all courts, the admission to the practice of law, the integrated bar, and legal assistance
to the underprivileged. Any such rules shall provide a simplified and inexpensive
procedure for the speedy disposition of cases, shall be uniform for all courts of the
same grade, and shall not diminish, increase, or modify substantive rights. Rules of
procedure of special courts and quasi-judicial bodies shall remain effective unless
disapproved by the Supreme Court. (Art. VIII, Sec. 54(5))
Administrative Order No. 02-2015, Administrative Order No. 03-2015, Office
of the Court Administrator Circular No. 03-2015, Guidelines for the Assignment of
Skeletal Force During the Papal Visit on 15 to 19 January 2015, January 6 and 12,
2015 2
In time for the visit of Pope Francis to the Philippines, the Supreme Court, through
the Office of the Court Administrator, promulgated guidelines on the maintenance of
a skeletal force by (1) all Executive Judges of the first and second level courts in the
National Capital Judicial Region (during the special non-working days of 15, 16 and
19 January 2015) in their respective stations, and (2) by the concerned Executive
Judges of the first and second level courts in Tacloban City, Leyte, and the Judge of
the Municipal Trial Court of Palo, Leyte (on 17 January 2015).

1
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Bar Matter No. 1922, Re: Recommendation of the Mandatory Continuing Legal
Education [MCLE] Board to Indicate in All Pleadings Filed with the Courts the Counsel’s
MCLE Certificate of Compliance or Certificate of Exemption, January 14, 2014 3
Upon the recommendation of the MCLE Governing Board, the Court resolved to:
(a) AMEND the June 3, 2008 resolution by repealing the phrase “Failure
to disclose the required information would cause the dismissal of the case
and the expunction of the pleadings from the records” and replacing it with
“Failure to disclose the required information would subject the counsel to
appropriate penalty and disciplinary action”; and
(b) PRESCRIBE the following rules for non-disclosure of current MCLE
compliance/exemption number in the pleadings:
(i) The lawyer shall be imposed a fine of P2,000 for the first offense,
P3,000 for the second offense, and P4,000 for the third offense;
(ii) In addition to the fine, counsel may be listed as a delinquent
member of the Bar pursuant to Section 2, Rule 13 of Bar Matter No. 850
and its implementing rules and regulations; and
(iii) The non-compliant lawyer shall be discharged from the case
and the client/s shall be allowed to secure the services of a new counsel
with the concomitant right to demand the return of fees already paid to
the non-compliant lawyer.
AM No. 14-03-02-SC, Re: Program for Piloting and Assessing the Proposed Revised
Rules of Civil Procedure, March 18, 2014 4
The Supreme Court approved the piloting of Rules 22 (Preliminary Conference)
and 24 (Trial of Issues) of the draft Revised Rules of Civil Procedure providing for a
new system for speedy court trial. Beginning February 23, 2015, the rules of the new
system shall apply to civil actions in selected first and second-level courts that have
not yet undergone pre-trial.
AM No. 12-11-2-SC, Guidelines for Decongesting Holding Jails By Enforcing the
Rights of Accused Persons to Bail and to Speedy Trial, March 18, 2014 5
Recognizing the need to implement constitutional requirements in respecting an
accused’s rights to bail and to a speedy trial, the Supreme Court En Banc approved the
Guidelines for Decongesting Holding Jails By Enforcing The Rights of Accused Persons
to Bail and to Speedy Trial.
Upon the Committee for the Decongestion of Provincial, City, and Municipal
Jails’ recommendation for the adoption of guidelines for decongesting holding jails by
enforcing the rights of accused persons to bail and to speedy trial, the Supreme Court
promulgated AM No. 12-11-2-SC on March 18, 2014.
Under the first part of the Guidelines with regard to the right to bail, in no case
shall the court require excessive bail. The accused may move for the fixing of the
amount of bail, in which event, the Executive Judge shall cause the immediate raffle
of the case for assignment and the hearing of the motion.
Following the Guidelines with regard to the right to a speedy trial, the case shall
be raffled and referred to the trial court to which it is assigned within three days from
the filing of information. Arraignment should occur within 10 days from the date of
the raffle. The trial should be set not later than 30 days from the termination of the
pre-trial conference.
1
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The court shall terminate the regular trial within 180 days, or the trial by judicial
affidavits within 60 days. The case against the detained accused may be dismissed on
ground of denial of the right to speedy trial in the event of failure to observe the
proper time limits.
The Guidelines also mention that subpoena and notices may be served by the
court to parties and witnesses through electronic mails (e-mail) or through mobile
phone either through phone calls or through short messaging service (SMS).
AM No. 13-05-05-SC, Re: Revision of Restrictions on Teaching Hours of Justices,
Judges, and Personnel of the Judiciary, April 1, 2014 6
The Court resolved to amend the rules and regulations on teaching, specifically
allowing teaching hours for not more than 10 hours a week. On regular working days
(Monday to Friday), teaching shall not be conducted earlier than 5:30 p.m. It also
specified that an application for permission to teach filed by court personnel from the
Court of Appeals, the Sandiganbayan, or the Court of Tax Appeals, it shall be subject
to the approval of the presiding justice or the executive justice concerned, as the case
may be.
OCA Circular No. 87-2014, Guidelines on the Release of Pensions for Judges/
Pensioners and Survivorship Pensioners, June 23, 2014 7
Beginning July 2014, the following guidelines shall be observed in the release of
pensions for judges/pensioners and survivorship pensioners:
1. Pensions of retired judges/pensioners who receive their pensions through
APS [the Automated Payroll System] shall be credited not earlier than the
7th working day of every month;
2. Pensions of retired judges/pensioners who receive their pensions through
Modified Disbursement Scheme (MDS) checks shall likewise be released not
earlier than the 7th working day of every month, by mail or by personal pickup; and
3. Pensions of survivorship pensioners shall be released not earlier than
the 10th working day of the month, by mail or by personal pick-up.
OCA Circular No. 99-2014, Reduction of Initial/Opening Deposit and Maintaining
Balance of Regular Savings Account From P10,000 to P1,000 for the Fiduciary and
Sheriff’s Trust Fund Accounts; Waiver of Certification Fee on Bank Balances; and
Waiver of Fee on Requests for Snapshots and Re-Printing of Bank Statements,
July 31, 2014 8
The foregoing bank policies were requested by the Office of the Court Administrator
and approved by the Land Bank of the Philippines. Under the Circular, the foregoing
shall also serve as an authority to open a Fiduciary Fund and Sheriff’s Trust Fund
account.
Office Order No. 10-2014, Establishing the Standard Thickness of Case Rollos
and Records, August 7, 2014 9
The thickness of case rollos or records shall not exceed 2 ½ inches. Annexes may
be contained in a subsequent volume or volumes in cases where the pleading itself
exceeds 2 ½ inches; Provided, that a particular document, whether pleading or annex,
may not be split or divided into separate volumes. For this purpose, the rollos or
records shall be labeled as Volume I, II, III, and so on.
Further, members of the Court may request that rollos or records of old cases be
separated in parts in accordance with the foregoing standard; Provided that the rollos
1
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shall be coursed through the Rollo Room which shall in turn transmit the rollos to the
docketing office concerned for stitching.
OCA Circular No. 110-2014, Bar Matter No. 2604 (Re: Clarification Relative to
Sections 2 and 13, Rule III of the 2004 Rules of Notarial Practice), August 22, 2014 10
The Circular quoted for the information, guidance, and strict compliance of the
third, second, and first level courts as well as the Office of the State Prosecutor, the
Public Attorney’s Office, and the Integrated Bar of the Philippines the Court En Banc’s
resolution in the cited Bar Matter clarifying that for renewal of notarial commission,
aside from payment of the application fee, a notary public needs only to file a written
application with the Executive Judge within 45 days before the expiration of the
notarial commission, attaching thereto clearances from the following:
(1) Executive Judge of the Regional Trial Court who will issue the notarial
commission;
(2) Office of the Bar Confidant;
(3) Local Chapter of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines where the
applicant is seeking notarial commission; and
(4) National Bureau of Investigation
OCA Circular No. 115-2014, Uniform Period and Procedure in the Payment of
Fines in Administrative Matters, August 27, 2014 11
In accordance with the Court’s August 27, 2013 resolution in AM No. P-03-1703,
Edna Fe F. Aquino v. Jose R. Martin, Sheriff IV, Regional Trial Court, August 27, 2014,
the following procedure was outlined by the above Circular:
All fines shall be paid within 30 days from the finality of the decisions or final
resolution imposing the fine. Decisions and resolutions in administrative cases which
are immediately executory shall be considered final, for purposes of the payment of
fines, upon receipt of the subject decision or resolution and the fine shall be paid
within the aforementioned period regardless of the filing of a Motion for Reconsideration.
Payment shall be made with the office of the Clerk of Court of the station where
the respondent is assigned which, within five days, shall furnish the Docket and
Clearance Division (DCD), Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) with a certified
copy of the receipt indicating therein the case number where the fine was imposed.
Payment may also be made with the Cash Division of the Financial Management
Office, OCA, which shall immediately furnish the DCD, OCA, with a certified true
copy of the receipt indicating therein the case number where the fine was imposed.
The DCD shall inform the Court of all payments of the fines in administrative
matters. It shall likewise inform the Court of any failure of respondent(s) to pay fines
imposed by the Court.
OCA Circular No. 156-2014, Automation of the Payroll System for All Pensioners/
Judges and Survivorship Pensioners, December 9, 2014 12
The Court gave all pensioners/judges and survivorship pensioners who are receiving
their monthly pensions/annuities through Modified Disbursement Scheme (MDS) checks
until the end of January 2015 to open an ATM account with any branch of the Land
Bank of the Philippines of their choice and to submit a clear copy of the same with the
Financial Management Office, Office of the Court Administrator, for inclusion in the
ATM payroll of pensions/annuities. The monthly pensions/annuities of those concerned
who will fail to comply with the said directive shall not be released.
1
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Education of Bench and Bar
RA 8557 established the Philippine Judicial Academy (PHILJA) as a “separate
component unit of the Supreme Court” and which “shall operate under its administration
and control” (Sec. 2). The PHILJA serves as a training school for justices, judges, court
personnel, lawyers, and aspirants to judicial posts.
Bar Matter No. 850 provides for the enhancement of the practice of law in the
entire country through an effective program for continuing legal education. Discharging
this program, the Mandatory Continuing Legal Education Office (MCLEO) is tasked
to “carry out the objectives of the mandatory continuing legal education.” Established
by Administrative Order No. 113-2003, it is one of the decentralized units under the
control and supervision of the Supreme Court. Rule 2, Section 1 of Bar Matter No. 850
(Revised Rules on MCLE for Members of the IBP), specifically provides for the requirements
of MCLE completion, providing that “[m]embers of the IBP not exempt under Rule 7
shall complete every three (3) years at least thirty-six (36) hours of continuing legal
education activities approved by the MCLE Committee.”
The subject requirements for the completion for the MCLE include Legal Ethics
(six credit units), Trial and Pre-Trial Skills (four credit units), Alternative Dispute
Resolution (five credit units), Updates on Substantive and Procedural Law and
Jurisprudence (nine credit units), Legal Writing and Oral Advocacy (four credit units),
International Law and Conventions (two credit units), and MCLE Prescribed Subjects
(six credit units), which cover topics on Technology and the Law, Law and Economics,
Environmental Law, International Legal Processes, Transnational Business Transactions,
Law Reforms in Specific Areas of Law, Law as a Means of Social Control, and Gender
Sensitivity.
Discipline of Justices, Judges, Lawyers, and Court Personnel
STATISTICAL SUMMARIES FROM JANUARY 2014 TO APRIL 2015
DATA ON ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINTS AGAINST JUSTICES AND JUDGES

*some cases are consolidated w/ other cases or w/ more than 1 respondent
Docket and Clearance Division, Legal Office, OCA
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**penalized in miscellaneous matters included

***per records received at the end of the month
OFFICE ORDER NO. 01-2015
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Republic of the Philippines

Supreme Court
Manila

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
COMPLAINTS AND INVESTIGATION DIVISION

Accomplishment Report for the Year 2014
on the Number of Administratively Disciplined Employees in the Supreme Court
A. I. Disciplinary Cases
PENALTY

No. of Supreme Court
Employees

Admonished
Admonished with Warning
Severely Warned
Reprimanded and Warned
Severely Reprimanded w/ Warning
Suspended
Dismissed

0
0
6
0
1
5
0

B. Non-Disciplinary Cases
Dropped from the roll due to AWOL

2

Regular Activities:
Administrative Cases

Case Input

Case Output

Percentage of Case Disposal

28

23

82.00%

CASE INPUT:
A. Case/s Pending Resolution by the Court as of December 31, 2013
B. Previous and 2013 Case/s evaluated & submitted to the Court as of December 31, 2014
C. New Case/s received by the CID in 2014
Total
CASE OUTPUT:
A. Previous and 2013 Case/s Resolved by the Court as of December 31, 2014
B. Previous and 2013 Case/s evaluated & submitted to the Court as of December 31, 2014
C. 2014 Case/s evaluated & submitted to the Court as of December 31, 2014
D. Case/s withdrawn or resolved internally w/in the CID in 2014
Total
PENDING CASE/S:
A. 2014 Case/s Pending Evaluation by the CID as of December 31, 2014

=
=
=
=

03
08
17
28

=
=
=
=
=

02
09
11
01
23

=

05

2. Non-Disciplinary Cases
CASE NUMBER
(Date filed)

TITLE

CHARGE(S)

REMARKS

A.M. No. 2014-02(A)-SC

Re: Absence Without Official
Leave (AWOL) of Ma. Victoria
S. Cabigas, Accounting Clerk
II, Accounting Division, FMOOCA

AWOL

Per Court En Banc Minute
Resolution dated March 14, 2014,
the Court resolved to DROP Ms.
Ma. Victoria S. Cabigas from the
Rolls effective December 23, 2013.

A.M. No. 2014-17(A)-SC

Re: Absence Without Official
Leave (AWOL) of Danilo M.
Trivinio, Utility Worker II,
Fiscal Monitoring Division,
CMO-OCA

AWOL

Pending Resolution by the
Court as of December 30, 2014

1
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Statistical Summaries:
No. of Administrative Complaints received by the CID in Year 2014
No. of Reports on AWOL received by the CID in year 2014
No. of Administrative Disciplinary and Non-Disciplinary Cases Evaluated
and Submitted in 2014 for the Resolution of the Court
No. of Administrative Cases Withdrawn or Resolved Internally within the CID
No. of Administrative Cases Pending Evaluation by the CID as of December 31, 2014
Others:
No. of Processes/Memoranda served
No. of Certifications Issued as to No Pending Administrative Cases
No. of SC Clearances Processed
No. of Loans certified - Cooperative
SCSLA
No. of Loans certified - Conso & Policy Loans
No. of Loans certified - Pag-Ibig

17
2
19
1
5
632
164
150
1746
1377
1740
573

May 14, 2015

STATISTICAL SUMMARIES FROM JANUARY 2014 TO APRIL 2015
DATA ON ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINTS AGAINST PERSONNEL

*some cases are consolidated w/ other cases or w/ more than 1 respondent

**penalized in miscellaneous matters included

***per records received at the end of the month

Docket and Clearance Division, Legal Office, OCA

OFFICE ORDER NO. 01-2015

TOTAL NUMBER OF LAWYERS WHO WERE DISCIPLINED
PENALTY IMPOSED
DISBARRED
SUSPENDED FROM THE PRACTICE OF LAW
SUSPENDED FROM THE PRACTICE OF LAW & NOTARIAL COMM.
SUSPENDED NOTARIAL COMM.
REPRIMANDED
FINED & REPRIMANDED
ADMONISHED
FINED AND ADMONISHED
CENSURED
WARNED
FINED AND WARNED
ORDERED AND ARRESTED
TOTAL
Office of the Bar Confidant

1

PREVIOUS
YEARS TO
2013

2014

TOTAL

118
396
23
28
122
3
193
1
8
33
725
87

4
54
8
4
8
0
23
0
0
0
73
3

122
450
31
32
130
3
216
1
8
33
798
90

1,737

177

1,914
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Committee Work
SC Program on Awards and Incentive for Excellence (SC PRAISE)
For 2014, the Praise Committee granted Loyalty Awards to 280 recipients: nine
awardees for those in who have rendered 40 years of service in the government; 24
awardees, 35 years; 22 awardees, 30 years; 32 awardees, 25 years; 53 awardees, 20
years; 58 awardees, 15 years; 82 awardees, 10 years.
Seventeen compulsory retirees and four optional retirees were awarded Service
Awards.
Moreover, in a Praise Committee Memorandum dated February 28, 2014, the
Supreme Court approved the Committee’s request to conduct the Search for Model
Employees every two years, instead of yearly as has been held since its inception in
2009. This, the Committee said, would give the offices more time to select and nominate
more qualified employees. The two-year period will also ensure that the Search will
even be more competitive in terms of qualifications of the nominees in the years to
come.
The Search is an annual search for model employees in the supervisory, nonsupervisory, and professional levels with exceptional work performance and achievements
that have greatly contributed to the over-all operations of the Court.
The Search includes five special awards: Commitment to Service, Communication
Excellence, Innovation, Leadership, and Kasipagan.
SC Personnel Development Committee
Created under Administrative Circular 9-2001, the Personnel Development
Committee is tasked to formulate policies and procedures in the HR Development
programs, screen applicants, and recommend to the Chief Justice the most qualified
personnel who may participate in such programs.
In 2014, the Committee received 42 applications and passed 36 resolutions.
SC Grievance Committee
While the SC Grievance Committee did not receive any complaint filed before in
2014, it continued to resolve two matters pending before it.
The Committee has also proposed amendments to the provisions of the SC Grievance
Machinery and its Internal Rules and Procedures.
SC Sports Committee
In Memorandum Order No. 10-2013, dated March 4, 2013, the Sports Committee
was reconstituted for a more orderly conduct of sports events or tournaments and
other similar activities for the employees’ well-being.
The Committee spearheaded special projects, such as the Zumba Fitness Program
for officials and employees of the Court, which was held thrice a week for four
months.
Through the Committee, which requested the purchase of gym equipment, Supreme
Court officials and employees have been enjoying the use of such, which include a
treadmill, stationary bike, and recumbent bike since October 2014. The equipment are
available for use at the SC Gymnasium.
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The Committee conducted the 2014 SC Sports Tournament from June to November
2014. Among the events are chess, darts, badminton, women’s volleyball, men’s volleyball,
and basketball tournaments.
SC Health and Welfare Plan Committee
The SC Health and Welfare Plan is a medical benefits scheme aimed at providing
financial assistance to lower court officials and personnel. Financial assistance is
primarily by way of reimbursement of hospitalization and other medical expenses to
members and burial assistance to survivors.
The SCHWP has a total of 21,857 members as of December 2014. The number of
claims totaled 5,518, representing 25 per cent of the total membership.
Membership to SCHWP is voluntary. It is open to all officials and personnel of
first level and second level courts nationwide. Members pay a particular amount as
annual dues.
For year 2014, the Committee processed and evaluated a total of 14,222 claims,
2,899 of which were received in 2013 and carried over due to lack of requirements by
claimants. These claims totaled 12,775. Regions 2 to 4 account for 4,514 claims, or 35
percent of the total, while those from the NCR and Region 1 totaled 4,355, or 34
percent. Claims from Regions 5 to 12, including the CARAGA Region, comprise the
remaining 31 percent, or 3,906 claims.
Approved claims in 2014 amounted to P75,011,076.33, unadjusted. Outpatient
claims amounted to P43,803,111.73, while hospitalization claims amounted to
P30,047,964.60. Burial claims amounted to P1,160,000.00.
Hypertension and diabetes mellitus top the most common ailments, prompting
members’ claims for benefits.
Nineteen medical cases were granted Letters of Authority (LOA) in 2014. These
LOA availments amount to P571,037.96.

Attached and Related Institutions (PET, JBC, PHILJA, MCLEO)
The Presidential Electoral Tribunal
Under the last paragraph of Section 4, Article VII of the Constitution, the Supreme
Court, as the Presidential Electoral Tribunal (PET), is “the sole judge of all contests
relating to the election, returns, and qualifications of the President or Vice-President.”
Previously, section 1 of Republic Act No. 1793 provides, “There shall be an
independent Presidential Electoral Tribunal to be composed of eleven members which
shall be the sole judge of all contests relating to the election, returns, and qualifications
of the president-elect and the vice-president-elect of the Philippines. It shall be composed
of the Chief Justice and the other ten members of the Supreme Court.”
As of 2015, the only case pending before the PET is the election case filed by then
2010 vice presidential candidate Manuel A. Roxas against now Vice President Jejomar
C. Binay, which case was docketed as PET Case No. 004.
Relative to PET Case No. 004, the Tribunal has so far held a total of 103 sessions,
and conducted the preliminary conference required under Rule 29 of the 2010 Rules
of the Presidential Electoral Tribunal.
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Due for resolution is the motion of protestant Roxas for “forensic examination”
and “random manual sampling.” The 2010 PET Rules, however, do not provide for
random manual sampling. The Rules only provide for the revision of votes itself.
Furthermore, the Rules require the protestant to make a cash deposit to cover all
expenses incidental to the bringing of the ballot boxes and election documents or
paraphernalia to the Tribunal, as well as for returning them after the case has been
terminated.
Apart from the pleadings, motions, and other documents filed by the parties, the
Tribunal has also acted on a number of requests for permission to open, access, and/
or use the ballot boxes, ballots, election returns, election documents or paraphernalia
that are also involved in election contests before other fora.
The Judicial and Bar Council
The Judicial and Bar Council (JBC) has the singular mandate to nominate
appointments to the judiciary: Chief Justice and Associate Justices of the Supreme
Court; Presiding Justice and Associate Justices of the Court of Appeals, the
Sandiganbayan, and the Court of Tax Appeals; and judges of first level and second
level courts. It also nominates those who will be appointed Ombudsman, Deputy
Ombudsman, Special Prosecutor, Legal Education Board Chairperson, and LEB Regular
Member.
To further improve its nomination process, the JBC, in 2014, conducted an action
planning workshop to clarify its key result areas; revisit its policies and processes, and
formulate new ones; and draw up a three-pronged strategy: an information drive, a
search campaign, and a feedback mechanism.
Surveys have also been conducted to elicit comments on JBC policies and selection
criteria, and suggestions on how to improve the selection process.
Current Composition
Since August 24, 2012, the JBC has been under the stewardship of Chief Justice
Maria Lourdes P. A. Sereno as JBC Ex Officio Chairperson.
Together with the Chief Justice are the following Ex Officio Members: Justice
Secretary Leila M. De Lima, Sen. Aquilino L. Pimentel III, alternating with Rep. Niel
C. Tupas, Jr. The JBC Regular Members are retired SC Justice Angelina SandovalGutierrez, representing Retired SC Justices, who acts as the JBC Executive Committee
Chairperson; retired Court of Appeals (CA) Justice Aurora Santiago-Lagman, Private
Sector Representative; Atty. Jose V. Mejia, representing the legal academe, and Atty.
Maria Milagros N. Fernan-Cayosa, representing the Integrated Bar of the Philippines
(IBP).
Serving as JBC Consultants are SC Senior Associate Justice Antonio T. Carpio,
SC Justice Presbitero J. Velasco, Jr., SC Justice Teresita J. Leonardo-De Castro, and
Deputy Court Administrator Raul B. Villanueva.
The JBC Ex Officio Secretary is Atty. Enriqueta E. Vidal, Clerk of Court En Banc.
Statistical Summaries
In 2014, upon the recommendation of the OCA and with the Chief Justice’s
approval, a total of 206 positions were opened for application: one in the Supreme
Court, two in the CA, one in the Sandiganbayan, 197 in the lower courts, two in the
Office of the Ombudsman, and three in the LEB.
1
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In the first quarter of 2015, the JBC opened 111 positions: four in the CA, 105 in
the lower courts, and two in the LEB.
For the period January to December 2014, a total of 174 vacancies with 4,801
applicants were processed and subsequently taken up during the first preliminary
deliberation of the ExeCom.
From January to April 2015, the Council preliminarily deliberated on 671 applicants
vying for 30 vacancies.
Apart from its background check on the applicants, the JBC conducted in Manila
and in the provinces psychological evaluation of 404 applicants in 2014 and 194
applicants from January to April 2015; public interview of 58 applicants, in 2014, and
17 applicants from January to April 2015; and individual interview of 433 applicants
in 2014, and 215 applicants from January to April 2015.
During its second deliberation, the JBC ExeCom took up 179 positions with 3,289
applicants in 2014; and 52 positions with 1,934 applicants from January to April
2015.
In 2014, the Council En Banc drew up shortlists for 183 positions, with 4,025
applicants for final consideration — 884 of whom were nominated. From January to
April 2015, a total of 55 positions were taken up, and out of 1,248 applicants, a total
of 152 were nominated.
The JBC likewise received from the Office of the President appointments to 135
positions in 2014, and to 76 posts from January to April 2015.
Special Activities
Regional dialogues have been conceived as a three-pronged strategy: as an
information drive, as a search campaign, and as a feedback mechanism. Through
these dialogues, stakeholders are oriented on JBC’s search, screening, and selection
processes. Likewise, they are afforded the opportunity to express their concerns and
suggest on how to enhance these processes. In the process, lawyers are also urged to
join the judiciary.
The JBC held another round of dialogues in Luzon, particularly in Baguio City,
in 2014. The dialogue was attended by 94 participants, consisting of judges, prosecutors,
lawyers from the Public Attorney’s Office, the Integrated Bar of the Philippines, clerks
of court, members of the academe, and members of the media. An earlier round of
dialogues in the Visayas and in Mindanao were held in 2013.
A survey was also undertaken on April 29, 2014 on the point system, survey
system, and online application system. The survey was aimed at eliciting from stakeholders
feedbacks or suggestions on how to speed up and enhance the selection process.
The online application system was piloted on April 30, 2014, in Baguio City,
concurrent with the interview of applicants for courts in Judicial Regions 1 and 2.
The survey results were positive. Thus, negotiations have been made with the
Management Information Systems Office for the establishment of a bundled enhancement
online application system, which would be linked to the JBC Integrated Data System.
To align itself with the Supreme Court guidelines on e-filing of documents, the
JBC Management Committee formulated guidelines on electronic filing of applications
and data sheets. The said guidelines were approved by the ExeCom on August 7,
2014, and were thereafter posted in the JBC website.
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Regular Activities
A. Inventory, Assessment, and Opening of Vacancies
An inventory is regularly conducted by the JBC as an assessment and planning
tool to keep track of the vacancies. It includes data, such as the dates the vacancies
occurred, caseload of the vacant courts, number of applicants for each vacancy, previous
actions, and status.
Upon the request of the JBC, the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) assesses
the vacancies and recommends which of the vacancies would be prioritized.
After the approval of the Chief Justice of the OCA’s recommendation, vacancies
are opened for application or recommendation.
B. Publication and Dissemination of Announcements of Opening of Vacancies
Wide dissemination of the notices of the opening of vacancies has doubtlessly
broadened the base of choices for judgeship positions. Thus, the JBC continues to
cause the dissemination of these announcements through print, broadcast, and electronic
media.
The JBC also requests the assistance of Executive Judges, the Integrated Bar of the
Philippines (IBP) and its Chapters, and publishers of local newspapers for the
dissemination of announcements or for their posting at least three conspicuous places
in the locality where the position is stationed. The JBC also posts announcements at
the JBC website (http://jbc.judiciary.gov.ph/) and at SC bulletin boards.
Upon the JBC’s request, the SC Public Information Office posts such announcements
at the SC website (http://sc.judiciary.gov.ph/); disseminates those through its Twitter
account; and issues media advisories.
C. Processing of Applicants
The JBC Secretariat reviews application documents and ensures the completion
by applicants of all the requirements. It prepares a profile for each applicant, a masterlist
of applicants in alphabetical order and by geographic region, and comprehensive
applicant profile matrices showing the comparative qualifications of all applicants for
every vacant position, the results of background check, synopsis of oppositions, complaints,
comments, and other relevant information. These data are encoded in the Integrated
Data System. Since the last quarter of 2014, after previous pilot-tests, the JBC started
using profile matrices of applicants and other materials generated by the IDS.
D. Preliminary Screening of Applicants
After a pre-screening done by the Office of the Executive Officer, a list of applicants
classified accordingly is submitted to the JBC Executive Committee (ExeCom) consisting
of the JBC Regular Members. A deliberation on the list is done by the ExeCom in the
presence of the representatives of the Ex Officio Chairperson and Members and with
the assistance of the OCA representative, the Executive Officer, the Office of Recruitment,
Selection, and Nomination Chief, and two staff members. It then comes up with a long
list of applicants for publication. Prior to publication, the long list is submitted to the
Ex Officio Chairperson and Members for their comment or approval.
Those who do not meet the qualification requirements and the Council’s evaluative
criteria and those with disqualifications are not included in the publication and no
longer go through the remaining stages of the selection process.
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E. Publication and Dissemination of Lists of Applicants
Upon the approval by the Ex Officio Chairperson and Members, the list of applicants
who pass preliminary screening is published in two newspapers of general circulation,
with an invitation to the public to file a sworn complaint, written report, or opposition
against any of the applicants. Those whose names are delisted are apprised of such
facts and urged to apply for other vacancies.
Copies of the list of applicants are disseminated in the same manner as notices of
vacancies.
In case oppositions are filed, the JBC furnishes the applicants concerned with
copies thereof respectively for their comment, if they so desire. The Members, at their
discretion, may ask them to comment thereon during the interview.
F. Background Check
Queries on Candidates’ Background
As part of the background check on the candidates in the long list, requests for
information, such as pending or decided cases against candidates or any derogatory
records, are made from the following:
a. Office of the President
b. Department of Justice
c. Office of the Ombudsman
d. Civil Service Commission
e. Office of the Court Administrator
f. Office of the Bar Confidant
g. Public Attorney’s Office
h. Integrated Bar of the Philippines
i. National Bureau of Investigation
j. Other appropriate agencies
Information gathered from these sources are compiled and reflected in the applicants’
profile matrices.
Survey on Applicants
To obtain feedback or information as to the reputation of candidates for positions
in the judiciary and for key offices in the Office of the Ombudsman and in the Legal
Education Board, questionnaires are sent to persons who have knowledge of the
qualifications or character of applicants. Answers to the questionnaires are held with
strict confidentiality and are tabulated and calculated based on a set criteria and
formula. The results of the survey are then submitted to the Council and serve as a
guide in the evaluation of candidates.
G. Psychological Evaluation of Applicants
Complementing their medical certificates and the results of their executive medical
examinations are the results of applicants’ psychological evaluation conducted by JBC
psychologists. The Council considers the applicants’ strenghts and limitations based
on the core qualities of independence, competence, integrity, and probity.
H. Essay-Writing Test
To assess whether applicants can express themselves in a clear, concise, grammatically
correct, and logical manner, applicants are required to write an essay before their
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interview. The essays written by the applicants should be reflective of their writing
ability as well as their thought-organizational skill and would thus help the Council
in its evaluation.
I. Interview of Applicants
Personal interviews are conducted by the Council to test the applicants’ mastery
of the law; probe into their values and philosophies; and observe their personality,
demeanor, and physical condition.
Also in line with its commitment to improve the transparency and public awareness
of its proceedings, the Council conducts public interviews for candidates to vacant
judicial positions in appellate courts, and for key positions in the Office of the Ombudsman
and the LEB. The schedules of the interviews are announced in newspapers of general
circulation.
J. Second Deliberation on Candidates
After the interview and psychological evaluation of candidates, the ExeCom holds
another meeting for purposes of re-evaluating them. It takes into account the applicants’
educational background; Bar examination performance; professional experience; work
performance; awards and distinctions; other accomplishments, such as authorship of
law books and articles, and leadership in organizations; the essay they had written;
and the results of the background check, survey, psychological evaluation and interview.
It then classifies the applicants, into four categories: first preference, second preference,
least preferred, and disqualified.
K. Final Evaluation and Selection of Nominees
The list submitted by the ExeCom is deliberated upon by the Council En Banc,
which then comes up with a shortlist of at least three nominees for each vacancy. The
nominees are requested to signify in writing their acceptance of non-acceptance of the
nomination. The shortlist is thereafter submitted to the Office of the President, together
with pertinent documents concerning the nominees. On the other hand, candidates
for lower courts who do not make it to the shortlist are notified and encouraged to
apply for other vacancies.
The PHILJA
In 2014, the PHILJA revisited its training curricula as it seeks to ensure that the
substance of the PHILJA programs meet the needs of the judiciary and the current
trends in judicial education. It held a preliminary activity on the PHILJA Curriculum
Preview, followed by a Plenary Assembly of the PHILJA Corps of Professors.
A thought piece contributed by the Chief Justice as well as inputs from the Supreme
Court Justices served as the roadmap during the curriculum review. A sub-committee
was created to review the Academy’s curriculum chaired by Dean Sedfrey M. Candelaria
with Justice Delilah Vidallon-Magtolis as ex-officio member, and Fr. Ranhilio C. Aquino,
Dr. Cheselden George V. Carmona, Judge Rowena M. San Pedro, Judge Mario M.
Campanilla, and Professor Jose Jesus M. Disini, Jr. as members.
The PHILJA conducted a total of 91 training programs and activities (TPAs), with
a total of 11,715 participants in 2014. The participants were composed of 138 justices;
2,442 judges; 506 clerks of court; 341 legal researchers; 117 sheriffs; 119 process
servers; 4,463 other lower court personnel; 556 officials, lawyers, and other personnel
from the SC, the CA, the CTA, and the Sandiganbayan; 139 PHILJA corps of professors;
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2,733 non-court personnel; and 161 Pre-Judicature Program (PJP) participants. The
TPAs included 27 programs, 39 special focus programs, seven focus group discussions
and roundtable discussions, 10 convention-seminars, and six other training programs
and activities.
Thirty-one PJP graduates were appointed to the judiciary in 2014.
The PHILJA also launched the Citizen’s Handbook on Environmental Justice for the
Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao (ARMM), in coordination with the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Tanggol Kalikasan (TK), and the Mindanao
State University (MSU). It also assisted the SC-Program Management Office in conducting
three UNDP-supported projects, namely (1) Exploring Mechanisms to Enhance the Education
Program on Environmental Justice in the Public Administration and Law Schools, (2)
Development of an IEC Material on Environmental Justice, and Piloting the Localization of
Environmental Justice via Building the Capacity of Networks of People’s Organizations,
NGOs (non-governmental organizations), and other Civil Society Organizations.
The PHILJA also collaborated with 43 partners — seven international and 36
local partners — in the conduct of 62 TPAs; and hosted foreign speakers, lecturers,
discussants, foreign justices, and judge visitors of its TPAs.
The Academy released a PHILJA Judicial Journal (PJJ) on the UNCLOS Philippine
Maritime Regimes in two books — Book I: Philippine Laws and Jurisprudence, and Book
II: United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and International Jurisprudence. It also
came up with four issues of the PHILJA Bulletin (PB); January to December issues of
the PHILJA Electronic Alerts; five special publications (the PHILJA Annual Reports for
2012 and for 2013, Laws, Rules and Issuances on Cases Involving Family, Domestic Relations,
Women and Children (Revised and Updated), and the Citizen’s Handbook on Environmental
Justice for the Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao, and Not by Bread Alone, which
is authored by retired Court of Appeals Justice Delilah Vidallon-Magtolis.
To further strengthen its core capacity, the PHILJA Board of Trustees (BoT) approved
a number of board resolutions: the membership of the PHILJA Corps of Professors;
renewal of appointments of Justice Marina L. Buzon as PHILJA Executive Secretary
and of Justice Delilah Vidallon-Magtolis as Head of the PHILJA Academic Affairs
Office; the selection of retired Supreme Court Justice Jose C. Vitug, Chair of the
PHILJA Law Department, as holder of the 2014 Metrobank Foundation Professorial
Chair in Civil Law; proposed Comprehensive General Liability Insurance offered by
the GSIS; and the membership of PHILJA in the Asia Pacific Judicial Educator’s Group,
among others.
The PHILJA BoT also approved the designation of three new members of the
Corps of Professors for a term of two years: Court of Appeals-Cebu City Associate
Justice Ramon Paul L. Hernando (also a member of the PHILJA Department of
Commercial Law), Sandiganbayan Associate Justice Oscar C. Herrera, Jr. (also a member
of the Department of Criminal Law), and Retired SC Associate Justice Roberto A.
Abad. Moreover, Professor Jose Jesus M. Disini, Jr. was designated as the new Vice
Chair of the PHILJA Court Technology Department. It also approved the renewal of
consultancy of four PHILJA consultants.
PHILJA is also the Court’s component unit for court-annexed mediation (CAM),
appeals court mediation, and other forms of alternative dispute resolution, including
judicial dispute resolution (JDR).
Thus, in 2014, the PHILJA Special Committee on Consolidation of Mediation
Guidelines revised the following subject matters in the Guidelines: mandatory coverage
for CAM and JDR; roles and functions of the Office of the Court Administrator,

JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT 2014-2015
executive and presiding judges, and clerks of court; referral of cases to the PMC units;
selection of mediators, sanctions, and duration of mediation. The Committee is tasked
to determine provisions in various issuances on mediation to be incorporated in the
Consolidated and Revised Guidelines on Mediation.
Through the Philippine Mediation Center Office (PMCO), the PHILJA also trains
mediators. To date, there are 120 CAM units covering 1,641 courts, or 81 percent of
the courts nationwide; and 40 judicial dispute resolution (JDR) sites covering 977
courts, or 48 percent of the courts nationwide.
The PMCO, through its recruitment and re-accreditation program, accredited 68
mediation trainees for CAM and re-accredited 198 mediators.
The PMCO held 28 TPAs on CAM and 12 TPAs on JDR, attended by a total of
2,064 participants composed of 1,028 males and 1,036 females. These include 347
mediators, 170 mediator applicants, 308 mediation trainees, 94 PMC unit staff members,
48 PMC unit staff applicants, 326 judges, 409 clerks of court and branch clerks of
court, and 362 non-court personnel.
This year, the PMC was able to help declog court dockets by settling 24,015 cases,
through CAM, MCAM, and ACM. On the other hand, the judges acting as mediators
in JDR proceedings settled 3,395 cases. The success rate of mediation cases for this
year are: 23,236 out of the 64,356 cases referred to CAM (61%); 154 out of 1,171 cases
referred to ACM (31%); and 3,395 out of 18,091 cases referred to JDR (35%).
The PMCO is tasked with the expansion, development, implementation, monitoring,
and sustainability of SC-ADR mechanisms.
Mandatory Continuing Legal Education (MCLE) Office
The MCLE Office, through its Governing Board, in 2014 passed and approved
significant resolutions aimed at improving the implementation of the MCLE program.
For one, it approved MCLE Governing Board Resolution No. 005-2014 requiring
private Providers to affiliate with a law school in order for MCLE programs to be
conducted in a more academic manner, to raise the standard of legal education, and
to maximize the learning experience of lawyer-participants. This would empower law
schools as partners in conducting mandatory continuing legal education. A Resolution
that would allow government’s subsidy thereto to be kept at a very minimal level was
also approved.
The MCLE Office continued in implementing the MCLE Program, which is on its
14 th year, and on its 5th compliance period (April 15, 2013 to April 14, 2016).
As of 2014, there are 61 MCLE Providers with valid accreditation. The MCLE
Providers can be categorized as (a) Government or public, which includes government
offices, agencies, and educational institutions (e.g., PHILJA, UP Law Center); (b) IBP
National, under which all chapters must course through their MCLE activities pursuant
to MCLE Governing Board Resolution No. 002-2014; and (c) Private Providers, which
include law offices and other organizations and private entities constituted for the
purpose of offering legal education courses which must be affiliated with a recognized
law school (MCLE Governing Board Resolution No. 005-2014).
The MCLE-accredited Providers conducted a total of 1,859 activities in Metro
Manila and other major cities throughout the country. A total of 876 of these activities
were provided by the UP Law Complex and the PHILJA.
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The MCLE Board also passed upon applications for accreditation of providers,
requests for approval of legal education activities, classification of topics or subjects,
MCLE implementing regulations, SC Circulars or Bar Matters relevant to the MCLE
program, MCLE fees, and other matters pertaining to the implementation of the MCLE
program.
The MCLE Office started giving out notices of non-compliance with the MCLE
Program on the first week of August 2014 pursuant to the provision of Section 2, Rule
12 (Non-Compliance Procedures) of Bar Matter No. 850.
These notices are system-generated based on the program developed in coordination
with the SC Management Information Systems Office (MISO). The system prints out
notices of non-compliance to all members of the IBP who have not complied with the
Program, to those with deficient units, to those exempted members who have not filed
the Attestation of Exemption or the Application for Exemption, to those who have
complied but have not filed the Attorney’s Compliance Report and to those with
payments due and payable either as fine for late filing or penalty for non-compliance
within the prescribed period.
As of July 2014, a total of 25,873 members appear to be non-compliant with the
MCLE. The number includes deceased members who have not been officially reported
as deceased, and justices, judges, and court lawyers, among others, who failed to file
their Attestation of Exemption or the Application for Exemption, as most of them may
be unaware that such Attestation of Exemption for each compliance period has to be
filed before they can be considered exempted for the period.
Other responses received relative to the notices of non-compliance came from
lawyers seeking exemption due to old age and/or physical disability; lawyers who are
either not in practice or are residing or working abroad. In the process, the MCLE is
also purging and cleansing the lawyers’ list.
On December 3, 2014, the Board, through MCLE Governing Board Resolution No.
007-2014, also passed a resolution requiring counsel to file a written entry of appearance
prior to appearance and arguing in courts and quasi-judicial bodies.
The Board, through Resolution Nos. 005-2014 and 006-2014, both dated August
2006, required private Providers to affiliate with a law school-accredited by the Legal
Education Board and recognized by the MCLE Governing Board; and authorized the
Chairperson of the MCLE Governing Board to act on applications for exemptions of
retired members of the judiciary, respectively.
Also approved are Guidelines for the Collection of MCLE Fees and the Utilization
and Disbursement of the MCLE Fund, submitted for approval of the Supreme Court,
through Resolution No. 004-2014, dated June 24, 2014.
Also in 2014, the Board required all MCLE activities conducted by accredited
Providers, whether in-house or otherwise, government or private, to have at least 10
lawyer-participants for it to be monitored and given the corresponding credit units by
the MCLE Office.
In a separate resolution, the Board resolved that the IBP National Office shall be
the sole Provider of all MCLE activities of the IBP subject to the standards and rules
of accreditation of providers as set forth in Rule 9, Bar Matter No. 850, and its implementing
regulations.
The Board resolved that in addition to existing fees, all MCLE accredited providers,
whether private, IBP, government educational institutions, or office, and other legally
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mandated Providers shall pay a) the cost of transportation of the MCLE monitor/s;
b) the cost of accommodation of the monitor/s; and c) per diem of the monitor/s,
when applicable.
Among the innovations introduced by the MCLEO are
a) The MCLE database system, which accurately stores records of IBP
members — personal information, MCLE credit units earned, compliance/
exemption numbers, payments, among others—which will undergo future
upgrades. These are the integration of a Payment Details Module, where the
user may review the history of payments made; the incorporation of the
MCLE Provider and the Lecturer Rating System;
b) E-Payment System; Provider-based registration of participants, where
data stored will be extracted and brought back to the MCLE Office for faster
posting of earned units of participants, regardless of the number of attendees.
This method would introduce an automated process of posting of credit units
of the attendees, making the manual checking and verification of summarized
reports easier, faster, and more efficient; and
c) On-line access of justices, judges, among those concerned, to the list
of compliant lawyers; and individual on-line registration of lawyers for viewing
of MCLE credit units. Such adjustments in software and hardware are expected
to result in the more effective and efficient implementation of the MCLE
Program.
Aside from monitoring numerous MCLE activities and programs nationwide, the
MCLE Office continues to perform its function of receiving, evaluating, and processing
the Attorney’s MCLE Compliance Reports, applications for exemption, applications
for accreditation of MCLE Providers, applications for approval of seminar programs,
applications for credit units, and for consideration of earned credit units and for
reconsideration of earned credit units.
The MCLE Office also attended to queries from lawyers on MCLE requirement,
the subject areas and the credit units, the schedules of accredited legal education
seminars and providers, grounds for exemption and the required attachments to the
applications, the non-participatory credit units, if any, and the compliance status.
The MCLE Governing Board has already began discussing possible amendments
to Bar Matter No. 850 and its Implementing Rules in order to improve the conduct of
mandatory continuing legal education.

THE SUPREME COURT
Selected Significant 2014-2015 Supreme Court Decisions
(1) Political Law
In Gonzales III v. OP, the Court, on motion for reconsideration by the Office of the
President (OP), reversed its September 4, 2012 decision insofar as petitioner Deputy
Ombudsman Emilio A. Gonzales III is concerned and declared unconstitutional Section
8(2) of RA 6770 (The Ombudsman Act of 1989). It held that the said provision granting
disciplinary jurisdiction to the President over a Deputy Ombudsman violates the
independence of the Office of the Ombudsman. On the other hand, the Court resolved
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to maintain the validity of Section 8(2) of RA 6770 insofar as petitioner Special Prosecutor
Wendell Barreras-Sulit is concerned. The Court did not consider the Office of the
Special Prosecutor to be constitutionally within the Office of the Ombudsman and as
such, held it is not entitled to the independence the latter enjoys under the Constitution.
The Court held that its ruling is without prejudice to the power of the Ombudsman
to conduct an administrative investigation, if warranted, into the possible administrative
liability of Deputy Ombudsman Gonzales under pertinent Civil Service laws, rules,
and regulations. (GR No. 196231 & GR No. 196232, January 28, 2014)
In Burgos v. Esperon, the Court held that the courts’ role in a Writ of Amparo
proceeding is merely to determine whether an enforced disappearance has taken
place and who is responsible or accountable; and to define and impose the appropriate
remedies to address the disappearance. It found the beneficial purpose of the Writ of
Amparo has been served in this case with the Court of Appeals’ final determination
of the persons responsible and accountable for the enforced disappearance of the
victim and the commencement of the corresponding criminal action. Thus the Court
declared the instant Writ of Amparo proceeding closed and terminated, without prejudice
to the concerned parties’ compliance with its directives and subject to its continuing
jurisdiction to enforce compliance with its Resolution. (GR No. 178497, February 4,
2014)
In Funa v. MECO, the Court held the Manila Economic and Cultural Office (MECO)
to be a sui generis private entity especially entrusted by the Government with the
facilitation of unofficial relations with the people in Taiwan without jeopardizing the
country’s faithful commitment to the “One China” policy of the People’s Republic of
China. Be that as it may, as the MECO handles government funds in the form of
“verification fees” it collects on behalf of the Department of Labor and Employment
and the “consular fees” it collects under Section 2(6) of EO 15, s. 2001, the Court held
that MECO’s accounts pertaining to such collections should be audited by the Commission
on Audit. (GR No. 193462, February 4, 2014)
In Remman Enterprises, Inc. v. Professional Regulatory Board of Real Estate Services,
the Court denied the petition to declare unconstitutional Sections 28(a), 29, and 32 of
RA 9646 (the Real Estate Service Act of the Philippines) for being oppressive in requiring
estate developers to employ licensed real estate brokers to sell, market, and dispose of
their properties. The Court found RA 9646 a valid exercise of the State’s police power,
noting that the Legislature had rightfully recognized the necessity of imposing the
new licensure requirements to all real estate service practitioners, including more
importantly, those working for real estate developers, to ensure the health and safety
of home and lot buyers. (GR No. 197676, February 4, 2014)
In Disini, Jr. v. The Secretary of Justice, the Court declared the following provisions
of RA 10175 (the Cybercrime Act) as unconstitutional, either wholly or “contextually”
(in relation to a situation or another provision):
1. Section 4(c)(3) that penalizes posting of unsolicited commercial communications;
The High Court held that to prohibit the transmission of unsolicited ads would deny
a person the right to read his emails, even unsolicited commercial ads addressed to
him. It noted that while commercial speech, such as unsolicited advertisements, is a
separate category of speech which is not accorded the same level of protection given
to other constitutionally guaranteed forms of expression, it is nonetheless entitled to
protection;
2. Section 12 that authorizes the collection or recording of traffic data in realtime; The Court pointed out that this authority given law enforcement agencies is too
sweeping and lacks restraint. It noted that while the provision says traffic data collection
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should not disclose identities or content data, such restraint is but an illusion as
admittedly, nothing can prevent law enforcement agencies holding these data in their
hands from looking into the identity of the sender or receiver and what the data
contains. The Court found that the foregoing will unnecessarily expose the citizenry
to leaked information or, worse, to extortion from certain bad elements in these agencies;
3. Section 19 that authorizes the Department of Justice to restrict or block access
to suspected Computer Data; The Court held the provision violative of the constitutional
guarantees to freedom of expression and against unreasonable searches and seizure
as such section does not only preclude any judicial intervention, but it also disregards
jurisprudential guidelines established to determine the validity of restrictions on speech;
4. Section 4(c)(4) that penalizes online libel only where it penalizes those who
simply receive the post or react to it but not unconstitutional as far as the original
author is concerned; The Court held that cyberlibel is actually not a new crime since
Article 353, in relation to Article 355 of the Revised Penal Code, already punishes
“similar means” for committing libel. However, in holding that the section is valid
only as to the author of the cyberlibel, the Court noted that cyberlibel brings with it
certain intricacies, unheard of when the Penal Code provisions on libel were enacted;
5. Section 5 that penalizes aiding or abetting and attempt in the commission of
a cybercrime only in relation to Sections 4(c)(2) on Child Pornography, 4(c)(3) on
Unsolicited Commercial Communications, and 4(c)(4) on Libel; The Court pointed out
that Section 5 with respect to Section 4(c)(4) is unconstitutional as its vagueness raises
apprehension on the part of internet users because of its obvious chilling effect on the
freedom of expression. Moreover, the Court noted that formal crimes such as libel are
not punishable unless consummated. Also, in the absence of legislation such as in
other countries tracing the interaction of netizens and their level of responsibility, the
Court held that Section 5 in relation to Sections 4(c)(2) on Child Pornography, 4(c)(3)
on Unsolicited Commercial Communications, and 4(c)(4) on Libel, cannot stand scrutiny;
and
6. Section 7 on liability under other laws only in relation to Sections 4(c)(4) on
Online Libel and 4(c)(2) on Child Pornography; The High Court clarified that charging
the offender under both Article 353 of the Revised Penal Code and Section 4(c)(4) of RA
10175 would be a blatant violation of the proscription against double jeopardy. It
found the same is true with regard to child pornography committed online as Section
4(c)(2) merely expands the Anti-Child Pornography Act’s scope so as to include identical
activities in cyberspace. (GR No. 203335, GR No. 203299, GR No. 203306, GR No.
203359, GR No. 203378, GR No. 203391, GR No. 203407, GR No. 203440, GR No.
203453, GR No. 203454, GR No. 203469, GR No. 203501, GR No. 203509, GR No.
203515, and GR No. 203518, February 18, 2014)
In a later signed resolution, the Court denied all the motions for reconsideration
of its decision dated February 18, 2014. (GR No. 203335, GR No. 203299, GR No.
203306, GR No. 203359, GR No. 203378, GR No. 203391, GR No. 203407, GR No.
203440, GR No. 203453, GR No. 203454, GR No. 203469, GR No. 203501, GR No.
203509, GR No. 203515, and GR No. 203518, April 22, 2014)
In Republic v. Drugmaker’s Laboratories, Inc., the Court held that Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) Circular Nos. 1 and 8, s. 1997 requiring bioavailability/
bioequivalence testing for certain drugs are valid issuances and binding to all concerned
parties, including the respondents in this case. The Court noted that the purpose of
these circulars is for the FDA to administer and supervise the implementation of the
provisions of AO 67, s. 1989, including those covering the bioavailability/bioequivalence
testing requirement, consistent with and pursuant to RA 3720 (the Food, Drug, and
1
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Cosmetic Act). Thus the Court ruled that the FDA has sufficient authority to issue the
said circulars since they would not affect the substantive rights of the parties that they
seek to govern. (GR No. 190837, March 5, 2014)
In TESDA v. COA, the Court held that the Commission on Audit properly disallowed
the payment of excessive Extraordinary and Miscellaneous Expenses (EME) by the
Technical Education and Skills Development Authority (TESDA) from 2004-2007. The
Court noted that TESDA failed to point out the law specifically authorizing it to grant
additional reimbursement for EME from the Technical Education and Skills Development
Project (TESDP) Fund, contrary to the explicit requirement in the Constitution and the
law. It found that there is nothing in the 2004 to 2007 General Appropriation Acts
which allows TESDA to grant its officials another set of EME from another source of
fund like the TESDP Fund. As to the TESDA officials who had no participation in the
approval of the excessive EME, the Court found them to have acted in good faith and
thus they need not refund the excess EME they had received. (GR No. 204869, March
11, 2014)
In Araullo v. Aquino III, the Court declared unconstitutional the following acts
and practices under the Disbursement Acceleration Program, National Budget Circular
No. 541, and related executive issuances for being in violation of Section 25(5), Article
VI of the 1987 Constitution and the doctrine of separation of powers, namely:
(a) The withdrawal of unobligated allotments from the implementing agencies,
and the declaration of the withdrawn unobligated allotments and unreleased
appropriations as savings prior to the end of the fiscal year and without complying
with the statutory definition of savings contained in the General Appropriations Acts;
(b) The cross-border transfers of the savings of the Executive to augment the
appropriations of other offices outside the Executive; and
(c) The funding of projects, activities and programs that were not covered by any
appropriation in the General Appropriations Act.
The Court further declared void the use of unprogrammed funds without a
certification by the National Treasurer that the revenue collections exceeded the revenue
targets for non-compliance with the conditions provided in the relevant General
Appropriations Acts. (GR No. 209287, GR No. 209135, GR No. 209136, GR No. 209155,
GR No. 209164, GR No. 209260, GR No. 209442, GR No. 209517, and GR No. 209569,
July 1, 2014)
In a later signed resolution, the Court modified the dispositive portion of its July
1, 2014 decision so as to partially grant the petitions for certiorari and prohibition and
declare unconstitutional for being in violation of Section 25(5), Article VI of the 1987
Constitution and the doctrine of separation of powers:
(a) the withdrawal of unobligated allotments from the implementing agencies
and the declaration of the withdrawn unobligated allotments and unreleased
appropriations as savings prior to the end of the fiscal year without complying with
the statutory definition of savings contained in the General Appropriations Acts; and
(b) the cross-border transfers of the savings of the Executive to augment the
appropriations of other offices outside the Executive.
The Court further declared void the use of unprogrammed funds despite the
absence of a certification by the National Treasurer that the revenue collections exceeded
the revenue targets for non-compliance with the conditions provided in the relevant
General Appropriations Acts.
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The Court also clarified that (1) interpretation of the GAA and the definition of
“savings” is a foremost judicial function, (2) the reversion to the General Fund of
unexpended balances of appropriations – savings included – pursuant to section 28,
Chapter IV, Book VI of the Administrative Code does not apply to the Constitutional
Fiscal Autonomy Group, (3) Section 39, Chapter 5, Book VI of the Administrative Code
which allows the president to approve the use of any savings in the regular appropriations
authorized in the GAA for programs and projects of any department, office, or agency
to cover a deficit in any other item of regular appropriations violates Section 25 (5),
Article VI of the Constitution because the latter expressly limits the authority of the
President to augment an item in the GAA to only those in his own Department out of
savings in other items of his own Department’s appropriations, (4) the item referred
to by Section 25 (5) is the last and indivisible purpose of a program in the appropriation
law, which is distinct from the expense category or allotment class. Accordingly, so
long as there is an item in the GAA for which Congress had set aside a specified
amount of public fund, savings may be transferred thereto for augmentation purposes,
(5) whether or not the 116 Disbursement Acceleration Program-funded projects had
appropriation cover and were validly augmented require factual determination that
is not within the scope of the present consolidated petitions under Rule 65, (6) while
aggregate revenue collection must first exceed revenue target, this being a constitutional
interpretation of an ambiguous phrase in the provision on unprogrammed funds, the
construction should be given prospective effect, 7) the Court has agreed during its
deliberations to extend to the proponents and implementers of the DAP the benefit of
the doctrine of operative fact because they had nothing to do at all with the adoption
of the invalid acts and practices, and (8) the Programs, Activities, and Projects (PAPs)
remain effective under the operative fact doctrine. (GR No. 209287, GR No. 209135,
GR No. 209136, GR No. 209155, GR No. 209164, GR No. 209260, GR No. 209442,
GR No. 209517, and GR No. 209569, February 3, 2015)
In Smart Communications, Inc. v. Municipality of Malvar, Batangas, the Court upheld
the constitutionality of respondent municipality’s Ordinance No. 18, series of 2003,
entitled An Ordinance Regulating the Establishment of Special Projects. It found that the
fees in the said ordinance are not imposed to regulate the administrative, technical,
financial, or marketing operations of telecommunications entities, such as Smart’s;
rather, to regulate the installation and maintenance of physical structures including
Smart’s cell sites or telecommunications tower. It ruled that the regulation of the
installation and maintenance of such physical structures is an exercise of the police
power of respondent municipality and does not encroach on the National
Telecommunications Commission’s regulatory powers. (GR No. 204429, February 18,
2014)
In Cagas v. COMELEC, the Court found petitioner guilty of indirect contempt of
court under Section 3(c) and (d), Rule 71 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure as
amended for his exploitation of Court Administrator Jose Midas Marquez’s position
and for his defamatory statements against the Court in general and to the ponente in
particular in his letter to Court Administrator Marquez. It fined him P10,000 for each
offense for a total of P20,000. The Court held that petitioner cannot raise the defense
of privacy of communication, especially after his admission that he requested Court
Administrator Marquez to show the Digital Video Discs that came with the letter to
the members of the High Court. It ruled that his contemptuous statements against the
Court is an abuse of the right to free speech and degrades the administration of
justice. (GR No. 209185, February 25, 2014)
In Marcos, Jr. v. Republic, the Court denied with finality motions for reconsideration
of its decision dated April 25, 2012 affirming the April 2, 2009 decision of the
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Sandiganbayan declaring all the assets of Arelma, S.A., an entity created by the late
President Ferdinand E. Marcos, forfeited in favor of the government as ill-gotten
wealth. The Court found that the Sandiganbayan did not err in granting the Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment despite the Arelma account and proceeds being held
abroad. It said to rule otherwise would contravene the intent of the forfeiture law and
indirectly privileges violators who are able to hide public assets abroad: beyond the
reach of the courts and their recovery by the State. It also took note that the High
Courts of the United States, the Philippines, and Switzerland have clearly explained
in decisions related to this case that wresting control over these matters from the
Philippine judicial system would disrupt international comity and reciprocal diplomatic
self-interests. (GR No. 189434 & GR No. 189505, March 12, 2014)
In Espinas v. COA, the Court dismissed a petition for certiorari filed by department
managers of the state-owned Local Water Utilities Administration which assailed the
Notice of Disallowance issued by the Commission on Audit (COA) on petitioners’
reimbursement claims for the extraordinary and miscellaneous expenses amounting to
P13,110,998.26. The Court found no grave abuse of discretion on the part of the
Commission since petitioners’ reimbursement claims were solely supported by a mere
certification as to their claimed incurrence. This certification was found violative of
COA Circular No. 2006-01 which requires that a “claim for reimbursement of such
expenses shall be supported by receipts and/or other documents evidencing
disbursements.” (GR No. 198271, April 1, 2014)
In Imbong v. Ochoa, Jr., the High Court unanimously held that RA 10354, otherwise
known as the Responsible Parenthood and Reproductive Health Act of 2012 (RH Law),
was not unconstitutional except with respect to the following provisions, which were
declared unconstitutional:
a) Section 7, and the corresponding provision in the Implementing Rules and
Regulations of the RH Law (RH-IRR) insofar as they (a) require private health facilities
and non-maternity specialty hospitals and hospitals owned and operated by a religious
group to refer patients, not in an emergency or life-threatening case, as defined under
RA 8344, to another health facility which is conveniently accessible; and (b) allow
minor-parents or minors who have suffered a miscarriage access to modern methods
of family planning without written consent from their parents or guardian/s;
b) Section 23(a)(1) and the corresponding provision in the RH-IRR, particularly
section 5.24 thereof, insofar as it punishes any health care provider who fails or
refuses to disseminate information regarding programs and services on reproductive
health regardless of his or her religious beliefs;
c) Section 23(a)(2)(i) and the corresponding provision in the RH-IRR insofar as
they allow a married individual, not in an emergency or life-threatening case, as
defined under RA 8344, to undergo reproductive health procedures without the consent
of the spouse;
d) Section 23(a)(2)(ii) and the corresponding provision in the RH-IRR insofar as
they limit the requirement of parental consent only to elective surgical procedures;
e) Section 23(a)(3) and the corresponding provision in the RH-IRR, particularly
section 5.24 thereof, insofar as they punish any health care provider who fails and/
or refuses to refer a patient not in an emergency or life-threatening case, as defined
under RA 8344, to another health care service provider within the same facility or one
which is conveniently accessible regardless of his or her religious beliefs;
f) Section 23(b) and the corresponding provision in the RH-IRR, particularly
section 5.24 thereof, insofar as they punish any public officer who refuses to support
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reproductive health programs or shall do any act that hinders the full implementation
of a reproductive health program, regardless of his or her religious beliefs;
g) Section 17 and the corresponding provision in the RH-IRR regarding the rendering
of pro-bono reproductive health service, insofar as they affect the conscientious objector
in securing PhilHealth accreditation; and
h) Section 3.0l (a) and Section 3.01(j) of the RH-IRR, which added the qualifier
“primarily” in defining abortifacients and contraceptives, as they are ultra vires and,
therefore, null and void for contravening Section 4(a) of the RH Law and violating
Section 12, Article II of the Constitution.
The Court likewise lifted the status quo ante order it had issued on March 19, 2013
as extended by its Order, dated July 16, 2013, insofar as the provisions of the RH Law
which were declared as constitutional. (GR No. 204819, GR No. 204934, GR No.
204957, GR No. 204988, GR No. 205003, GR No. 205043, GR No. 205138, GR No.
205478, GR No. 205491, GR No. 205720, GR No. 206355, GR No. 207111, GR No.
207172, and GR No. 207563, April 8, 2014)
In Umali v. COMELEC, the Court was faced with the issue of whether the qualified
registered voters of the entire province of Nueva Ecija or only those in Cabanatuan
City can participate in a plebiscite called for the conversion of Cabanatuan City from
a component city into a highly urbanized city (HUC). The Court granted the petition
for certiorari filed by the Governor of Nueva Ecija and declared null and void the
COMELEC resolution setting the date for the conduct of a plebiscite in which only the
registered voters of Cabanatuan City would be allowed to vote. Ruling that the entire
province of Nueva Ecija would be affected by Cabanatuan City’s conversion, the
Court ordered the COMELEC to conduct a plebiscite for the purpose of converting
Cabanatuan City into a HUC to be participated in by the qualified registered voters
of Nueva Ecija within 120 days from the finality of its decision. (GR No. 203974,
April 22, 2014)
In CSC v. Cortes, the Court reversed and set aside a decision of the Court of
Appeals which had nullified a resolution of the Civil Service Commission invalidating
the appointment of respondent to the position of Information Officer V in the Commission
on Human Rights (CHR) for being nepotistic, her father being a member of the CHR.
The Court ruled that respondent’s argument that the prohibitive veil does not include
appointments made by a group of individuals acting as a body such as the CHR En
Banc was absurd, as to rule otherwise would render the prohibition meaningless. The
Court added that the fact that the respondent’s father abstained from voting as regards
her appointment did not cure its nepotistic character as his mere presence during the
deliberations for such appointment “created an impression of influence and cast doubt
on the impartiality and neutrality of the Commission En Banc.” (GR No. 200103,
April 23, 2014)
In Villaseñor v. Ombudsman, the Supreme Court ruled that the Rules of Procedure
of the Office of the Ombudsman are procedural in nature and therefore, may be applied
retroactively to petitioners’ cases which were pending and unresolved at the time of
the passing of AO No. 17, which makes appealable decisions of the Ombudsman
immediately executory. The Court said that no vested right is violated by the application
of Section 7 as amended by AO No. 17 because the respondent in the administrative
case is considered preventively suspended while his case is on appeal and, in the event
he wins on appeal, he shall be paid the salary and such other emoluments that he did
not receive by reason of the suspension or removal. In this connection, the Court noted
that there is no such thing as a vested interest in an office, or even an absolute right
to hold office and that excepting constitutional offices which provide for special immunity
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as regards salary and tenure, no one can be said to have any vested right in an office.
(GR No. 202303, June 4, 2014)
In OSG v. CA, the Supreme Court ruled that the Court of Appeals committed
grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction in issuing resolutions
which obligated the Office of the Solicitor General to represent the Municipality of
Saguiran. This is because such ruling disregarded the provisions of the Local Government
Code that vests exclusive authority upon legal officers to be counsels of local government
units. The Court also pointed out that even the employment of a special legal officer
is expressly allowed by the said law only upon a strict condition that the action or
proceeding which involves the component city or municipality is adverse to the provincial
government or to another component city or municipality. (GR No. 199027, June 9,
2014)
In LBP v. Atlanta Industries, Inc., the Court held the procurement of water pipes
by the Bids and Awards Committee of the City Government of Iligan City exempt
from RA 9184 (General Procurement Reform Act)’s public bidding requirements. The
Court noted that the water pipe project is financed by the proceeds of the Subsidiary
Loan Agreement between Land Bank of the Philippines (Land Bank) and the City
Government of Iligan, which agreement in turn is an accessory to Loan Agreement
No. 4833-PH between the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(IBRD) and Land Bank, and that Loan Agreement No. 4833-PH requires the following
of the IBRD Guidelines in procurement. The Court held Loan Agreement No. 4833-PH
to be in the nature of an executive agreement which should be complied with under
the fundamental international law principle of pacta sunt servanda. (GR No. 193796,
July 2, 2014)
In Naval v. COMELEC, the Supreme Court held that petitioner, a provincial board
member who had already served three consecutive terms, cannot run again for the
same position albeit in representation of a renamed district. The Court declared that
to allow otherwise would be to create a dangerous precedent unintended by the
drafters of the Constitution and RA 9716 re-apportioning the districts of Camarines
Sur and would practically allow him to hold the same office for 15 years.
(GR No. 207851, July 8, 2014)
In Dela Cruz v. People, the Supreme Court acquitted petitioner who had been
arrested for extortion but was compelled to submit his urine for drug testing. His urine
sample was the only available evidence used as basis for his conviction for the use of
illegal drugs. The Court held that the drug test was a violation of petitioner’s right to
privacy and right against self-incrimination. (GR No. 200478, July 23, 2014)
In Airlift Asia Customs Brokerage Inc. v. CA, the Supreme Court nullified Customs
Administrative Order 3-2006 requiring customs brokers desiring to practice their profession
before the Bureau of Customs (BOC) to first obtain a Certificate of Accreditation from
the BOC. The Court held that this accreditation amounted to a licensing requirement
which is prohibited by RA 9280 or the Customs Brokers Act of 2004. Under RA 9280,
a customs broker shall be allowed to practice the profession in any collection
district without the need of securing another license from the Bureau of Customs.
(GR No. 183664, July 28, 2014)
In People v. Cogaed, the Court held that there was no reasonable suspicion that
would allow a legitimate “stop and frisk” action. It found that the police officers had
identified the alleged perpetrator through facts that were not based on their personal
knowledge as the information as to the accused’s whereabouts was sent through a
text message and that the accused, who never acted suspiciously, had been identified
by a driver. Further, it found the bag that allegedly contained the contraband was
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required to be opened under intimidating circumstances and without the accused
having been fully apprised of his rights. (GR No. 200334, July 30, 2014)
In Vinuya v. Romulo, the Court affirmed its April 28, 2010 decision and reiterated
its ruling that whether or not to espouse petitioners’ claim against the Government of
Japan with regard to the Filipino “comfort women” is left to the exclusive determination
and judgment of the Executive Department by the Constitution, and that the courts
cannot interfere in this matter. (GR No. 162230, August 12, 2014)
In Jardeleza v. Sereno, the Court granted the petition for certiorari and mandamus
filed by then Solicitor General (now Supreme Court Associate Justice) Francis H.
Jardeleza challenging his exclusion from the shortlist for the vacancy in the Supreme
Court. The Court declared petitioner as deemed included in the shortlist submitted to
the President for consideration as Associate Justice of the Supreme Court vice Associate
Justice Roberto A. Abad. The Court further directed the Judicial and Bar Council
(JBC) to review and adopt rules relevant to the observance of due process in its
proceedings, particularly JBC 009 and JBC 010, subject to the approval of the Court.
(GR No. 213181, August 19, 2014)
In GMA Network, Inc. v. COMELEC, the Court declared unconstitutional and
therefore null and void Section 9 (a) of COMELEC (Commission on Elections) Resolution
No. 9615, as amended by COMELEC Resolution No. 9631, which lays down the
requirements and limitations on the duration of air time that a candidate or party may
use for their broadcast advertisements or election propaganda. It held the “aggregatebased” airtime limits unreasonable and arbitrary as they unduly restrict and constrain
the ability of candidates and political parties to reach out and communicate with the
people. (GR No. 205357, GR No. 205374, GR. No. 205592, GR No. 205852, and
GR No. 206360, September 2, 2014)
In Microsoft Corporation and Adobe Systems Incorporated v. Farajallah, the Court
held that initial hearsay information or tips from confidential informants could very
well serve as basis for the issuance of a search warrant, if followed up personally by
the recipient and validated. It found that the evidence on record clearly showed that
the applicant and witnesses were able to verify the information obtained from their
confidential source. (GR No. 205800, September 10, 2014)
In Vivares v. St. Theresa’s College, the Court held that respondent school and its
officials did not violate petitioner minors’ privacy rights that would warrant the grant
of the privilege of the writ of habeas data. It found the records bereft of any evidence
other than bare assertions that petitioners utilized Facebook’s privacy settings to make
the subject photos visible only to them or to a select few. Without proof that petitioners
placed the photographs subject of this case within the ambit of their protected zone
of privacy, the Court held that they cannot now insist that they have an expectation
of privacy with respect to the photographs in question. (GR No. 202666, September
29, 2014)
In SJS Officers v. Lim, the Court held that in the absence of any convincing reason
that the life, security, and safety of the inhabitants of Manila are no longer put at risk
by the presence of the oil depots in Pandacan, Manila City Ordinance 8187, allowing
the continued stay of the oil depots in Pandacan, is unconstitutional and invalid.
(GR No. 187836 and GR No. 187916, November 25, 2014)
The Court later denied the motions for reconsideration of the affected oil companies
and also clarified that the depots’ relocation and transfer necessarily include the
complete removal of the facilities in the Pandacan terminal and should be made part
of the required comprehensive plan and relocation schedule of the City of Manila. It
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also held that its resolution is final and that under pain of contempt, no further
pleadings shall be entertained in these cases. (GR No. 187836 and GR No. 187916,
March 10, 2015)
In Ejercito v. COMELEC, the Court affirmed the grant by the Commission on
Elections of the petition for the disqualification of petitioner who was then running
for Governor of Laguna for spending in his campaign an amount in excess allowed
under the law. It held that the inclusion of the amount contributed by a donor to a
candidate’s allowable limit of election expenses does not trample upon the free exercise
of the voters’ rights of speech and of expression under Section 4, Article III of the
Constitution. It said that as a content-neutral regulation, the law’s concern is not to
curtail the message or content of the advertisement promoting a particular candidate
but to ensure equality between and among aspirants with “deep pockets” and those
with less financial resources. It ruled that any restriction on speech or expression is
only incidental and is no more than necessary to achieve the substantial governmental
interest of promoting equality of opportunity in political advertising and bears a clear
and reasonable connection with the constitutional objectives set out in Section 26,
Article II, Section 4, Article IX-C, and Section 1, Article XIII of the Constitution.
(GR No. 212398, November 25, 2014)
In Funa v. The Chairman, CSC, the Court noted that being an appointive public
official who does not occupy a Cabinet position, the Civil Service Commission Chair
is covered by the general rule under Section 7, paragraph (2), Article IX-B of the
Constitution and can hold any other office or employment in the Government during
his tenure if such holding is allowed by law or by the primary functions of his position.
Applying this rule, it declared unconstitutional the designation of respondent in an ex
officio capacity as a member of the Board of Directors or Trustees of the Government
Service Insurance System, Philippine Health Insurance Corporation, Employees
Compensation Commission, and Home Development Mutual Fund as he may exercise
powers and functions which are not anymore derived from his position as CSC Chair.
Further, the Court ruled that such designation also impairs the independence of the
CSC. It also ruled that the CSC Chair’s receipt of per diems is a form of additional
compensation that is disallowed by the concept of an ex officio position by virtue of its
clear contravention of the proscription set by Section 2, Article IX-A of the 1987
Constitution. It thus declared him a de facto official in his tenure as Director/Trustee
of the said government entities. (GR No. 191672, November 25, 2014)
In BCDA v. COA, the Court held that COA did not commit grave abuse of discretion
when it disallowed the P117,760 disbursements for remuneration of five personnel of
a consultant of the Bases and Conversion Development Authority as the two-month
extension for these personnel was clearly not in accord with the supplemental agreement
which contemplated a mere one-month extension for the services of the said personnel’s
employer. It also found the COA’s disallowance to be justified under the National
Economic Development Authority Implementing Rules and Regulations allowing increase
of cost of consulting services only when it is due to the adjustment of rates, additional
works, or reasonable delays in project implementation. (GR No. 209219, December 2,
2014)
In Moncayo Integrated Small-Scale Miners Association, Inc. v. SMGMC, the Court
dismissed two petitions concerning the “Diwalwal Gold Rush Area,” particularly a
729-hectare portion excluded from respondent Southeast Mindanao Gold Mining
Corporation (SMGMC)’s Mineral Production Sharing Agreement application, and
declared as a People’s Small Scale Mining Area. The Court held that the petitions have
been mooted by its 2009 resolution in Apex Mining wherein it declared that the transfer
of Exploration Permit (EP) 133, which had already expired, to SMGMC is void, thus
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SMGMC has no more basis to claim any right over the disputed 729 hectares. The
Court noted also the declaration of an emergency situation in this gold rush area and
the creation of National Task Force Diwalwal. It also discussed the powers of the
different agencies in relation to mining activities as laid down by the relevant laws.
(GR No. 149638 and GR No. 149916, December 10, 2014)
In Villafuerte v. Robredo, the Court ruled that the assailed Memorandum Circulars
(MCs) of respondent Secretary of Interior and Local Government do not transgress the
local and fiscal autonomy of local government units (LGUs). It found MC No. 2010138 to be a mere reiteration of the directive stated in Section 287 of the Local Government
Code to utilize 20% of their Internal Revenue Allotment to development projects and
that the warning of imposition of sanctions does not alter the said MC’s advisory
nature. The Court also found the requirement to publicly post budgets, expenditures,
contracts and loans, and procurement plans in the other assailed MCs to be a “mechanism
of transparency” that is included in the power of supervision of the President over the
LGUs. (GR No. 195390, December 10, 2014)
In Yinlu Bicol Mining Corporation v. Trans-Asia Oil and Energy Development Corporation,
the Court upheld Yinlu’s mining patents over a later Mineral Production Sharing
Agreement which covered the same area, among others. Citing Republic v. Court of
Appeals, the Court held that mining rights acquired under the Philippine Bill of 1902
and prior to the effectivity of the 1935 Constitution like that of Yinlu’s predecessorsin-interest were vested rights that could not be impaired even by the Government.
Even if Yinlu and its predecessors-in-interest failed to comply with their annual work
obligations, the Court held that the tenet of due process require that they be given
written notice and ample opportunity to comply and that there was no showing that
the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) had done so. Nonetheless,
the Court noted that the DENR had already asked Yinlu to henceforth conduct its
mining operations in accordance with RA 7942, the Philippine Mining Act of 1995.
(GR No. 207942, January 12, 2015)
In The Law Firm of Laguesma Magsalin Consulta and Gastardo v. COA, the Court
dismissed the petition assailing the Commission on Audit (COA)’s disallowance of the
payment of retainer fees to petitioner law firm for legal services rendered to Clark
Development Corporation (CDC). Citing COA Circular No. 86-255 and Office of the
President Memorandum Circular No. 9, the Court held that the general rule is that
government-owned and controlled corporations must refer all their legal matters to
the Office of the Government Corporate Counsel (OGCC) save for “extraordinary or
exceptional circumstances” or “exceptional cases” when they are allowed to engage
private counsels with the conformity and acquiescence not only of the OGCC but also
the COA. In this case, the Court found that the cases petitioner law firm was asked
to manage are not beyond the range of reasonable competence expected from the
OGCC and also that CDC had failed to secure the final approval of the OGCC and
the COA’s written concurrence before it engaged the services of petitioner law firm.
Even on the basis of quantum meruit, the Court held that petitioner firm is not entitled
to be paid by the government for legal services which had not been approved or
authorized by the latter. It ruled that payment should instead be the personal liability
of the responsible officials of CDC under the Government Auditing Code (PD 1445).
(GR No. 185544, January 13, 2015)
In MARINA v. COA, the Court affirmed the Commission on Audit’s notices of
disallowances of additional allowances and benefits received by the officers or employees
of petitioner Maritime Industry Authority from January to May 2001. It noted that RA
6758 deems all allowances received by government officials and employees as incorporated
in the standardized salary unless excluded by law or an issuance by the Department
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of Budget and Management. In this case, it found that the foregoing exceptions were
not present. It held that it cannot rule on the alleged grant of the foregoing allowances
by then President Joseph Estrada as petitioner was only able to present a mere
photocopy of the alleged approval and there is no copy in the Malacañang Records
Office. The Court noted that compared to the other officials and employees of petitioner
receiving the same allowance, the amount given to Cashier Erlinda Baltazar is exorbitant
to consider her and the approving officers to be in good faith. It thus held them
solidarily liable to refund all the amounts received by Baltazar in accordance with the
Administrative Code, Book VI, Chapter V, Section 43. As to the directors, officers, and
other employees of petitioner, the Court held that they are presumed to have acted in
good faith when they allowed/received the disallowed allowances and benefits. Thus
it did not hold them liable for the same. (GR No. 185812, January 13, 2015)
In The Diocese of Bacolod v. COMELEC, the Court held unconstitutional respondents’
notice and letter ordering petitioners to immediately remove two tarpaulins posted on
the front walls of the San Sebastian Cathedral of Bacolod for exceeding the size for
election propaganda set in COMELEC Resolution No. 9615. The Court held petitioners’
right to freedom of expression is involved as the tarpaulin contains speech on a matter
of public concern, that is, a statement of either appreciation or criticism on votes made
in the passing of RA 10354, the Responsible Parenthood and Reproductive Health Act of
2012. It ruled unconstitutional regulation of speech in the context of electoral campaigns
made by persons who are not candidates or who do not speak as members of a
political party which are, taken as a whole, principally advocacies of a social issue
that the public must consider during elections. The Court also found that the act of
respondents in seeking to restrain petitioners from posting their tarpaulin in their
private property as impermissible encroachments on the latter’s right to property.
(GR No. 205728, January 21, 2015)
In Risos-Vidal v. COMELEC, the Court held as absolute the pardon extended by
President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo to respondent former President and currently
Manila Mayor Joseph Estrada which was accepted by him. The Court cited the pardon’s
text expressing that he is “hereby restored to his civil and political rights.” It held that
Articles 36 and 41 of the Revised Penal Code cannot abridge or diminish the pardoning
power of the President which under the Constitution cannot be delimited by Congress
and can only clarify the effect of the pardon so decided upon by the President on the
penalties imposed in accordance with law. It also ruled that respondent Estrada’s
acceptance of the absolute pardon granted to him also removed the disqualification
from running for public office in the Local Government Code and the Omnibus Election
Code. The Court further held that the third preambular clause of the pardon did not
operate to make the pardon conditional as the clause is not an integral part of the
decree of pardon and the pardon itself does not explicitly impose a condition or
limitation. (GR No. 206666, January 21, 2015)
In In the Matter of: Save the Supreme Court Judicial Independence and Fiscal Autonomy
Movement vs. Abolition of Judiciary Development Fund (JDF) and Reduction of Fiscal
Autonomy, the Court dismissed a petition for issuance of a writ of mandamus to compel
the Court to exercise its judicial independence and fiscal autonomy against the perceived
hostility of Congress as seen in the latter’s proposed bills abolishing the Judiciary
Development Fund. The Court held that petitioner has not shown how he is entitled
to the relief prayed for and hence, it cannot be compelled to exercise its power of
judicial review since there is no actual case or controversy. The Court nonetheless
noted that the judiciary’s fiscal autonomy and judicial independence are often undermined
by low levels of budgetary outlay, the lack of provision for maintenance and operating
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expenses, and the reliance on local government units and the Department of Justice.
(UDK-15143, January 21, 2015)
In TESDA v. COA, the Court upheld the Commission on Audit’s disallowance of
payment of P5,000 health care maintenance allowance by petitioner Technical Education
and Skills Development Authority (TESDA) to covered TESDA employees for the year
2003 for lack of legal basis. The Court ruled that Civil Service Commission Memorandum
Circular No. 33 relied upon by petitioner did not authorize the conversion of benefits
under the health program required of all government offices. It further ruled that
TESDA also could not rely on Section 23 of the General Appropriations Act for 2003 as
the said provision was neither a source of right nor an authority to hastily fund any
or all personnel benefits without the appropriation being made by law. (GR No. 196418,
February 10, 2015)
In Cudia v. The Superintendent of the PMA, the Court affirmed the dismissal of
petitioner from the Philippine Military Academy (PMA). It found that the PMA did
not violate petitioner’s due process rights when it enforced its rules on discipline,
consisting of its Honor Code, on petitioner for lying. It held that the schools’ power to
instill discipline in their students is subsumed in their academic freedom or institutional
autonomy, and that the PMA as the primary training and educational institution of
the Armed Forces of the Philippines certainly has the right to invoke academic freedom
in the enforcement of its Honor Code. (GR No. 211362, February 24, 2015)
In Villanueva v. JBC, the Court upheld the authority of the Judicial and Bar
Council (JBC) to set its own standards in choosing nominees for vacant positions in
the judiciary in face of petitioner’s challenge to the constitutionality of the JBC’s policy
that requires judges five years of service in first-level courts before they can qualify as
applicants to second-level courts. The Court found the policy valid and constitutional,
ruling that the number of years of service provides a relevant basis to determine
proven competence, which may be measured by experience, among other factors.
(GR No. 211833, April 7, 2015)
In 1-United Transport Koalisyon (1-Utak) v. COMELEC, the Court voided sections
of a Commission on Elections (COMELEC) order prohibiting the posting of election
materials in transport terminals and on public utility vehicles (PUVs) such as buses,
trains, taxis, jeepneys, ferries, and tricycles. It ruled that political advertisements on
public transportation vehicles are part of one’s right to free speech. (GR No. 206020,
April 14, 2015)
In Pabillo v. COMELEC, the Court ruled that the Commission on Elections (COMELEC)
gravely abused its discretion in issuing Resolution No. 9922 and in subsequently entering
into the Extended Warranty Contract (Program 1) with Smartmatic-TIM for the
diagnostics, maintenance, repair and replacement of the COMELEC’s Precinct Count
Optical Scan (PCOS) machines. It found that the COMELEC failed to justify its resort
to direct contracting with Smartmatic-TIM under any of the conditions in Section 50,
Article XVI, RA 9814 (General Procurement Reform Act). It thus declared Resolution
No. 9922 and the Extended Warranty Program (Part 1) null and void. (GR No. 216098
and GR No. 216562, April 21, 2015)
(2) Criminal Law
In Lumantas v. Calapiz, the Court held that petitioner’s acquittal for the failure of
the prosecution to prove his criminal negligence with moral certainty does not forbid
a finding against him that there was preponderant evidence of his negligence to hold
him civilly liable. The Court found that the undesirable outcome of the circumcision
performed by the petitioner, forced the young child to endure several other procedures
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on his penis to repair his damaged urethra and properly warranted the amount of
P50,000.00 awarded as moral damages. (GR No. 163753, January 15, 2014)
In People v. Aquino, the Court held that the killing of the victim cannot qualify the
carnapping into a special complex crime because the carnapping was merely an
afterthought when the victim’s death was already fait accompli. It ruled that to prove
the special complex crime of carnapping with homicide, there must be proof not only
of the essential elements of carnapping, but that it was also the original criminal
design of the culprit and the killing was perpetrated in the course of the commission
of the carnapping or on the occasion thereof. (GR No. 201092, January 15, 2014)
In Gidwani v. People, the Court dismissed two criminal cases for violation of BP
22 (the Anti-Bouncing Checks Law) against petitioner, the President of G.G. Sportswear
Manufacturing Corporation (GSMC). It held that considering that there was a lawful
order from the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) suspending all actions,
claims and proceedings against GSMC at the time that the two checks signed by
petitioner were presented for encashment, there was yet no obligation due from the
petitioner. The Court noted that it is a basic principle in criminal law that any ambiguity
in the interpretation or application of the law must be made in favor of the accused,
and that laws should not be interpreted in such a way that the interpretation would
result in the disobedience of a lawful order of an authority vested by law with the
jurisdiction to issue the order. Thus, because there was a suspension of GSMC’s obligations,
it also held petitioner not liable for the civil obligations of GSMC covered by the bank
checks at the time this case arose. However, the Court emphasized that petitioner’s
non-liability should not prejudice the right of the drawee to pursue its claim through
remedies available to it, subject to the SEC proceedings regarding the application for
corporate rehabilitation. (GR No. 195064, January 15, 2014)
In Ocampo v. Abando, the Court underscored that the political offense doctrine is
not a ground to dismiss the charge against petitioners prior to a determination by the
trial court that the murders they were charged with had been committed in furtherance
of rebellion. (GR No. 176830, GR No. 185587, GR No. 185636, and GR No. 190005,
February 11, 2014)
In People v. Gahi, the Court held that it is not absurd nor contrary to human
experience that AAA gave birth 10 months after the alleged sexual assault as there
may be cases of long gestations. In any event, it held that jurisprudence dictates that
impregnation is not an element of rape. What is important and decisive is that the
accused had carnal knowledge of the victim against the latter’s will or without her
consent, and such fact was testified to by the victim in a truthful manner. It thus
found the accused guilty of two counts of rape defined under Article 266-A of the
Revised Penal Code. (GR. No. 202976, February 19, 2014)
In People v. Lucena, the Court upheld the three convictions of rape against the
accused. It found that the accused thrice succeeded in inserting his penis into the
private part of the victim at intervals of five minutes, where the accused would rest
after satiating his lust upon his victim and after he had regained his strength, would
again rape the victim. The Court inferred from the foregoing that when the accused
decided to commit those separate and distinct acts of sexual assault upon the victim,
he was not motivated by a single impulse but rather by several criminal intents. (GR
No. 190632, February 26, 2014)
In Solidum v. People, the Court acquitted petitioner doctor of the crime of reckless
imprudence resulting to serious physical injuries. It held that an action upon medical
negligence, whether criminal, civil or administrative, calls for the plaintiff to prove by
competent evidence each of the following four elements: (1) the duty owed by the
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physician to the patient, as created by the physician-patient relationship, to act in
accordance with the specific norms or standards established by his profession; (2) the
breach of the duty by the physician’s failing to act in accordance with the applicable
standard of care; (3) the causation, i.e., there must be a reasonably close and causal
connection between the negligent act or omission and the resulting injury; and 4) the
damages suffered by the patient. The Court found no firm and competent showing
how the injury to the victim had been caused, which meant that the manner of
administration of the anesthesia by petitioner was not necessarily the cause of the
hypoxia that caused the bradycardia experienced by the victim. While the Court
clarified that the acquittal of petitioner would not immediately exempt him from civil
liability, it said it could not now find and declare him civilly liable because the
circumstances that have been established did not present the factual and legal bases
for validly doing so. (GR No. 192123, March 10, 2014)
In People v. Go, the central issue was whether herein respondent, a private
person, may be indicted for conspiracy in violating Section 3(g) of RA 3019 (the AntiGraft and Corrupt Practices Act) even if the public officer with whom he was alleged
to have conspired had died prior to the filing of the information. The Court held in
the affirmative, pointing out that the law does not require that such person must in
all instances be indicted together with the public officer. It said that to rule otherwise
would mean that the power of a court to decide a case would no longer be based on
the law defining its jurisdiction but on other factors, such as the death of one of the
alleged offenders. (GR No. 168539, March 25, 2014)
In Garcia v. Sandiganbayan, the Court in effect affirmed the Sandiganbayan’s
decision finding petitioners guilty beyond reasonable doubt of malversation through
falsification of public documents, and violation of RA 3019 (the Anti–Graft and Corrupt
Practices Act). It found the prosecution’s evidence duly proved that petitioners, using
their official public positions, by dishonesty and breach of sworn duty, facilitated the
approval and release of government funds amounting to P20,000,000 supposedly for
the purchase of combat clothing and individual equipment items of Philippine National
Police (PNP) personnel. However, the recipients of the P20,000,000 turned out to be
fictitious PNP personnel and up to now the P20,000,000 remains unaccounted for.
(GR No. 197204, March 26, 2014)
In Consigna v. People, the Court denied the petition for review on certiorari filed
by a municipal treasurer of General Luna, Surigao del Norte assailing the decision of
the Sandiganbayan sentencing her to prison for violation of Section 3(e) of RA 3019,
or the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act, and estafa under Article 315 (2)(a) of the
Revised Penal Code. The Court found no cogent reason that would warrant a reversal
of the finding of the anti-graft court that the petitioner took advantage of her position
and misrepresented herself to be acting purportedly on behalf of the Municipality of
General Luna when she induced the private respondent to lend her the amount of
P320,000, when in fact the same was not true. (GR No. 175750-51, April 2, 2014)
In People v. Gutierez, the Court exercised its judicial prerogative and substantially
increased the amount for damages when it affirmed with modifications the decision
of the Court of Appeals finding the accused-appellant guilty beyond reasonable doubt
of repeatedly raping a then 10-year-old girl. The High Court lamented that the
appellant’s act of giving the victim five pesos after every occasion that he raped her
“simply underscores the ignominy of his act” and ordered him to pay P100,000 instead
of P50,000 as moral damages, P100,000 instead of P25,000 as exemplary damages, and
another P100,000 as civil indemnity “due to the utter heinousness of the crime involved.”
(GR No. 208007, April 2, 2014)
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In People v. Feliciano Jr., the Court upheld the convictions of five members of the
Scintilla Juris fraternity for the murder of Dennis Venturina and the attempted murder
of five other members of its rival Sigma Rho fraternity on December 8, 1994. The High
Court lamented that fraternity rumbles which exist because of past impunity “has
resulted in a senseless death whose justice is now the subject matter of this case.”
(GR No. 196735, May 5, 2014)
In Syhunliong v. Rivera, the Supreme Court held that the defense of prescription
is not deemed waived even if the accused had not raised the same in a motion to quash
per Section 9, Rule 117 of the Rules of Court. The Court cited its ruling in People v.
Castro that since under the Constitution, it has only the power to promulgate rules
concerning pleadings, practice and procedure, and the admission to the practice of
law, the rules cannot be interpreted or given such scope or extent that would come
into conflict or defeat an express provision of substantive law such as Article 89 of
the Revised Penal Code which provides that the prescription of crime has the effect of
totally extinguishing criminal liability. (GR No. 200148, June 4, 2014)
In People v. Velasco, the Court held that because the prosecution had established
a conspiracy on the part of several accused in a case of illegal recruitment committed
in large scale, each accused is solidarily liable to the victims of the illegal recruitment
for the reimbursement of the sums collected from them, regardless of the extent of the
participation in the illegal recruitment. (GR No. 195668, June 25, 2014)
In Cabugao v. People, the Court found a surgeon guilty of reckless imprudence
resulting in homicide for an inexcusable lack of precaution and seeming indifference
to the deteriorating condition of his patient which led to the latter’s death. However,
due to the surgeon’s death prior to its disposition of the case, the Court held his
criminal liability extinguished even as his civil liability subsists. (GR No. 163879 and
GR No. 165805, July 30, 2014)
In Sevilla v. People, the Court ruled that the crime of reckless imprudence resulting
to falsification of public documents is an offense that is necessarily included in the
willful act of falsification of public documents, the latter being the greater offense. As
such, it held that accused-appellant can be convicted of reckless imprudence resulting
to falsification of public documents notwithstanding that the Information only charged
the willful act of falsification of public documents. (GR No. 194390, August 13, 2014)
In Villareal v. People, the Court held that Branch 130 of the Regional Trial Court
of Caloocan City had no jurisdiction to act on the subject probation proceedings as it
was Branch 121 which had rendered the original decision in the criminal case and the
records of the case were still with the Court of Appeals when Branch 130 granted the
probation applications. Moreover, in light of the ruling in Francisco, reiterated in
Llamado and Lagrosa, that appeal even from a nonprobationable sentence precludes
an application for probation, the Court held that the concerned accused are ineligible
for probation when they made their probation applications and thus annulled the
entire probation proceedings in Branch 130. However, in light of the recent ruling in
Colinares abandoning the doctrine in Lagrosa, the Court held that they may now reapply for probation without prejudice to their remaining civil liability, if any. (GR No.
151258, GR No. 154954, GR No. 155101, GR No.178057, and GR No.178080, December
1, 2014)
In Rivera v. People, the Court affirmed the conviction by the Sandiganbayan of
petitioners for violation of Section 3 (e) of the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act (RA
3019) in relation to the negotiated contract entered into without public bidding for the
construction of seven riverine boats to be used as floating clinics to reach remote
barangays in Leyte and Samar. The Court did not find applicable the Arias doctrine
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relied upon by one petitioner who claimed that he had merely relied on the documents
and vouchers prepared by his subordinates and released the documents in good faith.
The Court instead applied the ruling in Cruz and held that the said petitioner should
have placed himself on guard when the documents and vouchers prepared by his
subordinates did not indicate the retention money required by PD 1594. Further, it
said that he should have noticed the financial weakness of the contractor and the
defective works when he personally inspected the construction site. (GR No. 156577,
GR No. 156587, and GR No. 156749, December 3, 2014)
In People v. Casio, the Court found that based on the definition of trafficking in
persons and the enumeration of acts of trafficking in persons under RA 9208, accused
performed all the elements of the offense when she peddled two persons to two
policeman decoys for money. It also held that the offense was qualified because one
of the trafficked persons was a minor. (GR No. 211465, December 3, 2014)
In Valencerina v. People, the Court held that there are two ways by which RA
3019, Section 3 (e) may be violated: first by causing undue injury to any party and
second, by giving any private property any unwarranted benefit, advantage, or preference.
Although neither mode constitutes a distinct offense, an accused may be charged
under either mode or both. In this case, the Court found that the amended information
charged petitioner with both and that petitioner, together with the other accused, was
properly charged with violation of RA 3019, Section 3 (e). (GR No. 206162, December
14, 2014)
In People v. Borje, the Court affirmed the Office of the Ombudsman’s finding of
probable cause to indict respondents for the crime of plunder in relation to the alleged
disbursement of P82,321,855.38 for fictitious emergency repairs of and ghost purchases
of spare parts for vehicles of the Department of Public Works and Highways.
(GR No. 170046, December 10, 2014)
In Ricalde v. People, the Court affirmed the conviction of a man accused of rape
through sexual assault against a 10-year old boy under the second paragraph of
Section 266-A of the Revised Penal Code but increased the penalty to the one under
Article III, Section 5(b) of RA 7610, the Special Protection of Children Against Child
Abuse, Exploitation and Discrimination Act following People v. Chingh. It noted that in
enacting RA 7610, the Legislature intended to impose a higher penalty when the
victim is a child. (GR No. 21102, January 21, 2015)
(3) Civil Law
In Gonzalo v. Tarnate, Jr., the Court explained that the doctrine of in pari delicto
applies only if the fault of one party was more or less equivalent to the fault of the
other party. (GR No. 160600, January 15, 2014)
In Lumantas v. Calapiz, the Court held that petitioner’s acquittal for the failure of
the prosecution to prove his criminal negligence with moral certainty did not forbid
a finding against him that there was preponderant evidence of his negligence to hold
him civilly liable. It held that the undesirable outcome of the circumcision performed
by petitioner forced the victim, a young child, to endure several other procedures on
his penis in order to repair his damaged urethra and properly warranted the amount
of P50,000 awarded as moral damages. (GR No. 163753, January 15, 2014)
In LBP v. Oñate, the Court noted that Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas Circular No.
799, Series of 2013, which took effect on July 1, 2013, embodied Monetary Board
Resolution No. 796 dated May 16, 2013 providing that in the absence of express
stipulation between the parties, the rate of interest in loan or forbearance of any
money, goods or credits and the rate allowed in judgments shall be 6% per annum.
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Hence, the Court held in this case that 12% annual interest for both the debited
amount and undocumented withdrawals shall apply only up to June 30, 2013. Thereafter,
or starting July 1, 2013, it ruled that the applicable rate of interest shall be 6% per
annum compounded annually until fully paid. (GR No. 192371, January 15, 2014)
In Republic v. De Gracia, the Supreme Court reversed and set aside the Court of
Appeals’ (CA) decision granting the petition for nullity of marriage under Article 36
of the Family Code and accordingly dismissed the said petition. The Court found that
the Regional Trial Court, as affirmed by the CA, heavily relied on the psychiatric
evaluation report which does not, however, explain in reasonable detail how the
wife’s condition could be characterized as grave, deeply-rooted, and incurable within
the parameters of psychological incapacity jurisprudence. Aside from failing to disclose
the types of psychological tests which were administered on the wife, the Court found
that the report failed to identify the root cause of the wife’s condition and to show
that such existed at the time of the parties’ marriage as well as to sufficiently describe
the gravity or seriousness of the wife’s behavior in relation to her failure to perform
the essential marital obligations. Further, the report’s finding that the incurability of
the wife’s condition remains unsupported by any factual or scientific basis. The Court
held that although expert opinion furnished by psychologists regarding the psychological
temperament of parties is usually given considerable weight by the courts, the existence
of psychological incapacity must still be proven by independent evidence.
(GR No. 171557, February 12, 2014)
In Grande v. Antonio, the Court declared null and void Rule 7 and Rule 8 of the
Office of the Civil Registrar General Administrative Order No. 1, Series of 2004 insofar
as it provides for the mandatory use by illegitimate children of their father’s surname
upon the latter’s recognition of his paternity. The Court held that the foregoing contravenes
the explicit and unequivocal provision of Article 176 of the Family Code, as amended
by RA 9255 (An Act Allowing Illegitimate Children to Use the Surname of their Father),
which gives illegitimate children the right to decide if they want to use the surname
of their father or not. The Court noted that the use of the word “may” in the provision
readily shows that an acknowledged illegitimate child is under no compulsion to use
the surname of his illegitimate father. It said that this rule regarding the use of a
child’s surname is second only to the rule requiring that the child be placed in the best
possible situation considering his circumstances. (GR No. 206248, February 18, 2014)
In PNB v. Sps. Enrique Manalo & Rosalinda Jacinto, the Court held that as respondent
spouses did not demand interest either judicially or extrajudicially, such demand
could only be reckoned from the promulgation of the Court of Appeals’ decision
because it was there that the right to the refund was first judicially recognized. Pursuant
to the ruling in Eastern Shipping Lines, the Court further held that the amount to be
refunded and the interest thereon should earn interest to be computed from the finality
of the judgment until the full refund has been made. (GR No. 174433, February 24,
2014)
In Solidum v. People, a case of alleged medical malpractice, the Court found
inapplicable the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur. The said doctrine has the following
essential requisites: (1) the accident was of a kind that does not ordinarily occur unless
someone is negligent; (2) the instrumentality or agency that caused the injury was
under the exclusive control of the person charged; and (3) the injury suffered must not
have been due to any voluntary action or contribution of the person injured. Although
the Court ruled that the second and third elements were present, it held the first
element wanting considering that the anesthetic agent and instruments were exclusively
within the control of petitioner doctor, and that the patient, being then unconscious
during the operation, could not have been guilty of contributory negligence. To the

JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT 2014-2015
mind of the Court the existence of the probability about other factors causing the
hypoxia has engendered reasonable doubt as to petitioner’s guilt, and thus acquitted
him of the crime of reckless imprudence resulting to serious physical injuries.
(GR No. 192123, March 10, 2014)
In Alano v. Magud-Logmao, the Court reversed and set aside a decision of the
Court of Appeals finding petitioner, the former Executive Director of the National
Kidney Transplant Institute, liable for a quasi-delict for alleged negligence in granting
authorization for the removal or retrieval of the internal organs for organ donation of
respondent’s son who had been declared brain dead. In holding that petitioner was
not liable for damages, the Court found that petitioner had instructed his subordinates
led by former Secretary of Health Dr. Enrique Ona to “make certain” that “all reasonable
efforts” are exerted to locate the patient’s next of kin, even enumerating ways in
which to ensure that notices of the death of the patient would reach said relatives.
(GR No. 175540, April 7, 2014)
In Valino v. Adriano, the Court ruled that a deceased lawyer’s legal wife from
whom he had been separated in fact for 30 years was entitled to his remains over his
long-time common law partner. It held that the “quasi-property right” over the
corpse of a person which authorizes third persons “to take possession of the dead
body for purposes of burial to have it remain in its final resting place, or to even
transfer it to a proper place where the memory of the dead may receive the respect
of the living” is a family right. The Court added that the right and duty to make
funeral arrangements, like any other right, “will not be considered as having been
waived or renounced, except upon clear and satisfactory proof of conduct indicative
of a free and voluntary intent to that end.” (GR No. 182894, April 22, 2014)
In Spouses Eduardo and Lydia Silos v. PNB, the Court ruled that any modification
of stipulated interest must be mutually agreed upon; otherwise, it has no binding
effect. Moreover, the Court said it cannot consider a stipulation granting a party the
option to prepay the loan if said party is not agreeable to the arbitrary interest rates
imposed. (GR No. 181045, July 2, 2014)
In Heirs of Diosdado M. Mendoza v. DPWH, the Court reiterated that the Department
of Public Works and Highways (DPWH) is an unincorporated government agency
without any separate juridical personality of its own enjoying immunity from suit. It
noted that the subject contracts that the DPWH had entered into were done in the
exercise of its governmental functions. Hence, it ruled petitioners cannot claim that
there was an implied waiver by the DPWH simply by entering into a contract.
(GR No. 203834, July 9, 2014)
In Ando v. DFA, the Court ruled that in order for a Filipino Muslim divorcee to
obtain a copy of her passport under her married name, all she needed to present to
the Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA) were the following: (1) the original or
certified true copy of her marriage contract and one photocopy thereof; (2) a Certificate
of Attendance in a Guidance and Counseling Seminar, if applicable; and (3) a certified
true copy of the Divorce Decree duly authenticated by the Philippine Embassy or
consular post that has jurisdiction over the place where the divorce is obtained or by
the concerned foreign diplomatic or consular mission in the Philippines. In the event
of a denial of an application for a passport after having complied with the provisions
of RA 8239, it held that petitioner must first file an appeal with Secretary of the DFA.
(GR No. 195432, August 27, 2014)
In BPI Express Card Corporation v. Armovit, the Court held the award of P100,000
as moral damages to respondent as fair and reasonable under the circumstances
because of the reckless and oppressive manner that petitioner suspended her credit
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privileges. The Court also held that respondent is entitled to recover attorney’s fees
and expenses of litigation. (GR No. 163654, October 8, 2014)
In Iglesia ni Kristo v. Heirs of Bernardino Taeza, the Court disapproved the parties’
Compromise Agreement which stipulates that the subject property shall be sold to a
third party and the proceeds divided by the parties as the signatory on behalf of
petitioner is the Bishop of the Diocesan Church of Tuguegarao, purportedly authorized
by the Supreme Bishop. The Court noted that in its earlier decision, it had already
ruled that any sale of real property requires not just the consent of the Supreme
Bishop but also the concurrence of the layman’s committee, the parish priest, and the
diocesan bishop as sanctioned by the Supreme Council. (GR No. 179597, December 3,
2014)
In Spouses Suntay v. Keyser Mercantile, Inc., the Court reiterated its ruling in Uy
that a duly registered levy on attachment takes precedence over a prior unregistered
sale and this preference is not diminished by the subsequent registration of the prior
sale. This is in accordance with the fundamental principle of the Torrens system that
registration is the operative act which gives validity to the transfer or creates a lien
upon the land. (GR No. 208462, December 10, 2014)
In Kalaw v. Fernandez, the Court reconsidered its decision dismissing petitioner’s
complaint for declaration of nullity of marriage on the ground of psychological incapacity
under Article 36 of the Family Code where it had brushed aside the testimonies of a
psychologist and a canon law expert on the ground that their conclusions were solely
based on petitioner’s version of the events. It emphasized that in cases of this nature
the courts, “despite having the primary task and burden of decision-making, must not
discount but, instead, must consider as decisive evidence the expert opinion on the
psychological and mental temperaments of the parties.” In this case, it found that
the expert opinions, together with other evidence, showed that the subject marriage
never existed because the respondent was afflicted with psychological incapacity at
and prior to the time of marriage. (GR No. 166357, January 14, 2015)
(4) Commercial Law
In LBP v. Oñate, the Court held that respondent’s failure to exercise his rights to
inspect the records and audit his accounts did not excuse petitioner Land Bank of the
Philippines (LBP) from sending the required notices under the Investment Management
Accounts (IMA) covering respondent’s trust accounts with petitioner. The Court ruled
that respondent’s failure to inspect the records and audit his accounts should not be
construed as a waiver to be furnished with updates on his accounts nor authority for
petitioner bank to make undocumented withdrawals. (GR No. 192371, January 15,
2014)
In GMA v. NTC, the Court upheld the National Telecommunications Commission’s
fine against GMA Network Inc. for operating a radio station with an expired provisional
authority (PA). The High Court held that although GMA was granted numerous
temporary permits, it was operating on an expired PA, which infraction is subject to
the penalty of fine under Section 21 of the Public Service Act. The Court, however,
expressed that the NTC should be more circumspect with the enforcement of its
internal procedures if only to prevent any future incident similar to the present case.
(GR No. 196112, February 26, 2014)
In Fortune Medicare, Inc. v. Amorin, the Court found no cogent reason to disturb
the Court of Appeals’ finding that petitioner’s liability to respondent under the subject
Health Care Contract should be based on the expenses for hospital and professional
fees which he actually incurred in the U.S.A. and should not be limited by the amount
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that he would have incurred had his emergency treatment been performed in an
accredited hospital in the Philippines. The Court ruled that there was nothing under
Article V of the Health Care Contract which provided that the Philippine standard
should be used even in the event of an emergency confinement in a foreign territory.
(GR No. 195872, March 12, 2014)
In SEC v. Santos, the Court found that the exculpation of respondent cannot be
preliminarily established simply by asserting that she did not sign the investment
contracts as the facts alleged in this case constitute fraud perpetrated on the public,
and especially so because the absence of respondent’s signature in the contract is
likewise indicative of a scheme to circumvent and evade liability should the pyramid
scheme involved here fall apart. The Court clarified that its ruling only deals with the
preliminary investigation aspect of the case and does not adjudge respondent’s guilt
or the lack thereof. (GR No. 195542, March 19, 2014)
In PAGCOR v. Thunderbird Pilipinas Hotels and Resorts, Inc., the Court held that
the Philippine Amusement and Gaming Corporation (PAGCOR)’s sole and exclusive
authority to restrict and control the operation of gambling casinos in the country
cannot be said to be absolute, but must be exercised with due regard to the terms of
its agreement with the licensee. The Court ruled that this is especially so when the
grant of a particular franchise to operate a casino is hinged on an entire investment
agreement to establish a resort complex requiring a significant infusion of capital,
wherein the investor must invest not just in a casino operation but in a complete
hotel/resort complex which would house it. (GR No. 197942-43 and GR No. 199528,
March 26, 2014)
In Yujuico v. Quiambao, the Court held that the act of refusing to allow inspection
of the stock and transfer book, when done in violation of Section 74(4) of the Corporation
Code, properly falls within the purview of Section 144 of the said Code and thus may
be penalized as an offense. The Court also noted that a perusal of the second and
fourth paragraphs of Section 74, as well as the first paragraph of the same section,
reveal that they are provisions that obligate a corporation: they prescribe what books
or records a corporation is required to keep; where the corporation shall keep them;
and what are the other obligations of the corporation to its stockholders or members
in relation to such books and records. It held that by parity of reasoning, the second
and fourth paragraphs of Section 74, including the first paragraph of the same section,
can only be violated by a corporation. From the foregoing, the Court held that it is
clear then that a criminal action based on the violation of the second or fourth paragraphs
of Section 74 can only be maintained against corporate officers or such other persons
that are acting on behalf of the corporation, while violations of the second and fourth
paragraphs of Section 74 contemplates a situation wherein a corporation, acting thru
one of its officers or agents, denies the right of any of its stockholders to inspect the
records, minutes, and the stock and transfer book of such corporation. (GR No. 180416,
June 2, 2014)
In Alabang Development Corporation v. Alabang Hills Village Association, the Court
held that the trustee of a corporation may continue to prosecute a case commenced
by the corporation within three years from its dissolution until rendition of the final
judgment, even if such judgment is rendered beyond the three-year period allowed by
Section 122 of the Corporation Code. (GR No. 187456, June 2, 2014)
In GMA v. Central CATV, Inc., the Court held that the right of respondent, as a
CATV operator, to show advertisements is clearly supported by EO 205 and the
National Telecommunications Commission’s Memorandum Circular No. 4-08-88.
(GR No. 176694, July 18, 2014)
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In Shang Properties Realty Corporation (Formerly the Shang Grand Tower Corporation)
v. St. Francis Development Corporation, the Court ruled that petitioner’s “St. Francis
Tower” and “St. Francis Shangri-La Place” did not commit unfair competition against
respondent. It held that the true test of unfair competition is the existence of fraud,
or the intent to deceive, actual or probable, determined through a judicious scrutiny.
In this case, it found that the geographically descriptive nature of the mark “ST.
FRANCIS” bars its exclusive appropriability, unless a secondary meaning is acquired.
Even on the assumption that secondary meaning had been acquired, it held that said
finding only accords respondents protectional qualification under Section 168.1 of the
Intellectual Property Code (IP Code) and does not automatically trigger the concurrence
of the fraud element required under Section 168.2 of the IP Code. (GR No. 190706,
July 21, 2014)
(5) Ethics
In Bunagan-Bansig v. Celera, the Court disbarred respondent lawyer for grossly
immoral conduct for entering into a second marriage while he was still legally married
to petitioner’s sister as well as for willful disobedience of lawful orders. It also held
that an administrative proceeding for disbarment continues despite the desistance or
failure of the complainant to prosecute the same, or in this case the failure of respondent
to answer the charges against him despite numerous notices. (AC No. 5581, January
14, 2014)
In The Conjugal Partnership of the Spouses Cadavedo v. Lacaya, the Court held that
an agreement between lawyers and their client, providing for the former’s compensation,
is subject to the ordinary rules governing contracts in general; and that as the rules
stand, controversies involving written and oral agreements on attorney’s fees shall be
resolved in favor of the former. Hence, the Court ruled that the contingency fee of
P2,000 stipulated in the amended complaint prevails over the alleged oral contingency
fee agreement of one-half of the subject lot. The Court also considered the said oral
agreement as void for being champertous and contrary to public policy, excessive and
unconscionable, and in contravention of Article 1491 (5) of the Civil Code and Rule 10
of the Canons of Professional Ethics. (GR No. 173188, January 15, 2014)
In Areola v. Mendoza, the Court reprimanded respondent lawyer with a stern
warning against repetition of similar acts. Respondent was found guilty of giving
improper advice to her clients in violation of Rule 1.02 and Rule 15.07 of the Code of
Professional Responsibility. As to respondent’s remark “Iyak-iyakan lang ninyo si Judge
Martin at palalayain na kayo. Malambot ang puso noon,” the Court found the remark
inappropriate and unbecoming but not disparaging and reproachful so as to cause
dishonor and disgrace to the Judiciary. (AC No. 10135, January 15, 2014)
In Campos v. Campos, the Court held that respondent lawyer violated Rule 7.03,
Canon 7 of the Code of Professional Responsibility when he conducted himself in a
manner not befitting a member of the Bar by engaging in a scuffle with his own
children in the chamber of a judge and recklessly expressing his doubt anent the
legitimacy of his son during the hearing before the Commission on Bar Discipline. The
Court fined him P5,000, with a stern warning against repetition of similar acts.
(AC No. 8644, January 22, 2014)
In Navarro v. Solidum, Jr., the Court disbarred respondent lawyer for violating the
Code of Professional Responsibility and directed him to return the advances he received
from one of the complainants, both of whom were his clients. The Court found respondent
negligent in properly accounting for the advances and held that his failure to return
the excess money in his possession gives rise to the presumption that he had
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misappropriated it for his own use to the prejudice of, and in violation of the trust
reposed in him, by the client. It also found that he had borrowed money from complainants
in violation of the prohibition in the Code of Professional Responsibility. Moreover, the
Court found that he had taken advantage of his legal knowledge and engaged in
deceitful and dishonest conduct to renege on the said loan obligations. The Court
stressed that its findings have no material bearing on judicial actions which the parties
may file against each other and that its only concern is the determination of respondent’s
administrative liability. Thus it held that it cannot order respondent to return his
unpaid obligation to complainants except for advances for expenses received by him.
(AC No. 9872, January 28, 2014)
In Ang v. Gupana, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from the practice of
law for one year for misconduct, revoked his notarial commission, and disqualified
him from re-appointment as Notary Public for a two-year period with a stern warning
against similar acts. The Court found that respondent had failed to require the personal
presence of the affiant when he notarized the latter’s Affidavit of Loss. (AC. No. 4545,
February 5, 2014)
In Agustin v. Cruz-Herrera, the Court ruled that equity dictates that an exception
be made to the rule that attorney’s fees become a vested right when the order awarding
those fees become final and executory and any compromise agreement removing that
right must include the lawyer’s participation. This is with the end in view that the fair
share of litigants to the benefits of a suit be not displaced by a contract for legal
services. The Court found that complainants in this case were laborers who desired
to contest their dismissal for being illegal. With no clear means to pay for costly legal
services, they hired petitioner whose remuneration was subject to the success of the
illegal dismissal suit. Before a judgment was rendered in their favor, however, the
company closed down. Instead of execution of the favorable judgment, a settlement
of the suit for an amount lesser than their monetary claims was entered into. Under
this factual setting, the Court held that to make complainants liable for the P335,844.18
attorney’s fee adjudged in the Labor Arbiter’s decision, would be allowing petitioner
to get a lion’s share of the P385,000 received by the former from the compromise
agreement that terminated the suit as well as contravene the raison d’être for contingent
fee arrangements. (GR No. 174564, February 12, 2014)
In Talisic v. Rinen, the Court revoked the notarial commission of respondent
lawyer and disqualified him from being commissioned as a notary public for one year,
with a stern warning against similar acts. Respondent did not deny his failure to
personally verify the identity of all parties who purportedly signed a deed of sale and
whom, as he claimed, appeared before him on April 7, 1994. According to the Court,
that respondent was a trial court judge during the time that he administered the oath
for the subject deed did not relieve him of compliance with the same standards and
obligations imposed upon other commissioned notaries public. It ruled that he also
could not have simply relied on his clerk of court to perform the responsibilities
attached to his function, especially as it pertained to ensuring that the parties to the
document were then present and performing an act that was of their own free will
and deed. (AC No. 8761, February 12, 2014)
In Heirs of Marcelo Sotto v. Palicte, the Court found respondent lawyer guilty of
forum shopping and ordered him to pay a P2,000 fine under Revised Circular No. 2891. The Court was alarmed that the case was the fifth suit to reach it as to the estate
of the late Don Filemon Sotto. (GR No. 159691, February 17, 2014)
In Ong v. Delos Santos, the Court found respondent lawyer guilty of serious
misconduct and suspended him from the practice of law for six months with a stern
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warning against repetition of a similar infraction. The Court held that in issuing a
dishonored check, respondent put into serious question not only his personal integrity
but also the integrity of the entire Integrated Bar. (AC No. 10179, March 4, 2014)
In Nebreja v. Reonal, the Court suspended respondent from the practice of law for
one year. It found that respondent after receiving his acceptance fee had completely
neglected his client’s cause. The Court also made mention of its recently adopted
policy to let the complainant claim and collect the amount due from the respondent
in an independent action, civil or criminal. (AC No. 9896, March 9, 2014)
In Brunet v. Guaren, the Court found respondent lawyer guilty of violating Canons
17 and 18 of the Code of Professional Responsibility (CPR) and suspended him from the
practice of law for a six-month period with a stern warning against similar infractions.
It found respondent to have allowed five long years to elapse without any progress in
the titling of complainants’ lot despite receiving P7,000 from them. He also appeared
in a case against complainants without a written consent from the latter. The Court
underscored that the practice of law is not a business and that the duty to public
service and to the administration of justice should be the primary consideration of
lawyers, who must subordinate their personal interests or what they owe to themselves.
(AC No. 10164, March 10, 2014)
In Vda. De Dominguez v. Agleron, Sr., the Court suspended respondent lawyer
from the practice of law for a three-month period, with a stern warning against
similar wrongdoings for non-filing of the appropriate charges. It found him lacking
professionalism in dealing with complainant and showing incompetence when he
failed to file the appropriate charges. The Court held that even assuming that complainant
had not remitted the full payment of the filing fee, respondent should have found a
way to speak to his client and inform him about the insufficiency of the filing fee so
he could file the complaint. (AC No. 5359, March 10, 2014)
In Figueras v. Jimenez, the Court suspended respondent lawyer for one month
from the practice of law for failing to file the appellant’s brief on behalf of his client.
It also found no merit in respondent’s contention that complainants have no personality
to file a disbarment case against him as they were not his clients and that the present
suit was merely instituted to harass him. It ruled that the procedural requirement
observed in ordinary civil proceedings that only the real party-in-interest must initiate
the suit does not apply in disbarment cases. (AC No. 9116, March 12, 2014)
In Narag v. Narag, the Court denied respondent’s “Petition for Readmission” to
the practice of law. It was not convinced that the respondent had shown remorse over
his transgressions and that he had already changed his ways as would merit his
reinstatement to the legal profession. The Court rejected his claim that his family had
forgiven him because such forgiveness does not discount that he is still committing a
grossly immoral conduct as he is still living with a woman other than his wife.
(AC No. 3405, March 18, 2014)
In Heck v. Gamotin, Jr., the Court dismissed the complaint for disbarment because
of the complainant’s failure to prove that the respondent thereby breached any canon
of professional conduct or legal ethics. It held that every lawyer who is administratively
charged is presumed innocent of wrongdoing. (AC No. 5329, March 18, 2014)
In De Jesus v. Risos-Vidal, the Court dismissed the petition for disbarment for lack
of merit as petitioner failed to discharge the burden of proving Risos–Vidal’s administrative
liability by clear preponderance of evidence. It found that except for his allegations,
petitioner did not present any proof to substantiate his claim that respondent used her
position as Director of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines Commission on Bar Discipline
to enhance her law practice. (AC No. 7961, March 19, 2014)
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In Quiachon v. Ramos, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from the practice
of law for six months for neglect in failing to inform complainant (the client) of the
status of the latter’s cases that thereafter prevented the client from exercising her
options. The Court also reminded the investigating commissioners and the members
of the Board of Governors of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) that the
withdrawal of a disbarment case against a lawyer does not terminate or abate the
jurisdiction of the IBP and of the Court to continue an administrative proceeding
against a lawyer respondent as a member of the Philippine Bar. (AC No. 9317,
June 4, 2014)
In Baens v. Sempio, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from the practice of
law for six months for failing to diligently attend to his client’s case and being grossly
negligent in discharging his responsibilities when he had already been fully compensated.
(AC 10378, June 9, 2014)
In Dizon v. de Taza, the Supreme Court suspended respondent lawyer from the
practice of law for two years for demanding and receipt of exorbitant sums of money
from her client purportedly to expedite the proceedings of their case which was
pending before the Court. (AC No. 7676, June 10, 2014)
In Samonte v. Abellana, the Supreme Court suspended respondent lawyer for six
months from the practice of law by reason of falsehood and/or deceitful practices,
and for failure to exercise honesty and trustworthiness as befits a member of the Bar.
Among others, respondent resorted to outright falsification by superimposing “0” on
“4” in order to mislead his client, herein complainant into believing that he had
already filed the complaint in court on June 10, 1988 as promised, instead of on June
14, 1988, the date when he had actually done so. (AC No. 3452, June 23, 2014)
In Foronda v. Alvarez, Jr., the Supreme Court suspended respondent lawyer from
the practice of law for six months for lack of candor in his dealings with the complainant
and issuing worthless checks. (AC No. 9976, June 25, 2014)
In Lingan v. Calubaquib, the Court held that having the exclusive jurisdiction to
regulate the practice of law, when it orders a lawyer suspended from the practice of
law, the lawyer must desist from performing all functions requiring the application of
legal knowledge within the period of suspension. According to the Court, this includes
desisting from holding a position in government requiring the authority to practice
law. Thus it further suspended for six months a lawyer it had already suspended for
holding the position of Regional Director of the Commission on Human Rights despite
lack of authority to practice law. (AC No. 5377, June 30, 2014)
In de Jesus v. Sanchez-Malit, respondent lawyer was perpetually disqualified from
being commissioned as a notary public and suspended from the practice of law for one
year for notarizing documents without the signatures of the parties who had purportedly
appeared before her. (AC No. 6740, July 8, 2014)
In Jimenez v. Verano, Jr., respondent lawyer was suspended for six months for
drafting a release order for his client-defendants using the letterhead of the Department
of Justice and stationery of then Justice Secretary Raul Gonzales. (AC No. 8108 and
AC No. 10299, July 15, 2014)
In Francia v. Abdon, respondent lawyer was suspended for one month for having
committed an act which compromised the public’s trust in the justice system. The
Court found that complainant had asked respondent’s assistance in following up a
case in the Court of Appeals (CA) but instead of promptly declining the favor sought,
respondent even volunteered to introduce the complainant to a former client who
had previously won a case in the CA. (AC No. 10031, July 23, 2014)
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In Tan v. Diamante, the Court disbarred respondent for gross misconduct and
violation of Canon 18 of the Code of Professional Responsibility. The Court found that
he had failed to inform his client (herein complainant) of the dismissal of his case,
been inexcusably negligent in filing complainant’s appeal, and then fabricated a court
order in order to misrepresent to his client that the latter still had a remedy when in
fact the case had long been dismissed for failure to timely file an appeal.
(AC No. 7766, August 5, 2014)
In Agot v. Rivera, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from the practice of
law for two years after he misrepresented himself as an immigration lawyer, which
resulted in complainant seeking his assistance to facilitate the issuance of her US visa
and paying him the amount of P350,000 as downpayment for his legal services. In
truth, however, the Court found that respondent had no specialization in immigration
law but merely had a contact allegedly with a purported US consul, who supposedly
processes US visa applications for him. (AC No. 8000, August 5, 2014)
In Madrid v. Dealca, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from the practice
of law for one year. The Court found that he had clearly contravened his duties as a
lawyer as expressly stated in Canon 1, Rule 1.03 and Canon 11, Rule 11.04 of the Code
of Professional Responsibility when he sought the disqualification of a judge on bare
allegations of the judge’s partiality or hostility. The Court noted that respondent did
not even include any particulars nor attached any supporting document that could
have validated his averments. (AC No. 7474, September 9, 2014)
In Gaddi v. Velasco, Jr., the Court held respondent lawyer guilty of violating the
2004 Rules on Notarial Practice and the Code of Professional Responsibility. It found that
respondent had been remiss in his duty of ascertaining the identity of the signatory
to the document and did not even comply with the most basic function that a notary
public must do, that is, to require the presence of the purported signatory; otherwise,
he could have ascertained that the handwritten admission was executed involuntarily
and refused to notarize the document. Furthermore, the Court found respondent to
have affixed his signature in an incomplete notarial certificate. (AC No. 8637, September
15, 2014)
In Almazan v. Suerte-Felipe, the Court suspended respondent lawyer for six months
from the practice of law for malpractice as a notary public and violating his lawyer’s
oath as well as the Code of Professional Responsibility. It found that he had notarized
documents in a place outside of or beyond the authority granted by his notarial
commission. (AC No. 7184, September 17, 2014)
In Cristobal v. Renta, the Court reprimanded respondent lawyer for violation of
Canon 18 and Rule 18.03 of the Code of Professional Responsibility. It found that he had
breached his duty to serve his client, herein complainant, with diligence and neglected
a legal matter entrusted to him by admittedly failing to file the Petition for Recognition
required by his client. (AC No. 9925, September 17, 2014)
In CF Sharp Crew Management Incorporated v. Torres, the Court disbarred respondent
lawyer for depositing the checks issued in settlement of the claims of several seafarers
under his own account. It declared that respondent’s conduct of misappropriating
complainant’s money has made him unfit to remain in the legal profession as he had
engaged in deceitful, dishonest, unlawful, and grossly immoral acts. (AC No. 10438,
September 23, 2014)
In Sultan v. Macabanding, the Court found that respondent lawyer had notarized
a falsified Affidavit of Withdrawal of Certificate of Candidacy for Municipal Mayor
which he then submitted to the Commission on Elections withdrawing the complainant’s
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candidacy without the latter’s knowledge or authorization. It thus suspended him
from the practice of law for one year as well as revoked his notarial commission and
disqualified him from re-appointment as notary public for two years. (AC No. 7919,
October 8, 2014)
In Que v. Revilla, Jr., the Court denied the Profound Appeal for Judicial Clemency
filed by respondent for reinstatement to the practice of law. It said that considering
the respondent’s earlier disbarment case (and subsequent reduction of the penalty
imposed as an act of clemency), and another disbarment case against him still pending
review by the Court, it is not fully and convincingly satisfied that the respondent has
already reformed. It found the passage of five years still early for it to consider the
respondent’s reinstatement. (AC No. 7054, November 11, 2014)
In Daring v. Davis, the Court held that respondent lawyer was guilty of betrayal
of his client’s trust and for misuse of information obtained from his client to the
disadvantage of the latter and to the advantage of another person. It thus suspended
him from the practice of law for six months. (AC No. 9395, November 12, 2014)
In Lanuza v. Rasing, the Court dismissed the subject disbarment complaints as the
evidentiary records are inconclusive. It stressed that in disbarment and suspension
proceedings, the burden of proof always rests on the complainant and that it exercises
its disciplinary authority only if the complainant establishes the complaint by clearly
preponderant evidence that warrants the imposition of the harsh penalty.
(AC No. 7687 & AC No. 7688, December 3, 2014)
In Angeles v. Bagay, the Court found respondent lawyer grossly negligent for the
notarization of his secretary of 18 documents under his notarial seal while he was out
of the country. The Court revoked his notarial commission and disqualified him from
being commissioned as a notary public for two years. It likewise disqualified him from
the practice of law for three months. (AC No. 8103, December 3, 2014)
In Foster v. Agtang, the Court disbarred respondent for “taking advantage of the
unfortunate situation of the complainant, for engaging in dishonest and deceitful
conduct, for maligning the judge and the Judiciary, for undermining the trust and
faith of the public in the legal profession and the entire judiciary, and for representing
conflicting interests.” It ruled that it cannot order respondent to return the money he
borrowed from complainant in his private capacity because in disciplinary proceedings
against lawyers, the only concern of the Court is the determination of administrative
liability. The Court, however, ordered respondent to pay complainant the amounts of
P127,590, P50,000, and P2,500 as these amounts were given him in connection with
their professional relationship. (AC No. 10579, December 10, 2014)
In Jimenez v. Francisco, the Court suspended a lawyer from the practice of law for
six months for malpractice and gross misconduct in his office as attorney. The Court
found that respondent had actively and passively allowed the making of untruthful
statements in public documents. (AC No. 10548, December 10, 2014)
In San Pedro v. Mendoza, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from the practice
of law for three months and ordered him to return to complainants the P68,250 they
had given him for transfer taxes to transfer title to a piece of property in their name.
It found that after three years and several demands from complainants, respondent
had still failed to cause the transfer of title and refused to return the money given him.
It also found that respondents had failed to prove that he has a valid retaining lien
over the money. (AC No. 5440, December 10, 2014)
In Soliman v. Lerios-Amboy, the Court found that respondent lawyer after receiving
payment for her professional services from complainant had failed to submit material
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documents which caused the delay in the issuance of the sought certificates of title
and worse, had failed to return money she previously asked to facilitate the release of
the said titles. The Court ordered her to return the money with interest and suspended
her from the practice of law for two years. (AC No. 10568, January 13, 2015)
In Chu v. Guico, Jr., the Court disbarred respondent lawyer for advising his client
to raise large sums of money to obtain a favorable decision, thus violating the law
against bribery and corruption, and worse, obtaining as a result a huge sum from his
client which he later appropriated for his own personal interest. (AC No. 10573,
January 13, 2015)
In Guarin v. Limpin, the Court suspended respondent lawyer for six months for
filing a false General Information Sheet with the Securities and Exchange Commission.
(AC No. 10576, January 14, 2015)
In Re: Violation of Rules of Notarial Practice, the Court permanently barred respondent
lawyer from being commissioned as a notary public as well as suspended him for two
years from the practice of law for performing notarial acts without the necessary
commission. (AM No. 09-6-1-SC, January 21, 2015)
In Villahermosa, Sr. v. Caracol, the Court suspended a lawyer for one year for
filing a motion on behalf of a client who had already passed away when he should
have instead informed the court of his client’s demise and presented authority that he
was retained by the client’s successors in interest for a proper substitution of parties.
(AC No. 7325, January 21, 2015)
In Tejano v. Baterina, the Court suspended respondent lawyer for five years for
gross negligence in the handling of a case. The Court increased his penalty from the
two years suspension recommended by the Integrated Bar of the Philippines in light
of two disciplinary cases against him which show a pattern of neglecting his duty to
his clients as well as propensity for disrespecting the authority of the courts.
(AC No. 8235, January 27, 2015)
In Garcia v. Sesbreño, the Court disbarred on the ground of moral turpitude a
lawyer who had previously been convicted of homicide and later granted executive
clemency. The Court did not accept respondent’s argument that the executive clemency
had restored his full civil and political rights as the said executive clemency was in the
nature of a commutation or reduction of his sentence which only partially extinguished
his criminal liability. More importantly, it found that his Final Release and Discharge
stated “[i]t is understood that such …accessory penalties of the law as have not been
expressly remitted herein shall subsist.” (AC No. 7973 & AC No. 10457, February 3,
2015)
In Ramirez v. Buhayong-Margallo, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from
the practice of law for two years for her neglect in filing an appellant’s brief on time
which left her client without further recourse in court to protect his legal interests.
(AC No. 10537, February 3, 2015)
In Spouses Concepcion v. De la Rosa, the Court suspended respondent lawyer from
the practice of law for three years for borrowing P2,500,000 from complainants in
violation of Canon 7 and Rule 16.04, Canon 16 of the Code of Professional Responsibility.
However, it did not order the return of the money as recommended by the Integrated
Bar of the Philippines since the case only concerns the determination of respondent’s
administrative liability and should not involve money he received from his client in a
transaction not intrinsically linked to his professional engagement. (AC No. 10861,
February 3, 2015)
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In Salita v. Salve, the Court held respondent lawyer guilty of gross negligence in
his conduct as a notary public and revoked his commission, if still existing, and
disqualified him from being commissioned as a notary public. The Court found that
respondent certified under oath an irregular Deed of Absolute Sale without requiring
the personal appearance of the persons executing the same. (AC No. 8101,
February 4, 2015)
In Spouses Umaguing v. De Vera, the Court suspended respondent lawyer for six
months from the practice of law for submitting a falsified affidavit in court. It likewise
ordered him to return to complainants the P60,000 in excess fees that he had collected
from them. (AC No. 10451, February 4, 2015)
In Anudon v. Cefra, the Court found respondent lawyer guilty of notarizing a
deed of absolute sale in absence of the affiants as well as failing to comply with its
order. Accordingly, it suspended him from the practice of law for two years, revoked
his notarial commission, if any, and perpetually disqualified him from being commissioned
as a notary public. (AC No. 5482, February 10, 2015)
In Bernardino v. Santos, the Court emphasized that only it can impose sanctions
on members of the Bar under its disciplinary authority granted by the Constitution
which cannot be relinquished by it and that thus resolutions of the Integrated Bar of
the Philippines (IBP) are at best recommendatory. The Court accepted the findings of
fact of the IBP Board of Governors that respondent lawyer is guilty of representing
clients with conflicting interests with the modification of increasing the penalty from
the recommended penalty of three months suspension from the practice of law to one
year. (AC No. 10583 and 10584, February 18, 2015)
In Perez v. Catindig, the Court disbarred respondent lawyer for violation of his
Lawyer’s Oath and Rule 1.01, Canon 7 and Rule 7.03 of the Code of Professional
Responsibility. The Court adopted the recommendation of the Integrated Bar of the
Philippines Commission on Bar Discipline finding respondent guilty of gross immorality
for marrying again despite knowing fully that his previous marriage was still subsisting.
(AC No. 5816, March 10, 2015)
(6) Remedial Law
In World Wide Web Corporation v. People, the Court sustained the Court of Appeals’
ruling that the conformity of the public prosecutor is not necessary before an aggrieved
party moves for reconsideration of an order granting a motion to quash search warrants.
It noted that while Section 5, Rule 110 of the Rules of Criminal Procedure provides for
the general rule that the public prosecutor has direction and control of the prosecution
of all criminal actions commenced by a complaint or information, a search warrant
is obtained, not by the filing of a complaint or an information, but by the filing of an
application therefor. (GR No. 161106 & GR No. 161266, January 13, 2014)
In Laborte v. Pagsanjan Tourism Consumers’ Cooperative, the Court found present
the following requirements for evidence to be considered despite failure to formally
offer it: a) the same must have been duly identified by testimony duly recorded and
b) the same must have been incorporated in the records of the case. The Court saw
from the records of the case that the petitioners had been able to present evidence duly
identified by testimony duly recorded. (GR No. 183860, January 15, 2014)
In Lim v. Equitable PCI Bank, the Court found it iniquitous to apply the presumption
that all property of the marriage is presumed to be conjugal, unless it is shown that
it is owned exclusively by the husband or the wife especially since the nature of the
mortgaged property was never raised as an issue. It noted that as petitioner never
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alleged in his Complaint that the subject property was conjugal in nature, respondent
had no opportunity to rebut the said presumption. (GR No. 183918, January 15, 2014)
In Lepanto Consolidated Mining Corporation v. Icao, the Court reiterated its 1948
Araneta ruling that when the law does not clearly provide a rule or norm for the
tribunal to follow in deciding a question submitted but leaves to the tribunal the
discretion to determine the case in one way or another, the judge must decide the
question in conformity with justice, reason, and equity, in view of the circumstances
of the case. Applying this doctrine, the Court ruled that petitioner had substantially
complied with the mandatory requirement of posting an appeal bond. (GR No. 196047,
January 15, 2014)
In A.L. Ang Network, Inc. v. Mondejar, the Court held that considering that small
claims cases are exclusively within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Trial Courts,
Municipal Trial Courts in Cities, Municipal Trial Courts, and Municipal Circuit Trial
Courts, certiorari petitions assailing its dispositions should be filed before their
corresponding Regional Trial Courts (RTCs). Thus the Court held that the RTC erred
in dismissing petitioner’s petition for certiorari on the ground that it was an improper
remedy, and ordered the said petition reinstated and remanded to the RTC for its
proper disposition. (GR No. 200804, January 22, 2014)
In Republic v. Olaybar, the Court affirmed the decision of the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) in allowing the correction of the subject certificate of marriage by cancelling the
wife portion in a proceeding under Rule 108 of the Rules of Court where all the parties
had been given the opportunity to contest the allegations of respondent, the procedures
had been followed, and all the evidence of the parties had already been admitted and
examined. Considering that respondent’s identity was used by an unknown person
to contract marriage with a Korean national, the Court held it would not be feasible
for respondent to instead institute an action for declaration of nullity of marriage
since it is not one of the void marriages under Articles 35 and 36 of the Family Code.
The Court clarified that what respondent sought was not the nullification of marriage
as there was no marriage to speak of but the correction of the record of such marriage
to reflect the truth as set forth by the evidence; otherwise stated, in allowing the
correction of the subject certificate of marriage by cancelling the wife portion thereof,
the trial court did not, in any way, declare the marriage void as there was no marriage
to speak of. (GR No. 189538, February 10, 2014)
In Marantan vs. Diokno, the Court denied the Petition to Cite Respondents in
Contempt. It found that the alleged contemptuous statements made by the respondents
were an expression of their opinion that their loved ones were murdered by petitioner
and is merely a reiteration of their position in GR No. 199462, which precisely calls
the Court to upgrade the charges from homicide to murder. The Court said it did not
detect any malice on the face of the said statements. (GR. No. 205956, February 12,
2014)
In Pryce Corporation v. China Banking Corporation, the Court held that the Rules
of Court do not require as a ground for dismissal of a complaint that there is a prior
pending action as the Rules merely require that there is a pending action. It thus found
no error in the ruling of the court a quo that plaintiff’s action should be dismissed on
the ground of the pendency of another more appropriate action between the same
parties and for the same cause. (GR No. 172302, February 18, 2014)
In Rubio v. Alabata, the Court due to the peculiarities of this case and in the
exercise of its equity jurisdiction decided to allow the action for the revival of judgment
filed by petitioners. It noted that petitioners could not afford to engage the services of
a private counsel and so were represented by the Public Attorney’s Office (PAO) and
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the Special Appealed Cases Division (SAC-PAO), which time and again failed them.
It found that SAC-PAO in particular had never informed them of the abandonment
by respondent of her appeal or the entry of judgment. Moreover, the Court found no
prejudice would be caused to respondent because she withdrew her appeal, which
means she respected the trial court’s decision. It also found that since the decision
became final and executory, respondent has been in possession of the property which
rightfully belongs to the petitioners. (GR No. 203947, February 26, 2014)
In Surviving Heirs of Alfredo R. Bautista v. Lindo, the Court followed the principle
of jurisdiction by estoppel and ordered the Regional Trial Court (RTC) to proceed with
dispatch in resolving a civil action which falls under the jurisdiction of the first-level
courts under Section 33 of BP 129 (The Judiciary Reorganization Act of 1980) as the total
selling price of the subject real property is only P16,000, below the P 20,000 jurisdictional
ceiling. This is because the Court found that respondents have actually participated
in the proceedings before the RTC and aggressively defended their position, by virtue
of which it found them already barred to question the jurisdiction of the RTC.
(GR No. 208232, March 10, 2014)
In Almero v. People, the Court held that since no appeal or other plain, speedy,
and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law is available against the denial of
probation, a Rule 65 petition is clearly the appropriate remedy. (GR No. 188191,
March 12, 2014)
In Madarang v. Spouses Jesus D. Morales and Carolina N. Morales, the Court ruled
that petitioners failed to show that their counsel’s negligence in failing to appeal could
not have been prevented by using ordinary diligence and prudence to justify their
petition for relief filed on the ground of excusable negligence of counsel. It held that
mere allegation that there is excusable negligence simply because counsel was 80
years old is a prejudicial slur to senior citizens and is based on an unwarranted
stereotype of people in their advanced years. Moreover, the Court found that the
questions they raised in their petition were not pure questions of law. (GR No. 199283,
June 9, 2014)
In Quintos v. Nicolas, the Court held that the dismissal with prejudice under Rule
17, Sec. 3 of the Rules of Court cannot defeat the right of a co-owner to ask for partition
at any time, provided that there is no actual adjudication of ownership of shares yet
under Article 494 of the Civil Code. The Court clarified that this is not to say, however,
that the action for partition will never be barred by res judicata. It held that there can
still be res judicata in partition cases concerning the same parties and the same subject
matter once the respective shares of the co-owners have been determined with finality
by a competent court with jurisdiction, or if the court determines that partition is
improper for co-ownership does not or no longer exists. (GR No. 210252, June 25,
2014)
In Republic v. Namboku Peak, Inc./ JWU-Super, the Court ruled that a tribunal
exercising quasi-judicial functions is bereft of any right or personality to question the
decision of an appellate court reversing its decision. (GR No. 169745 and GR No.
170091, July 18, 2014)
In Aboitiz Transport System Corp. v. Carlos A. Gothong Lines, Inc, the Supreme
Court reiterated that the hearing under Section 6 of RA 876 (The Arbitration Law)
explicitly confines the court’s authority only to pass upon the issue of whether there
is or there is no agreement in writing providing for arbitration. It held that such
proceeding is merely a summary remedy to enforce the agreement to arbitrate and the
duty of the court is not to resolve the merits of the parties’ claims. (GR No. 198226 and
GR. No. 198228, July 18, 2014)
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In People v. Go, the Court nullified an order granting a demurrer to evidence. The
Court found that the prosecution had presented competent evidence to sustain the
indictment for the crime of estafa through falsification of commercial documents. It
also found that in evaluating the evidence, the trial court had effectively failed and/
or refused to weigh the prosecution’s evidence against the respondents, which it was
duty-bound to do as a trier of facts considering that the case involved hundreds of
millions of pesos of depositors’ money, not to mention that the banking industry is
impressed with public interest. (GR No. 191015, August 6, 2014)
In Padilla v. Globe Asiatique Realty Holdings Corporation, the Supreme Court ordered
the Pasig City Regional Trial Court (RTC) to continue with the proceedings against
Delfin Lee’s Globe Asiatique Realty Holdings Corporation and Filmal Realty Corporation
in connection with a loan worth more than P1 billion with the Philippine National
Bank (PNB). According to the High Court, the RTC of Pasig City should have allowed
petitioner’s counterclaim to proceed notwithstanding the dismissal of respondents’
complaint, the same being compulsory in nature and with its cause not eliminated by
such dismissal. (GR No. 207376, August 6, 2014)
In Okabe v. Saturnino, the Court ruled that in cases of foreclosure, if the purchaser
is a third party who acquired the property after the redemption period, a hearing
must be conducted to determine whether possession over the subject property is still
with the mortgagor or is already in the possession of a third party holding the same
adversely to the defaulting debtor or mortgagor. If the property is in the possession of
the mortgagor, the Court held that a writ of possession could thus be issued; otherwise,
the remedy of a writ of possession is no longer available to such purchaser, but he can
wrest possession over the property through an ordinary action of ejectment. (GR No.
196040, August 26, 2014)
In People v. Go, the Court ordered the Court of Appeals (CA) to reinstate respondents’
certiorari petition and to implead the People as a party to the proceedings. It ruled
that respondents’ petition seeking the dismissal of the criminal cases against them in
the CA should not have been resolved without the People, as represented by the Office
of the Solicitor General, having first been impleaded. This stems from the recognition
that the People is an indispensable party to the proceedings. (GR No. 201644, September
24, 2014)
In Moran v. Office of the President, the Court declared null and void the decision
of the Office of the President (OP) and reinstated and upheld the resolution of the
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) Secretary. It noted that RA 7394 (the Consumer
Act), expressly provided for immediate judicial relief from decisions of the DTI Secretary
by filing a petition for certiorari with the ”proper court.” It ruled that as private
respondent should have elevated the case directly to the Court of Appeals through a
petition for certiorari instead of appealing to the OP, the decision of the DTI Secretary
has become final and executory. (GR No. 192957, September 29, 2014)
In ZMC v. PHILHEALTH, the Court departed from the rule that findings of
administrative agencies are generally accorded not only respect, but also finality when
the decision and order are not tainted with unfairness or arbitrariness that would
amount to abuse of discretion or lack of jurisdiction, and are supported by substantial
evidence even if not overwhelming or preponderant. The Court in this instance, after
an exhaustive review of the records, reversed the finding of respondent and held that
petitioner health care provider is not guilty of extending the period of confinement of
the patient involved. Because of the substantial merit of the petition, the Court also
chose to be liberal with the requirement that the verification and certification against
forum shopping must be executed by the petitioner or principal party himself. (GR No.
191225, October 13, 2014)
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In Enrile v. Manalastas, the Court reiterated that the remedy against the denial of
a motion to quash is for the movant accused to enter a plea, go to trial, and should
the decision be adverse, reiterate on appeal from the final judgment and assign as
error the denial of the motion to quash. It held that the denial of a motion to quash,
being an interlocutory order, is not appealable and may not be the subject of a petition
for certiorari because of the availability of other remedies in the ordinary course of
law. (GR No. 166414, October 22, 2014)
In The Philippine American Life and General Insurance Company v. The Secretary of
Finance, the Court held that the Court of Tax Appeals is the proper forum with which
to seek immediate recourse from the adverse ruling of the Secretary of Finance in its
exercise of its power of review. The Court said that this is not, and should not, in any
way, be taken as a derogation of the power of the Office of President but merely as
recognition that matters calling for technical knowledge should be handled by the
agency or quasi-judicial body with specialization over the controversy. (GR No. 210987,
November 24, 2014)
In Oca v. Custodio, the Court clarified that a status quo order, unlike a temporary
restraining order or preliminary injunction, is more in the nature of a cease and desist
order since it neither directs the doing or undoing of acts as in the case of prohibitory
or mandatory injunctive relief. It is merely intended to maintain the last, actual, and
uncontested state of things which preceded the controversy. (GR No. 174996, December
3, 2014)
In Del Soccoro v. Van Wilsem, the Court applied the doctrine of processual
presumption in a RA 9262 (the Anti-Violence Against Women and their Children Act of
2004) case in view of the failure of respondent, a Dutch national, to prove the national
law of Netherlands in his favor. Under this doctrine, if the involved foreign law is not
properly pleaded and proved, the courts will presume that the foreign law is the same
as the local or domestic or internal law, which in this case requires parents to support
their children and penalizes noncompliance thereto. Even if the law of Netherlands
provides otherwise, the Court held that such obligation is duly enforceable in the
Philippines because it would be of great injustice to the child to be denied the entitled
financial support. The Court cited its ruling in Bank of America, NT and SA where the
Court had ruled that foreign laws should not be applied when its application would
work undeniable justice to the citizens or residents of the forum. (GR No. 193707,
December 10, 2014)
In Nicart v. Titong, the Court held that having ruled with finality in GR No.
203835 against respondents’ appointments, the writ of mandamus issued by the Regional
Trial Court (RTC), Branch 2 of Borongan City, Eastern Samar for petitioner to pay
respondents their salaries, etc. has no basis under the principle of res judicata by
conclusiveness of judgment. The Court held that the RTC erroneously concluded that
it may take cognizance of the mandamus petition without erroneously disregarding the
principle of judicial courtesy. (GR No. 207682, December 10, 2014)
In Banco de Oro v. Republic, the Court held that respondents’ withholding of the
20% final withholding tax on the October 18, 2011 maturity of the PEACe Bonds was
valid as they only received the Court’s temporary restraining order (TRO) a day after,
on October 19, 2011. It held that publication of news reports in the print and broadcast
media, as well as on the internet, is not a recognized mode of service of pleadings,
courts orders, or processes. Nonetheless it reprimanded respondent Bureau of Treasury
for its continued retention of the amount corresponding to the 20% final withholding
tax despite the Court’s directive in the aforesaid TRO, and in the resolution dated
November 15, 2011 to deliver the amounts to the banks to be placed in escrow pending
resolution of the case. (GR No. 198756, January 13, 2015)
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In Briones v. CA, the Court held that a complaint directly assailing the validity of
the written instrument itself should not be exclusively bound by the venue stipulation
contained therein and should be filed in accordance with the general rules on venue.
(GR No. 204444, January 14, 2015)
In The Honorable Monetary Board v. Philippine Veterans Bank, the Court held that
the assailed decision of the Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (BSP) Monetary Board cannot
be a proper subject matter for a petition for declaratory relief since it was issued by
the BSP in the exercise of its quasi-judicial powers and thus the aggrieved party may
avail of the various remedies provided by the Rules of Court. (GR No. 189571, January
21, 2015)
In Estrada v. Office of the Ombudsman, the Court dismissed the petition for certiorari
of Senator Jinggoy Ejercito Estrada assailing on the ground of lack of due process the
March 27, 2015 order of the Office of the Ombudsman denying his request to be
furnished with copies of counter-affidavits of the other respondents, affidavits of new
witnesses, and other filings relating to complaints for plunder and violation of RA
3019. The Court held that 1) there is no law or rule which requires the Ombudsman
to furnish a respondent with copies of the counter-affidavits of his co-respondents
and that the constitutional due process requirements in Ang Tibay, as amplified by
GSIS, are not applicable to preliminary investigations which are creations of statutory
law giving rise to mere statutory rights, 2) the petition is premature as petitioner did
not move for reconsideration before the Office of the Ombudsman, and 3) the petition
constitutes forum shopping as petitioner, contrary to his assertion that what he had
raised in his motion for reconsideration before the Office of the Ombudsman was only
the issue of probable cause, also raised the issue of due process. (GR No. 212140-41,
January 21, 2015)
In Pilipinas Shell Petroleum Corporation v. Romars International Gases Corporation,
the Court reiterated its ruling in Malaloan and Worldwide Web that an application for
a search warrant is not a criminal action but rather a “special criminal process.” Thus
it ruled that the issue in the case as to whether the application for search warrant
should have been filed in the Regional Trial Court in Iriga City or in Naga City is not
one involving jurisdiction because the power to issue a special criminal process is
inherent in all courts. (GR No. 189669, February 16, 2015)
In Hontiveros-Baraquel v. Toll Regulatory Board, the Court dismissed a petition for
prohibition with prayer for the issuance of a writ of preliminary injunction for the
nullification of a national government project involving the design and construction
of Stage 2 of the South Metro Manila Skyway as well as the operation and maintenance
of Stage 1 thereof. It ruled that as the principal action and relief were within the
jurisdiction of the Regional Trial Court, it was error for the petitioners to come directly
before the Court for the sole reason that the lower courts will not be able to issue the
writ of preliminary injunction and/or temporary restraining order by reason of RA
8975. It stressed that parties must observe the hierarchy of courts before seeking relief
from the Court. (GR No. 181293, February 23, 2015)
In DENR v. United Planners Consultants, Inc., the Court held that the Special
Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules (AM No. 07-11-08-SC), as far as practicable, should
be made to apply not only to the proceedings on confirmation but also to the confirmed
award’s execution. It also held that despite finality of the confirmed arbitral award,
the approval of the Commission on Audit must first be obtained for the enforcement
of the award as the same is against the government. (GR No. 212081, February 23,
2015)
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In Bank of the Philippine Islands Securities Corporation v. Vergara, the Court ruled
that in the recognition and enforcement of a foreign judgment, a Philippine court will
not substitute its own interpretation of any provision of the law or rules of procedure
of another country,nor review and pronounce its own judgment on the sufficiency of
evidence presented before a competent court of another jurisdiction. It held that any
purported mistake petitioner attributes to the U.S. District Court in the latter’s issuance
of the Order would merely constitute an error of judgment in the exercise of its
legitimate jurisdiction, which could have been corrected by a timely appeal before the
U.S. Court of Appeals. (GR No. 167052, March 11, 2015)
In Sanico v. People, the Court held the Regional Trial Court guilty of the prejudicial
error of misapplying the Rules of Court in its dismissal of petitioner’s timely appeal for
the sole reason that petitioner did not file the memorandum on appeal. It found that
the RTC had wrongly relied on Section 7, Rule 40 of the Rules of Court instead of
Section 9 (c) of Rule 122 of the Rules on Criminal Procedure which imposes on the RTC
the duty to decide the appeal “on the basis of the entire record of the case and of such
memoranda or briefs as may have been filed” upon the submission of the appellate
memoranda or briefs, or upon the expiration of the period to file the same. (GR No.
198753, March 25, 2015)
(7) Special Areas
a. Agrarian Reform
In LBP v. Yatco Agricultural Enterprises, the Court held that in the exercise of its
essentially judicial function of determining just compensation, the Regional Trial CourtSpecial Agrarian Court (RTC-SAC) is not granted unlimited discretion and must consider
and apply RA 6657 (The Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law)’s enumerated factors
and the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) formula that reflect these factors. It
reminded the RTC-SACs that while they are not strictly bound to apply the DAR
formula to its minute detail, particularly when faced with situations that do not
warrant the formula’s strict application, they must clearly explain the reason for any
deviation from the factors and formula that the law and rules have provided. (GR No.
172551, January 15, 2014)
In DAR v. Trinidad Valley Realty & Development Corporation., the Court found that
Section 54 of RA 6657 leaves no room for doubt that decisions, orders, awards, or
rulings of the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) may be brought to the Court of
Appeals by certiorari and not with the Regional Trial Court through any ordinary
action for cancellation of title, as in this case. It held that this case deals with the acts
of the DAR and the application, implementation, enforcement, or interpretation of
RA 6657, issues which do not involve the “special jurisdiction” of the RTC acting as
a Special Agrarian Court. (GR No. 173386, GR No. 174162, & GR No. 183191, February
11, 2014)
In Nieves v. Duldulao, the Court held that cases covering an agricultural lessee’s
non-payment of leasehold rentals should be examined under the parameters of item
6, Section 36 of RA 3844 (Agricultural Land Reform Code) and not under item 2 of the
same provision which applies to other violations of the agricultural leasehold contract
or the provisions of the Agricultural Land Reform Code, excluding the failure to pay
rent, adding that “in these latter cases, substantial compliance may…be raised as a
defense against dispossession.” (GR No. 190276, April 2, 2014)
In Bumagat v. Arribay, the Supreme Court ruled that a case involves agricultural
land does not immediately qualify it as an agrarian dispute as there must likewise
exist a tenancy relation between the parties. (GR No. 194818, June 9, 2014)
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In Uy v. Fule, the Court held that RA 6657 did not repeal or supersede, in any
way, PD 27 and that whatever provisions of PD 27 that are not inconsistent with RA
6657 shall be suppletory to the latter, and all rights acquired by the tenant-farmer
under PD 27 are retained even with the passage of RA 6657. (GR No. 164961, June
30, 2014)
In Cathay Metal Corporation v. Laguna West Multi-Purpose Cooperative, Inc., the
Court nullified a joint venture agreement with farmer beneficiaries for violating RA
6657. According to the Court, the conveyance of the subject property within the
prohibited period before its conversion to non-agricultural use is an outright violation
of RA 6657. It also found that the promise of sale of properties upon the happening
of conditions that will remove restrictions carry with it an intent to circumvent the
provisions of RA 6657. (GR No. 172204, July 2, 2014)
In LBP v. Lajom, the Court ruled that just compensation must be valued at the
time of the taking, which in this case was reckoned from the date of the issuance of
the emancipation patent. Hence, the valuation of the subject portion must be based on
evidence showing the values prevalent on such time of taking for like agricultural
lands. The Court also held that interest may be imposed on the just compensation
award as may be justified by the circumstances of the case and in accordance with
prevailing jurisprudence but clarified that the interest is a penalty imposed for damages
incurred by the landowner due to the delay in its payment. (GR No. 184982 & GR No.
185048, August 20, 2014)
In Espiritu v. Del Rosario, the Court held that lands classified as non-agricultural
in zoning ordinances approved by the Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board or its
predecessors prior to June 15, 1998 are outside the coverage of the compulsory acquisition
program of the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law. However, it qualified that there
has to be substantial evidence to prove that lands sought to be exempted fall within
the non-agricultural classification. Thus it did not sustain respondents’ argument
that the subject land has ceased to be agricultural by virtue of reclassification under
an ordinance since the records of the case or the evidence presented thereto are bereft
of any indication showing the same. (GR No. 204964, October 15, 2014)
In Holy Trinity Realty & Development Corporation v. Dela Cruz, the Court declared
that land on which no agricultural activity is being conducted is not subject to the
coverage of either PD 27 or RA 6657. It stressed that the spirit of agrarian reform laws
is not to distribute lands per se, but to enable the landless to own land for cultivation,
which is why the basic qualification laid down for the intended beneficiary is to show
the willingness, aptitude, and ability to cultivate and make the land as productive as
possible. Thus it held that petitioner’s unquestioned non-compliance with the procedures
set by RA 6657 and its relevant rules and regulations denied to the petitioner the
exercise of its right of retention and declared the issuance of Emancipation Patents as
premature. (GR No. 200454, October 22, 2014)
b. Labor and Social Legislation
In Wesleyan University-Philippines v. Wesleyan University-Philippines Faculty and
Staff Association, the Court found that petitioner’s two-retirement policy is a practice
which cannot be eliminated without the consent of respondent as this would violate
the rule on non-diminution of benefits and would unilaterally amend the Collective
Bargaining Agreement. (GR No. 181806, March 12, 2014)
In Tesoro v. Metro Manila Retreaders, Inc. (BANDAG), the Court held that there
was no employer-employee relationship between respondent and petitioners. It ruled
that when petitioners agreed to operate respondent’s franchise branches in different
parts of the country, they knew that this substantially changed their former relationships
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and they ceased working as salesmen and receiving salaries or commissions. It also
held that uniformity in prices, quality of services, and good business practices are the
essence of all franchises and these business constraints are needed to maintain collective
responsibility for faultless and reliable service to the same class of customers for the
same prices and is not the “control” contemplated in employer–employee relationships.
(GR No. 171482, March 12, 2014)
In Republic v. Yahon, the Court declared that petitioner military institution may
be ordered to automatically deduct a percentage from the retirement benefits of its
enlisted personnel and to give the same directly to the latter’s lawful wife as spousal
support in compliance with a protection order issued by the RTC pursuant to RA
9262. It held that Section 8(g) of RA 9262, being a later enactment, should be construed
as laying down an exception to the general rule that retirement benefits are exempt
from execution. It noted that the law itself declares that the court shall order the
withholding of a percentage of the income or salary of the respondent by the employer,
which shall be automatically remitted directly to the woman “[n]otwithstanding other
laws to the contrary.” (GR No. 201043, June 16, 2014)
In NPC-DAMA v. NPC, the Court dealt with issues surrounding the termination
from service of all employees of the National Power Corporation (NPC) on January 31,
2003 in line with the restructuring of the NPC under RA 9316 or the Electric Power
Industry Reform Act of 2001 (EPIRA). The Court held that its final September 26, 2006
decision and final September 17, 2008 resolution contemplate and cover all the NPC
employees whose illegal termination from employment stemmed from NPB Resolution
No. 2002-124 and NPB Resolution No. 2002-125. These final rulings declared the said
NPB resolutions as void and without legal effect for being enacted in contravention of
Section 48 of the EPIRA. (GR No. 156208, June 30, 2014)
In Sameer Overseas Placement Agency, Inc. v. Cabiles, the Supreme Court reinstated
the Serrano ruling that the clause “or for three (3) months for every year of the
unexpired term, whichever is less” in Section 7 of RA 10022 amending Section 10 of
RA 8042 is unconstitutional and, therefore, null and void. The Court reiterated that
limiting wages that should be recovered by an illegally dismissed overseas worker to
three months is both a violation of due process and the equal protection clauses of the
Constitution. (GR No. 170139, August 5, 2014)
In TRANSCO v.COA, the Court held that the National Power Corporation employees
who had been separated from the service because of the re-organization of the electric
power industry and who received their separation pay under RA 9316 or the Electric
Power Industry Reform Act of 2001 are still entitled to receive loyalty awards under
Civil Service Commission Memorandum Circular No. 06, series of 2002, otherwise
known as the Revised Policies on Grant of Loyalty Award. The Court stressed that when
an employee has complied with the statutory requirements for the grant of loyalty
award under the CSC Memorandum Circular, his right to receive what is due him by
virtue thereof becomes vested and may not thereafter be revoked or impaired.
(GR No. 204800, October 14, 2014)
In Philippine Electric Corporation v. Court of Appeals the Court ruled that despite
Rule 43 of the Rules of Court providing for a 15-day period to appeal from decisions
of quasi-judicial agencies to the Court of Appeals (CA), a Voluntary Arbitrator’s
decision must be appealed to the CA within 10 calendar days from receipt of the
decision. This is because Article 262-A of the Labor Code provides that the Voluntary
Arbitrator’s decision “shall be final and executory after ten (10) calendar days from
receipt of the copy of the award or decision by the parties.” The Court held that being
a substantive right, the 10-day period to appeal under the Labor Code cannot be
diminished, increased, or modified through the Rules of Court. The Court also ruled
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that should the aggrieved party choose to file a motion for reconsideration with the
Voluntary Arbitrator, the motion must also be filed within the same 10-day period
since a motion for reconsideration is filed “within the period for taking an appeal” per
Rule 37, Section 1 of the Rules of Court. (GR No. 168612, December 10, 2014).
In Leus vs. St. Scholastica’s College, the Court found illegal respondent school’s
dismissal of petitioner on the ground that the latter had committed disgraceful or
immoral conduct for getting pregnant out of wedlock. The Court held that each case
must be holistically considered and evaluated in light of applicable laws and the
prevailing norms of conduct which should be determined by public and secular, and
not religious, morality. It found that gauged from a purely public and secular view,
premarital sexual relations between two consenting adults who have no impediment
to marry each other and consequently conceiving a child out of wedlock does not
amount to disgraceful or immoral conduct under the 1992 Manual of Regulation for
Private Schools. (GR No. 187226, January 28, 2015)
In Balite v. SS Ventures International, Inc., the Court held that the appeal bond
posted by the respondent employer in the amount of P100,000, which is equivalent to
around 20% of the total amount of the monetary bond, is sufficient to perfect its
appeal. In so ruling, the Court took into consideration, among others, the employer’s
demonstrated good faith in filing the motion to reduce the bond on demonstrable
grounds coupled with the posting of the appeal bond in the requested amount as well
as the filing of the memorandum of appeal. (GR No. 195109, February 4, 2015)
c. Election Law
In Villafuerte v. COMELEC, the Court held that for a petition to deny due course
or cancel the Certificate of Candidacy (COC) of a candidate to prosper, the said
candidate must have made a material representation involving his eligibility or qualification
for the office to which he seeks election, such as the requisite residency, age, citizenship
or any other legal qualification necessary to run for local elective office as provided
in the Local Government Code. The Court held in this case that respondent’s nickname
written in the COC cannot be considered a material fact which pertains to his eligibility
and qualification to run for public office as there was no substantial evidence that
when respondent wrote such nickname, he had the intention to deceive the voters as
to his identity which has an effect on his eligibility or qualification for the office he
seeks to assume. It held that petitioner should have instead filed an election protest
and prayed that the votes for respondent be declared as stray votes, and not a petition
to deny due course or cancel the COC. (GR No. 206698, February 25, 2014)
In Villarosa v. Festin, the Supreme Court held that the formation of Special Divisions
by the Commission on Elections (COMELEC) is sanctioned both by the Constitution
and the COMELEC Rules. It said that the term “special” in this case merely indicates
that the commissioners sitting therein may be sitting in only in a temporary capacity
or via substitution. According to the Court, the temporary or permanent shuffling of
members in the COMELEC is not a novel practice and that exigencies justify the
substitution of members and the designation of special divisions to prevent paralysis
in the administration of justice. (GR No. 212953, August 5, 2014)
In Causing vs. COMELEC, the Court ruled that the relocation of a Local Civil
Registrar by respondent Municipal Mayor during the election period from her office
as the Local Civil Registrar to the Office of the Mayor just a few steps away does not
constitute a prohibited act under the Omnibus Election Code and the relevant Resolution
of the COMELEC. It held the said personnel action as a valid re-assignment as the
registrar was merely required to physically report to the Mayor’s Office and perform
her functions as Municipal Civil Registrar therein. She remained to be the Municipal
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Civil Registrar while doing her work physically outside of her usual work station.
(GR No. 199139, September 9, 2014)
In Jalover v. Osmeña, the Court upheld the residency of the respondent in Toledo
City and the validity of his representation as such in his Certificate of Candidacy. The
Court rejected petitioner’s suggested approach of using subjective non-legal standards
in establishing residency that largely rely on statements that respondent was “hardly
seen” in Toledo City. It found that respondent’s substantial and real interest in establishing
his domicile of choice in Toledo City is sufficiently shown not only by the acquisition
of additional property in the area and the transfer of his voter registration and
headquarters, but also by his participation in the community’s socio-civic and political
activities. (GR No. 209286, September 23, 2014)
In Cerafica v. COMELEC, the Court dismissed a petition assailing the cancellation
by the COMELEC of a certificate of candidacy for being moot and academic but gave
cautionary counsel that such cancellation is a quasi-judicial proceeding and must first
be heard by the COMELEC in Division and later in En Banc on appeal.
(GR No. 205136, December 2, 2014)
In Timbol v. COMELEC, the Court denied the petition for being moot and academic
but set forth “controlling and authoritative doctrines” to be observed by the Commission
on Elections in motu proprio denying due course to or cancelling certificates of candidacy
of alleged nuisance candidates. It stressed that this motu proprio authority is always
subject to the alleged nuisance candidate’s opportunity to be heard, which is an
essential element of due process. (GR No. 206004, February 24, 2015)
d. Environment Law
In SR Metals, Inc. v. Reyes, the Court held that the Department of Environment
and Natural Resources (DENR)’s DMC 2007-07 (Clarificatory Guidelines in the
Implementation of the Small-Scale Mining Laws) imposing the annual production limit of
50,000 dry metric tons (DMT) to both the Small-Scale Mining Permits (SSMPs) issued
under PD 1899 and Small-Scale Mining Contracts (SSMCs) under RA 7076 harmonized
the two laws. The Court noted that for metallic minerals, the maximum annual
production under an SSMP/SSMC shall be 50,000 dry metric tons (DMT[s]) of ore,
while for nonmetallic minerals, the maximum annual production shall be 50,000 DMT[s]
of the material itself, e.g., 50,000 DMT[s] of limestone, 50,000 DMT[s] of silica, or
50,000 DMT[s] of perlite. It said that the DENR saw it proper to conservatively measure
the production of metallic minerals apparently bearing in mind the more intense
impact of such kind of mining to the environment. (GR No. 179669, June 14, 2014)
In Arigo v. Swift, the Court denied the petition for the issuance of the privilege of
a writ of kalikasan with prayer for the issuance of a Temporary Environmental Protection
Order (TEPO). It ruled that the petition has become moot in the sense that the salvage
operation of the US military ship USS Guardian which ran aground over the Tubbataha
Reefs sought to be enjoined or restrained had already been accomplished when petitioners
sought recourse from the Court. It deferred to the Executive Branch on the matter of
compensation and rehabilitation measures through diplomatic channels as resolution
of these issues impinges on relations with another State in the context of common
security interests under the Visiting Forces Agreement. (GR No. 206510, September
16, 2014)
In Paje v. Casiño, the Court upheld the Court of Appeals’ finding that the Casiño
group had failed to substantiate its claims that the construction and operation of the
assailed coal-fired power plant in the Subic Bay Freeport Zone will cause environmental
damage of the magnitude contemplated under the writ of kalikasan. The Court also
held that the signature requirement in the Environmental Compliance Certificate
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(ECC) had been substantially complied with pro hac vice, and the amendments to the
ECC were valid. It also held that since the ECC is not the license or permit contemplated
under Section 59 of the Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act of 1997 (IPRA, RA 8371) and
its implementing rules, there is no necessity to secure the Certification of Non-Overlap
(CNO) beforehand. For reason of equity, the Court refrained from invalidating the
Lease and Development Agreement (LDA) between RP Energy and the Subic Bay
Metropolitan Authority (SBMA) as it was only in this case that it first ruled that a
CNO should have been secured prior to the consummation of the said LDA under
Section 59 of IPRA. It also held that by virtue of RA 7227 (The Bases Conversion and
Development Act of 1992), there is no need to secure prior compliance with the approval
of the concerned sanggunian requirement under Section 27, in relation to Section 26,
of RA 7610 (The Local Government Code of 1991). Finally, the Court ruled that it cannot
resolve the issue as to the third amendment to the ECC because it was not one of the
issues set during preliminary conference. (GR No. 207257, GR No. 207276, GR No.
207282, and GR No. 207366, February 3, 2015)
In CIR v. Team (Philippines) Operations Corporation, the Court affirmed the Court
of Tax Appeals in granting respondent Team (Philippines) Operations Corporation’s
claim for refund in the amount of P69,562,412.00 representing unutilized tax credits
for the taxable period ending on December 31, 2001 after finding that the respondent
had complied with the following three essential conditions for the grant of a claim for
refund of creditable withholding income tax: (1) the claim is filed with the Commissioner
of Internal Revenue within the two-year period from the date of payment of the tax;
(2) it is shown on the return of the recipient that the income payment received was
declared as part of the gross income; and (3) the fact of withholding is established by
a copy of a statement duly issued by the payor to the payee showing the amount paid
and the amount of the tax withheld therefrom. (GR No. 179260, April 2, 2014)
In Visayas Geothermal Power Company v. CIR, the Court deemed it proper to
outline the following rules laid down in San Roque with regard to claims for refund or
tax credit of unutilized creditable input VAT:
1. When to file an administrative claim with the CIR
a. General rule – Section 112(A) and Mirant. Within 2 years from
the close of the taxable quarter when the sales were made.
b. Exception – Atlas. Within 2 years from the date of payment of
the output VAT, if the administrative claim was filed from June 8, 2007
(promulgation of Atlas) to September 12, 2008 (promulgation of Mirant).
2. When to file a judicial claim with the CTA
a. General rule – Section 112(D); not Section 229
i. Within 30 days from the full or partial denial of the administrative
claim by the CIR; or
ii. Within 30 days from the expiration of the 120-day period
provided to the CIR to decide on the claim. This is mandatory and
jurisdictional beginning January 1, 1998 (effectivity of 1997 NIRC).
b. Exception - BIR Ruling No. DA-489-03
The judicial claim need not await the expiration of the 120-day period, if such
was filed from December 10, 2003 (issuance of BIR Ruling No. DA-489-03) to October
6, 2010 (promulgation of Aichi). (GR No. 197525, June 4, 2014)
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In Nursery Care Corporation v. Acevedo, the Court ruled that when a municipality
or city has already imposed a business tax on manufacturers, etc. of liquors, distilled
spirits, wines, and any other article of commerce pursuant to Section 143(a) of the
Local Government Code, said municipality or city may no longer subject the same
manufacturers to a business tax under Section 143(h) of the same Code.
(GR. No. 180651, July 30, 2014)
In CIR v. Pilipinas Shell Petroleum Corporation, the Court ruled that respondent is
entitled to a refund or issuance of a tax credit certificate as conveyances of realty not
in connection with a sale to trustees or other persons without consideration are not
taxable. It pointed out that RA 9243, An Act Rationalizing the Provisions of the Documentary
Stamp Tax of the National Internal Revenue Code of 1997, exempts the transfer of real
property of a corporation, which is a party to the merger or consolidation, to another
corporation, which is also a party to the merger or consolidation, from the payment
of documentary stamp tax, noting that respondent had entered into a Plan of Merger
with its affiliate, Shell Philippine Petroleum Corporation (SPPC). (GR No. 192398,
September 29, 2014)
In Fort Bonifacio Development Corporation v. CIR, the Court found for the petitioner,
ruling that prior payment of taxes is not required for a taxpayer to avail of the 8%
transitional input tax credit provided in Section 105 of the old National Internal Revenue
Code and that petitioner is entitled to said tax credit despite having acquired the
Global City property under a tax-free transaction. It noted that issues in these cases
have already been passed upon and resolved by the Court En Banc twice in decisions
that have reached finality, thus, the parties are bound by the doctrine of stare decisis.
It thus ordered respondent to refund or, in the alternative, to issue a tax credit certificate
to petitioner FBDC. (GR No. 175707, GR No. 180035, and GR No. 181092,
November 19, 2014)
In Honda Cars Philippines Inc. v. Honda Cars Technical Specialist and Supervisors
Union, the Court ruled that the union has no cause of action against the company
which had merely performed its statutory duty to withhold tax based on its interpretation
of the National Internal Revenue Code and that the union’s cause of action for the
refund or non-withholding of tax is against the taxing authority, and not against the
employer. The Court also held that the Voluntary Arbitrator has no competence to
rule on the taxability of the gas allowance and on the propriety of the withholding of
tax as these issues are clearly tax matters and do not involve labor disputes.
(GR No. 204142, November 19, 2014)
In Samar-I Electric Cooperative v. CIR, the Court held that although the Final
Assessment Notice and demand letter issued to petitioner had not been accompanied
by a written explanation of the legal and factual bases of the deficiency taxes against
petitioner, there was substantial compliance with the said requirement under Section
228 of the Tax Code as seen in the exchange of correspondence and documents between
the parties. (GR No. 193100, December 10, 2014)
In City of Manila v. Colet, the Court declared null and void Section 21 (b) of the
Manila Revenue Code imposing a tax of 50% of 1% per annum on the gross sales and
receipts of the preceding year on, among others, common carriers except owners of
bancas and animal-drawn two-wheel vehicles. It found that the said tax provision is
in violation of the guidelines and limitations on the taxing powers of local government
units under the Local Government Code. (GR No. 120051, GR No. 121613, GR No.
121675, GR No. 121704, GR Nos. 121720-28, GR No. 121847-55, GR No. 122333,
GR No. 122335, GR No. 122349, and GR No. 124855, December 10, 2014)
In Banco de Oro v. Republic, the Court nullified Bureau of Internal Revenue Ruling
(BIR) No. 370-2011 declaring that being deposit substitutes, the 10-year zero-coupon
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treasury bonds denominated as the Poverty Eradication and Alleviation certificates or
the PEACe Bonds issued by the Bureau of Treasury to Rizal Commercial Banking
Corporation (RCBC) and Caucus of Development NGO Networks (CODE-NGO) are
subject to 20% final withholding tax. The Court pointed out that under the 1997
National Internal Revenue Code, the definition of “deposit substitutes” was qualified by
the phrase “public – borrowing from 20 or more individual or corporate lenders at any
one time,” which 20-lender rule was disregarded by BIR Ruling No. 370-2011 which
stated that “all treasury bonds…regardless of the number of purchasers/lenders at the
time of origination/issuance are considered deposit substitutes.” Moreover, the Court
found that said BIR Ruling also created a distinction for government debt instruments
against those issued by private corporations when there was none in the law. In the
case of the PEACe Bonds, the Court noted that a reading of the underwriting agreement
and the RCBC Capital (as underwriter for CODE-NGO) of the PEACe Bonds to various
undisclosed investors fell on the same day when the PEACe Bonds were supposedly
issued to CODE-NGO/RCBC. Thus the Court held that should there have been a
simultaneous sale to 20 or more lenders/investors, the PEACe Bonds are deemed
deposit substitutes and RCBC Capital/CODE-NGO would have been obliged to pay
the 20% final tax on the interest or discount from the PEACe Bonds. This is likewise
true of any lender/investor who had turned around and sold the said PEACe Bonds,
whether in whole or in part, simultaneously to 20 or more lenders or investors. The
proper procedure in the case of the foregoing was for the Bureau of Treasury to pay
the face value of the PEACe Bonds to the bondholders and for the Bureau of Internal
revenue to collect the final withholding tax directly from RCBC Capital/CODE-NGO,
or any lender-investor if such be the case, as the withholding agents. (GR No. 198756,
January 13, 2015)
In Winebrenner & Iñigo Insurance Brokers, Inc. v. CIR, the Court held that the
submission and presentation of the quarterly income tax returns (ITRs) of the succeeding
quarters of a taxable year is not indispensable in a claim for refund. It ruled that any
document, other than quarterly ITRs may be used to prove not having carried over
the excess credits to the succeeding quarters of a taxable year, provided that such is
competent, relevant, and part of the records. (GR No. 206526, January 20, 2015)
In China Banking Corporation v. CIR, the Court held that the government’s claim
for deficiency documentary stamp tax (DST) in the amount of P11,383,165.50 is
barred by prescription. Citing Republic v. Ker, the Court applied to the government the
rule on estoppel on the grounds of procedure (failure to raise the issue of prescription
at the trial court/administrative level) and injustice (it took the Bureau of Internal
Revenue more than 12 years to take steps to collect the assessed tax). (GR No. 172509,
February 4, 2015)
In Demaala v. COA, the Court held that in view of 1) the permissive language in
Section 235 of the Local Government Code, 2) the seminal purpose of fiscal autonomy
of local government units, and 3) the jurisprudentially established preference for the
autonomy of local government units, Section 235’s specified rate of 1% is a maximum
rate for an additional levy on real property tax for the special education fund. Thus
it found nothing wrong in the Municipality of Narra’s collection pursuant to a provincial
ordinance of the annual tax as special education fund at the rate of .5% of the assessed
value subject to tax of the property. (GR No. 199752, February 17, 2015)
In PAGCOR v. BIR, the Court upheld its earlier ruling that RA 9337, Section 1
amending RA 8424, Section 27(c), excluding petitioner Philippine Amusement and
Gaming Corporation from the enumeration of government-owned and controlled
corporations exempted from corporate income tax is valid and constitutional. In addition,
the Court held that 1) petitioner’s tax privilege of paying five percent (5%) franchise
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tax in lieu of all other taxes with respect to its income from gaming operations, pursuant
to PD 1869, as amended is not repealed or amended by RA 9337, Section 1(c), 2)
petitioner’s franchise tax is subject to five percent (5%) franchise tax only, and 3)
petitioner’s income from other related services is subject to corporate income tax only.
The Court thus ordered respondent BIR to cease and desist from implementation of
Revenue Memorandum Circular No. 33-2013 insofar as it imposes 1) corporate income
tax on petitioner’s income derived from its gaming operations and 2) franchise tax on
petitioner’s income from other related activities. (GR No. 215427, February 20, 2015)
(8) Administrative and Disciplinary
In Junio v. Cacatian-Beltran, the Court admonished and reminded respondent
judge that she should dispose of her cases within the period required by law, pointing
out that Section 15(2), Article VIII of the 1987 Constitution requires lower court
judges to decide a case within the period of 90 days. (AM No. RTJ-14-2367,
January 13, 2014)
In Sundiang v. Bacho, the Court stressed that sheriffs are not allowed to receive
any voluntary payments from the parties in the course of the performance of their
duties. The Court found that in the implementation of the writ of demolition, respondent
sheriff had failed to submit an estimate to the court for approval and instead on his
own demanded and received sums of money from the complainant. Neither did he
advise the complainant that the sheriff’s expenses approved by the court should be
deposited with the clerk of court and ex-officio sheriff. The Court thus found respondent
sheriff guilty of conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service and suspended
him for six months and one day. He was also sternly warned against repetition of
similar acts. (AM No. P-12-3043, January 15, 2014)
In Alconera v. Pallanan, the Court admonished and warned respondent sheriff to
always be courteous in dealing with the public in the performance of official duties
with warning against repetition of similar acts. The controversy stems from the propriety
of the implementation of a writ of execution and a face-off which escalated into a
heated argument caught on video between complainant attorney and respondent
sheriff. The Court held that the latter should have exercised restraint in dealing with
the former instead of allowing the quarrel to escalate into a hostile encounter.
(AM No. P-12-3069, January 20, 2014)
In OCA v. Buencamino, the Court found several personnel of the Metropolitan
Trial Court of Caloocan City administratively liable as a result of the financial audit
conducted by the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA). The Court suspended
both the Clerk of Court and the former Officer in Charge for their failure to properly
supervise respondent Sheriff III and manage the financial transactions in the court. As
for respondent Sheriff III, the Court found her guilty of serious dishonesty for
misappropriating court funds and dismissed her from service with forfeiture of all
benefits due her except accrued leave credits, and disqualified her from appointment
to any public office including government-owned or controlled corporations. It also
directed the OCA to file the appropriate criminal action against her. (AM No. P-052051 & AM No. 05-4-118-MeTC, January 21, 2014)
In Alcantara-Aquino v. Dela Cruz, the Court dismissed respondent Clerk III for
gross misconduct and dishonesty as it found that respondent authenticated documents
without any authorization. (AM No. P-13-3141, January 21, 2014)
In San Buenaventura v. Migriño, the Court found respondent guilty of simple
neglect of duty and thus imposed upon him a fine equivalent to one month’s salary
to be deducted from the retirement benefits due him. The Court said that it is incumbent
upon respondent as the clerk of court and the administrative assistant of the judge to
1
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assist in the management of the calendar of the court, particularly in the scheduling
of cases and in all other matters not involving the exercise of discretion or judgment
of the judge. It found respondent careless and indifferent in the performance of his
duties when he failed to supervise his subordinates well and to efficiently conduct the
proper administration of justice. (AM No. P-08-2574, January 22, 2014)
In The OAS, OCA v. Indar, the Court found respondent judge guilty of gross
misconduct, insubordination, and negligence due to his long delay in complying, as
well as for his total non-compliance, with the directives/orders of the Office of the
Court Administrator (OCA) and the Court. It thus imposed upon him a fine of
P40,000 to be deducted from the monetary value of his accumulated leave credits. It
also found respondent process server guilty of dishonesty for falsification of his Daily
Time Records, and suspended him for six months with a stern warning against repetition
of similar acts. (AM No. RTJ-11-2287, January 22, 2014)
In Ejera v. Merto, the Court underscored the rule requiring the exhaustion of
administrative remedies before resorting to judicial action, saying the rule rests on the
principle that the administrative agency, if afforded a complete chance to pass upon
the matter again, will decide the same correctly. Thus it ruled that a public servant
who has an issue against a directive for her re-assignment must exhaust her available
administrative remedies before resorting to judicial action. The Court ruled that had
the petitioner followed the grievance procedure under the Civil Service Commission
(CSC)’s Omnibus Rules to protest her re-assignment, her next step would have been to
elevate her case to the CSC itself, the constitutional body charged with the exclusive
jurisdiction not only over disciplinary actions against government officials and employees
but also over cases involving personnel actions. (GR No. 163109, January 22, 2014)
In OCA v. Redoña, the Court ordered the forfeiture of retirement benefits and
privileges except accrued leave credits, if any, with prejudice to re-employment in any
branch or instrumentality of the government, including government-owned or controlled
corporations of a clerk of court found guilty of gross misconduct, gross neglect of
duty, and dishonesty. The Court found that respondent had failed to remit collections
on time and tampered with court records to conceal missing collections. (AM No. P14-3194, January 27, 2015)
In Re: Habitual Tardiness of Cesar E. Sales, the Court found that respondent Cash
Clerk III’s Daily Time Records show that he was not only habitually tardy but also
habitually absent from office and thus dismissed him. Although respondent indicated
in his DTRs “sick leave applied,” “vacation leave applied” and “forced leave applied,”
the Court found he had failed to submit proof that his applications for leave had been
approved by the proper authorities. It thus dismissed him for habitual tardiness and
absenteeism. (AM No. P-13-3171, January 28, 2014)
In Galindez v. Susbilla-De Vera, the Court found respondent court stenographer
guilty of gross misconduct and dismissed her from the service with prejudice to reemployment in government service and with forfeiture of all retirement benefits, except
accrued leave credits, with an order to return to the complainant the P65,000.00 she
solicited to supposedly facilitate a legal proceeding in court. The Court held respondent
compounded her guilt by disobeying its orders requiring her to explain herself. (AM
No. P-13-3126, February 4, 2014)
In Marquez v. Ovejera, the Court held that respondent Sheriff IV cannot be held
administratively liable for her purported failure to submit her Statement of Assets,
Liabilities and Net Worth (SALN) for the years 2000 and 2001 as she was not given
an opportunity to be heard on this matter considering that said infraction was not
included in the original charge. However, the Court held that her failure to disclose
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the interests which had eventually accrued on her time deposits in her SALN for the
years 2004 and 2005 fell short of the legal requirement stated under Section 8 of RA
6713 (The Code of Ethics and Ethical Standards for Public Officials and Employees) and
thus she should be held administratively liable for said infraction. It appearing to be
her first offense and that the same does not appear to have been attended by any bad
faith or fraudulent intent, the Court penalized her with a P5,000 fine to be deducted
from her retirement benefits in view of her compulsory retirement. (AM No. P-112903, February 5, 2014)
In Contreras-Soriano v. Salamanca, the Court found respondent Clerk III guilty of
dishonesty and conduct prejudicial to the best interest of public service. In imposing
on her the penalty of suspension for one year without pay, the Court considered
respondent’s previous unblemished record of 20 years in government service and her
acknowledgement of her infractions and feelings of remorse for her excesses and
shortcomings, and that the amount misappropriated was not significantly huge. The
Court also clarified that respondent’s dishonesty does not consist of her failure to
remit court funds because the money she received and pocketed from the litigants did
not acquire the status of court finds as no official receipt was issued by her.
(AM No. P-13-3119, February 10, 2014)
In Villahermosa v. Sarcia, the Court dismissed two Court of Appeals employees
after finding them guilty of grave misconduct for having admittedly received money
from complainants. The Court underscored that there is no defense in receiving money
from party litigants as the act itself makes court employees guilty of grave misconduct.
It further found one respondent guilty of serious dishonesty for misrepresenting himself
as a lawyer and drafting pleadings for a party-litigant for a fee, which pleadings were
filed in the same court where he is employed. He was also found to have discussed
with a litigant the latter’s case pending before the same court and worse, misrepresenting
to the complainants the outcome of their case. (AM No. CA-14-28-P, February 11,
2014)
In Tupal v. Rojo, the Court suspended respondent judge from office without salary
and other benefits for six months for nine times notarizing affidavits of cohabitation
of parties on the same day he solemnized their marriages. The Court underscored that
judges cannot notarize the affidavits of cohabitation of the parties whose marriages
they will solemnize as affidavits of cohabitation are documents not connected with
their official function and duty to solemnize marriages. (AM No. MTJ-14-1842,
February 24, 2014)
In Gupilan-Aguilar v. Office of the Ombudsman, the Court held the following: 1) per
the ruling in Fabian v. Desierto and the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure, appeals from
decisions of the Ombudsman in administrative disciplinary cases should be taken to
the Court of Appeals under the provisions of Rule 43, 2) as early as August 17, 2000,
when AO 14-A was issued, the Ombudsman-imposed penalties in administrative
disciplinary cases were already immediately executory notwithstanding an appeal
timely filed, and 3) the charge against one petitioner for grave misconduct is dismissed
while her liability for dishonesty is affirmed. The Court found that not only did she
fail to declare in her Statement of Assets, Liabilities, and Net Worth her ownership of
a residential lot located at Panicuason, Naga City, she likewise failed to satisfactorily
explain her beneficial ownership of the Antel Seaview Towers four-bedroom condominium
unit and her use of the two BMWs registered in the name of different corporations,
which, as the records show, are both based in Olongapo City. The Court stressed,
however, that owning properties disproportionate to one’s salary and not declaring
them in the corresponding SALNs cannot, without more, be classified as grave misconduct
absent a nexus between the act complained of and the discharge of duty. As to the
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other petitioner, the Court ordered the dismissal of the complaint for grave misconduct
and dishonesty against him after finding that his combined income with his wife
could very well afford a medium-priced motor van. (GR No. 197307, February 26,
2014)
In Jorda v. Bitas, the Court suspended respondent judge for three months and one
day without pay and warned against a repetition of similar acts. It found that respondent
judge granted bail without a motion for application for bail or a hearing. It held
respondent judge’s error as so gross and patent that such error produces an inference
of bad faith, making the judge liable for gross ignorance of the law. (AM No. RTJ-142376 & AM No. RTJ-14-2377, March 5, 2014)
In CSC v. Longos, the Court found respondent Longos guilty of dishonesty for
allowing another person to take her 1992 Civil Service Professional Examination. It
dismissed her from the service with forfeiture of all her retirement benefits except the
value of her accrued leave credits, if any, and with prejudice to re-employment in the
government. (AM No. P-12-3070, March 11, 2014)
In OCA v. Larida, Jr. the Court suspended respondent judge from office for two
months without pay with a stern warning against similar acts or omissions. It found
him to have committed several lapses, specifically the non-submission to the Court of
the required inventory of locally-funded employees in compliance with Administrative
Circular No. 28-2008; and his allowing a detailed locally funded employee to draft
court orders. It also found respondent guilty of unbecoming conduct when he merely
confronted his employees about solicitations made by bonding companies instead of
taking or initiating appropriate disciplinary measures. With regard to the dismissed
charges, the Court emphasized that it rejects any imputation of judicial misconduct
in the absence of sufficient proof to sustain it. (AM No. RTJ-08-2151, March 11, 2014)
In Re: Verified Complaint for Disbarment of AMALI Against Court of Appeals Associate
Justices Hon. Danton Q. Bueser, Hon. Sesinando E. Villon, and Hon. Ricardo R. Rosario,
the Court dismissed the administrative complaint against the respondent Court Justices
for utter lack of merit. It ordered the Senior Vice President of AMA Land, Inc. (AMALI),
and all the members of the Board of Directors of AMALI who had authorized the
former, within 10 days from notice to show cause in writing why they should not be
punished for indirect contempt of court for degrading the judicial office of respondent
Justices, and for interfering with the due performance of their work for the Judiciary.
(AM IPI No. 12-204-CA-J, March 11, 2014)
In Spouses Ricardo and Evelyn Marcelo v. Pichay, the Court found respondent judge
guilty of violating Section 9, Rule 140 of the Rules of Court for undue delay in resolving
the pending incidents relative to Civil Case No. 2004-286 and fined him P12,000 with
a stern warning against repetition of similar offenses. (AM No. MTJ-13-1838,
March 12, 2014)
In OCA v. Perez, the Court found respondent clerk of court guilty of grave misconduct
for her failure to make timely remittance of judiciary funds in her custody, and to
timely submit her Monthly Reports of Collections, Deposits, and Withdrawals.
Accordingly, she was ordered to pay a P40,000 fine with a stern warning against
similar acts. (AM No. P-12-3074, March 17, 2014)
In Re: Judicial Audit Conducted in the Regional Trial Court, Branch 20, Cagayan De
Oro City, Misamis Oriental, the Court found the retired judge guilty of two counts of
gross misconduct for failing to decide cases and related matters within the periods
prescribed by law and falsely rendering certificates of service to the effect that he did
not have any unresolved cases and matters pending in his court’s docket, respectively.
It thus declared his retirement benefits forfeited without prejudice to the payment to
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him of any balance of his earned leave credits. It also found the branch clerk of court
guilty of inefficiency and incompetence for his consistent failure to promptly submit
the monthly report of cases and to timely accomplish the Commissioner’s Reports in
the 39 cases assigned to him for ex parte reception of evidence and thus suspended
him for one month without pay with a stern warning against repetition of similar acts.
(AM No. 07-9-454-RTC & AM No. 05-2-108-RTC, March 18, 2014)
In Rosqueta v. Asuncion, the Court found respondent judge administratively liable
for gross misconduct for violating Section 1 and Section 2 of Canon 2 (integrity), and
Section 1 of Canon 4 (propriety) of the New Code of Judicial Conduct. It thus fined him
P21,000 with a stern warning against repetition of similar acts. The Court found that
it took two years from dismissal of a criminal case before respondent and his clerk of
court thought of turning over the firearm presented as evidence in the case to the
Philippine National Police Provincial Office for the first time. It ruled that although
SC Circular 47–98 did not so specify, the prompt and immediate compliance with its
directive of turning the firearm over by either respondent or the clerk of court was
reasonably expected. (AM No. MTJ-13-1823, March 19, 2014)
In OCA v. Runes, the High Court found respondent Clerk III guilty of loafing and
was suspended for six months, with a stern warning against similar offenses. Loafing
is defined under the Civil Service Rules as “frequent unauthorized absences from duty
during office hours,” “frequent” connoting that the employees absent themselves
from duty more than once. (AM No. P-12-3055l, March 26, 2014)
In OCA v. Miranda, the Court found respondents Clerk of Court and Clerk III
guilty of grave misconduct and individually fined them P40,000 with a warning against
similar offenses. It found them to have knowingly allowed the tampering of a Notice
of Appeal to make it appear that it complied with Section 11, Rule 13 of the 1997 Rules
of Civil Procedure. The Court further directed the Integrated Bar of the Philippines to
determine whether the involvement of two lawyers in the said tampering of records
of merits disciplinary action. It also directed the Office of the Bar Confidant to docket
the matter as an administrative complaint against the two lawyers. (AM No. P-092648 & AM No. P-13-3174, March 26, 2014)
In Anonymous Complaint Against Otelia Lyn G. Maceda, Court Interpreter, Municipal
Trial Court, Palapag, Northern Samar, the Court found respondent guilty of the offense
of less serious dishonesty for falsifying her Daily Time Record so she could attend law
classes and suspended her for six months and one day with a stern warning against
repetition of similar acts. As to the anonymous complaint which occasioned the
administrative matter, the Court held that a complaint of such sort does not always
justify its outright dismissal for being baseless or unfounded for such complaint may
be easily verified and may, without much difficulty, be substantiated and established
by other competent evidence. (GR No. 201732, March 26, 2014)
In Re: Melchor Tiongson, Headwatcher During the 2011 Bar Examinations, the Court
found respondent Clerk IV of the Court of Appeals to have violated the Instructions
given to Head Watchers issued by the Office of the Bar Confidant when he brought
a digital camera inside the Bar examination room to which he was assigned and took
photos of the questionnaire. It found him guilty of simple misconduct and suspended
him for one month and one day and was likewise permanently disqualified from
serving as Bar personnel, in any capacity, in succeeding Bar examinations.
(BM No. 2482, April 1, 2014)
In Lorenzana v. Austria, the Court found respondent judge guilty of gross ignorance
of the law and fined her P21,000 after she ordered the creation of a management
committee in a rehabilitation proceeding without first conducting an evidentiary hearing
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for that purpose and despite the demand for one. She was likewise admonished to
refrain from further acts of impropriety and conduct unbecoming of a judge after the
Court found that she had posted Friendster photos of herself “wearing an ‘off-shouldered’
suggestive dress” and made this available for public viewing. It stressed that in
communicating and socializing through social networks, judges must bear in mind
that what they communicate – regardless of whether it is a personal matter or part
of his or her judicial duties – creates and contributes to the people’s opinion not just
of the judge but of the entire judiciary of which they are a part. (AM No. RTJ-09-2200,
April 2, 2014)
In OCA v. Bustamante, the Court held a retired judge guilty of undue delay in
rendering decisions and orders and fined him P20,000 to be deducted from his retirement
benefits. It found that he failed to decide cases and resolve pending incidents within
the constitutionally prescribed 90-day period, and without authorized extension from
the Court and valid reason for such failure. (AM No. MTJ-12-1806, April 7, 2014)
In Dulang v. Regencia, the Supreme Court found respondent judge guilty of undue
delay in rendering a decision and fined her P40,000 with a stern warning against
repetition of the same or similar acts in the future. According to the Court, prompt
disposition of cases is attained basically through the efficiency and dedication to duty
of judges and that if judges do not possess those traits, delay in the disposition of cases
is inevitable to the prejudice of the litigants. In this case, the Court found that
respondent judge rendered judgment only about 2 years and 4 months from the time
the case was submitted for resolution instead of the mandated 30 days. (AM No.
MTJ-14-1841, June 2, 2014)
In Hernandez v. Gelia, the Court reiterated the doctrine that disciplinary proceedings
and criminal actions brought against any judge in relation to the performance of his
official functions are neither complementary to nor suppletory of appropriate judicial
remedies nor a substitute for such remedies. Any party who may feel aggrieved should
resort to these remedies, and exhaust them, instead of resorting to disciplinary proceedings
and criminal actions. (AM No. RTJ-13-2356, June 9, 2014)
In Light Rail Transit Authority v. Salvana, the Court reiterated its ruling that an
administrative agency has standing to appeal the Civil Service Commission (CSC)’s
repeal or modification of its original decision as it is included in the concept of a
“party adversely affected” by a decision of the CSC granted the statutory right to
appeal. (GR No. 192074, June 10, 2014)
In Sison-Barias v. Rubia, the Supreme Court dismissed respondent judge from the
service and suspended for one year respondent Data Encoder II for gross misconduct.
In addition, it also found respondent judge guilty of conduct unbecoming of a judge
for violating Canons I, II, III and IV of the Code of Judicial Conduct. The Court found
the two to have had a pre-arranged meeting with a party litigant. (AM No. RTJ-142388, June 10, 2014)
In Valdez v. Macusi, the Court held respondent Sheriff IV guilty of committing
two offenses: (1) simple neglect of duty (second offense), and (2) violation of civil
service law and rules of a serious nature (first offense). The Court found that there
was a long delay in respondent’s execution of a writ of execution in a criminal case
where he had failed to disclose that the accused is his brother. The Court noted that
under Section 55, Rule IV of the Revised Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the
Civil Service, the penalty to be imposed should be that corresponding to the most
serious charge or count and the rest shall be considered as aggravating circumstances.
While the penalty that should be imposed is dismissal from the government service,
considering that respondent sheriff was deemed resigned after filing his certificate of
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candidacy making the penalty of dismissal no longer feasible, the Court instead imposed
on him the penalty of forfeiture of retirement benefits, except accrued leave credits,
with prejudice to re-employment in any branch or instrumentality of the government,
including government-owned and controlled corporations. (AM No. P-13-3123,
June 10, 2014)
In Garay v. Venadas, Sr., the Court held respondent judge guilty of grave abuse
of authority bordering on gross ignorance of the law and ordered him to pay a fine
of P20,000 to be deducted from the amount of P100,000.00 withheld from his retirement
benefits. It found he took cognizance of a motion despite its non-compliance with the
three-day notice rule. (AM No. RTJ-06-2000, June 16, 2014)
In Uy v. Flores, the Court found respondent judge guilty of gross ignorance of the
law and suspended from office without salary and other benefits for three months and
one day. It found he assumed jurisdiction over a Rule 65 petition for certiorari, which
he should have outrightly dismissed for failure to exhaust administrative remedies.
(AM No. RTJ-12-2332, June 25, 2014)
In Alano v. Sahi, the Supreme Court found respondent court interpreter guilty of
inefficiency and incompetence and fined her an amount equivalent to her two months’
salary. According to the Court, respondent’s resignation prior to the resolution of this
case does not render it moot as resignation is not a way out to evade administrative
liability when a court employee is facing administrative sanction. (AM No. P-11-3020,
June 25, 2014)
In OCA v. Capistrano, the Supreme Court found respondent Court Stenographer
III guilty of dishonesty for falsifying her bundy cards for the periods of April and May
2009 and suspended her for a period of six months without pay. (AM No. P-13-3147,
July 2, 2014)
In OCA v. Calibuso, Jr., respondent Clerk of Court III was suspended for six
months without pay because of conduct prejudicial to the best of interest of service.
The Court found that respondent personally involved himself in the implementation
of a writ of execution to the extent of giving the Sheriff P1,500. (AM No. P-14-3199,
July 23, 2014)
In OCA v. Melchor, the Court dismissed respondent former Clerk of Court for his
failure to properly remit the cash collections per the 2002 Revised Manual for Clerks of
Court. It also held that respondent’s promotion as a judge during the pendency of this
case cannot be considered either as a mitigating or an exculpatory circumstance to
excuse him from any administrative liability as the demand for moral uprightness is
more pronounced for the members and personnel of the judiciary who are involved
in the dispensation of justice. Also, the Court disagreed with respondent’s contention
that the withholding of his salary as a judge was already penalty in itself and instead
ruled it a mere precautionary measure and not in any way a form of penalty as he
would still be compensated for actual service rendered. (AM No. P-06-2227,
August 19, 2014)
In Re: Report of Judge Rodolfo D. Vapor, MTCC, Tangub City, Misamis Occidental on
the habitual absenteeism of Filigrin E. Velez, Jr., Process Server, same court, the Supreme
Court dismissed said process server for habitual absenteeism, ruling that such infractions
seriously compromise efficiency and prejudice public service. (AM No. P-14-3232,
August 12, 2014)
In OCA v. Cruz, the Court held respondent Clerk III guilty of habitual absenteeism
for the second time and accordingly dismissed him from service. (AM No. P-14-3260,
September 16, 2014)
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In Re: Allegations Made Under Oath at the Senate Blue Ribbon Committee Hearing
Held on September 26, 2013 Against Associate Justice Gregory S. Ong, Sandiganbayan,
the Court dismissed respondent Sandiganbayan Justice for gross misconduct and
dishonesty. It found him to have twice voluntarily met with the central figure in the
“pork barrel” controversy, which initially involved only legislative and executive officials.
The Court ruled that such misconduct could not be considered “simple” because the
same had dragged the judiciary into the “pork barrel” controversy. The Court also
found that respondent had not been truthful on crucial matters even before the
administrative complaint was filed against him, thus making him guilty of dishonesty.
(AM No. SB-14-21-J, September 23, 2014)
In Re: Anonymous Letter Complaint on the Alleged Involvement and for Engaging in
the Business of Lending Money at Usurious Rates of Interest of Ms. Dolores T. Lopez, SC
Chief Judicial Staff Officer, and Mr. Fernando M. Montalvo, SC Supervising Judicial Staff
Officer, Checks Disbursement Division, Fiscal Management and Budget Office, the Court
suspended for three months respondent Lopez for engaging in onerous money lending
activities targeting the low-income workers of the Court. It held she has demeaned
the image of the office which she represents, by the fact that she utilized her office in
the conduct of her lending business. The Court dismissed the anonymous complaint
against respondent Montalvo for lack of evidence. (AM 2010-21-SC, September 30,
2014)
In Alleged Loss of Various Boxes of Copy Paper During Their Transfer From the
Property Division, Office of Administrative Services (OAS), to the Various Rooms of the
Philippine Judicial Academy and Release of Compulsory Retirement Benefits Under R.A.
No. 8291 of Mr. Isidro P. Austria, Former Supply Officer II, Philippine Judicial Academy,
Supreme Court, the Court held that compulsory retirement or resignation would not
render an administrative case moot. Thus for the criminal theft of 140 reams of long
copy paper and 40 reams of short copy paper valued at P27,000, it ordered the forfeiture
of all retirement benefits of a compulsorily retired employee and dismissed another.
It also fined another employee it found liable who had resigned pending disposition
of the administrative case. (AM No. 2008-23-SC, September 30, 2014)
In OCA v. Amor, the Court found respondent guilty of gross misconduct and
insubordination for refusing to comply with the numerous directives of the Court to
file a comment on the administrative complaint against him. The Court held the
foregoing as glaring proof that he has become disinterested to remain with the judicial
system to which he purports to belong and thus dismissed him. (AM No. RTJ-08-2140,
October 7, 2014)
In Garcia v. Buencamino, the Court suspended two Metropolitan Trial Court employees
for disgraceful and immoral conduct. Both were ordered to terminate their cohabitation
or to take such proper course of action as would legitimize their relationship. The
Court likewise suspended them for having engaged in a shouting match while in court
premises. (AM No. P-09-2691, AM No. P-09-2687, and AM No. P-14-3247,
October 13, 2014)
In Quicho v. Reyes, Jr., the Court dismissed respondent Branch Sheriff for grave
abuse of authority. It found respondent to have in one case ignored the judgment
obligor’s option to surrender a parcel of land and instead, arbitrarily levied on the
latter’s computers which were essential to its banking operations and even blow
torched the bank vault and took the cash inside. The Court found that he had even
been escorted by the National Bureau of Investigation Regional Director with his
agents carrying high-powered firearms who intimidated and sowed fear on the bank
employees and clients. (AM No. P-14-3246, October 15, 2014)
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In Concerned Citizens of Naval v. Ralar, an anonymous complaint resulted in the
dismissal of a Court Stenographer for gross dishonesty for not revealing in his Personal
Data Sheet (PDS) that he had been previously dismissed from government service by
the Bureau of Post (now Philippine Postal Corporation). The Court found that the
charge of falsification of the PDS was easily substantiated by the results of queries put
to the various offices of the public service in which respondent had previously served.
(AM No. P-14-3278, October 21, 2014)
In Velasco v. Obispo, the Court found respondent Utility Worker I guilty of grave
misconduct and suspended him for one year without pay, with a stern warning
against similar acts. The Court found that respondent solicited money from the
complainant for the purpose of securing the services of a counsel for filing a Petition
for Annulment of Marriage, among others. (AM No. P-13-3160, November 10, 2014)
In OCA v. Siwa, the Court ordered the forfeiture of retirement benefits of a court
stenographer who had optionally retired because of her gross neglect of duty in failing
to submit her transcript of stenographic notes. It also found that she had engaged in
lending activities and discounting of checks conducted within the court’s premises
which placed the image of the judiciary, of which she was part, in a bad light.
(AM No. P-13-3156, November 11, 2014)
In Francia v. Esguerra, the Court dismissed respondent sheriff for dishonesty,
gross neglect of duty, and gross inefficiency in the performance of duty. It found that
he had failed to implement the writ of execution issued in an unlawful detainer case
after the lapse of more than one year, despite complainant’s payment of expenses for
the full satisfaction of the writ. (AM No. P-14-3272, November 11, 2014)
In OCA v. Zuñiga, the Court dismissed respondent Clerk of Court II for gross
dishonesty for her failure to remit collections of court funds. It found her unorganized
method of managing and documenting the cash collections allocated for the Judicial
Development Fund (JDF) a serious violation of Administrative Circular No. 5-93. The
Court likewise found that her delayed remittance of cash collections constitutes gross
neglect of duty because this omission deprives the court of interest that may be earned
if the amounts were to be deposited in the authorized depository bank. It said that
delay in the remittance of court’s funds casts a serious doubt on the concerned court
employee’s trustworthiness and integrity. (AM No. P-10-2800, November 18, 2014)
In Lucas v. Dizon, the Court dismissed respondent Sheriff III for gross neglect in
the performance of his duties. It found him not only to have been negligent but also
ignorant of the very rules pertaining to his office by failing to implement and enforce
a writ of execution promptly despite repeated pleas by complainant. (AM No. P-123076, November 18, 2014)
In Miranda v. Raymundo, the Court fined respondent sheriff the equivalent of two
months’ salary for dereliction of duty. The sheriff failed to offer any credible explanation
why he had failed to implement a writ of execution for more than four years.
(AM No. P-13-3163, December 1, 2014)
In Vitor v. Zafra, the Court held that the conviction of an employee for violation
of the Anti-Bouncing Checks Law (BP 22), a crime involving moral turpitude, is sufficient
cause for dismissal from the service. (AM No. P-11-2917, December 2, 2014)
In Office of the Ombudsman v. Mallari, the Court reinstated the decision of petitioner
Office of the Ombudsman finding respondent Government Service Insurance System
(GSIS) official administratively liable for grave misconduct for signing a bond in willful
disregard of basic principles of suretyship, the GSIS rules and regulations on bond
underwriting, and also with gross negligence in the performance of his official functions.
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Since the official had already retired, the Court ordered the cancellation of his civil
service eligibility. (GR No. 183161, December 3, 2014)
In PAGCOR v. de Guzman, the Court held that as the Philippine Amusement and
Gaming Corporation (PAGCOR) is the proper disciplinary authority of PAGCOR
employees, formal charges should emanate from it, through its Board of Directors,
under the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service (URACCS). Since
the formal charge against respondent did not come from PAGCOR’s Board of Directors
but instead from its employees, the Court held that respondent’s removal was without
due process, warranting the dismissal of the administrative complaint against her
without prejudice to its refiling under Section 48 of URACCS. (GR No. 208261,
December 8, 2014)
In Escaño, Jr. v. Jacinto, Jr., the Court fined a judge P10,000 for “unbecoming
conduct” for declaring in open court that the Mayor of the town had an important
appointment and thus the latter’s abrupt exit from the ongoing trial should be excused.
The Court held that by such action, the judge appeared as the Mayor’s advocate and
gave reason for doubt as to his integrity and impartiality as not even the Mayor’s own
lawyers knew of the Mayor’s reason for leaving. (AM No. RTJ-15-2405, January 12,
2015)
In Re: Report on the Financial Audit Conducted at the Municipal Trial Court, Baliuag,
Bulacan, the Court, among others, found an Officer-in-Charge-Clerk of Court guilty
of dishonesty, gross neglect of duty, and grave misconduct for failure to deposit her
collections. As she had already resigned, the Court in lieu of dismissal ordered the
forfeiture of whatever benefits are still due her. (AM No. P-15-3298, February 4, 2015)
In Tordilla v. Amilano, the Court reprimanded a court stenographer for willful
failure to pay just debts. The Court noted that the penalty imposed by law is not
directed at respondent’s private life but at her actuations unbecoming of a public
official. (AM No. P-14-3241, February 4, 2015)
In Tormis v. Paredes, the Court admonished respondent judge for conduct
unbecoming a judge for making unnecessary and uncalled for remarks regarding
another judge and the latter’s son in his class discussions. The Court held that respondent
judge’s freedom of expression is subject to the New Code of Judicial Conduct which
requires that judges should always conduct themselves in a manner that preserves the
dignity of the judicial office and the impartiality and independence of the judiciary.
(AM No. RTJ-12-2366, February 4, 2015)
In Chua Keng Sin v. Mangente, the Court found respondent judge guilty of gross
ignorance of the law in his handling of complainant’s motions in a criminal case. It
noted that his experience before appointment to the Bench as a public attorney and
prosecutor should have engrained in him well-settled doctrines and basic tenets of
law. It thus suspended him from the service for six months with a warning that
repetition of the same or similar acts shall be dealt with more severely. (AM No. MTJ15-1851, February 11, 2015)
In CSC v. Dawang, the Court dismissed respondent court stenographer for serious
dishonesty. The Court found that she had “written ill-gotten” qualifications, i.e.,
passing the Civil Service Professional exam when she has not taken the test, on her
Personal Data Sheet. (AM No. P-15-3289, February 17, 2015)
In Anonymous Letter-Complaint Against Reynaldo C. Alcantara, Utility Worker I,
Branch 70 and Joseph C. Jacinto, Electrician, Hall of Justice, Both of the Regional Trial Court
of Burgos, Pangasinan, the Court dismissed respondents for grave misconduct and

JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT 2014-2015
dishonesty. They were found to have stolen and cashed the checks of their co-workers.
(AM No. P-15-3296, February 17, 2015)
In Leave Division – O.A.S., Office of the Court Administrator v. Sarceno, the Court
found respondent guilty of habitual absenteeism and conduct prejudicial to the best
interest of the public service and confirms his dismissal from the service. (AM No.
P-11-2930, February 17, 2015)
In Nate v. Contreras, the Court reprimanded respondent judge for the unauthorized
notarization of documents unrelated to her office duties while she was still serving as
Clerk of Court. (AM No. RTJ-15-2406, February 18, 2015)
In OCA v. Reyes, the Court dismissed a Municipal Trial Court Clerk of Court for
gross neglect of duty, dishonesty, and grave misconduct. It found her guilty of nonsubmission of financial reports, non-reporting and non-deposit of collections, undue
delay in the deposit of collections, unauthorized withdrawal, and non-explanation of
incurred shortages and undeposited collections. It directed the Legal Office, Office of
the Court Administrator to immediately file civil and criminal cases against respondent
if she failed to restitute the portion of her shortages and penalties not covered by the
money value of her leave credits. (AM No. P-10-2872, February 24, 2015)
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THE COURT OF APPEALS
The Court of Appeals held its 79th founding anniversary on February 1, 2015. Its
Vision is to be “A Court where JUDICIAL EXCELLENCE is a Daily Reality.”
Its mission is described in the following action points:
(1) To enhance the public trust by disposing of cases justly, speedily, and
impartially.
(2) To employ computerized and automated innovations and re-engineer
administrative and operational systems.
(3) To uplift the professional and moral standards of Court officials and
employees.
(4) To provide magistrates an environment conducive to the faithful
discharge of their judicial tasks.
(5) To uphold the Rule of Law by fairly and fearlessly defending the
Constitution and the rights of the people.
The Court of Appeals was created on February 1, 1936 by virtue of Commonwealth
Act No. 3 promulgated on December 31, 1935, and was then composed of 11 judges.
When Commonwealth Act No. 259 was enacted on April 7, 1938, the appellate
judges were named justices and the composition of the Court of Appeals was increased
to 15 justices. Executive Order No. 4, issued on February 5, 1942, again increased the
number of justices to 17. In the latter part of 1944, it was regionalized into five
Districts – Court of Appeals (CA) for Northern, Central and Southern Luzon; for
Manila; and for Visayas and Mindanao. During the Japanese Occupation in 1945, the
CA was abolished in 1945 when President Sergio Osmeña Sr. issued EO 37.
After the Japanese Occupation and with the passage of Republic Act No. 52 on
October 4, 1946, the CA was recreated consisting of a presiding justice and 14 associate
justices. The composition of the CA was increased to 18 by RA 1605; then to 24
justices by RA 5204 on June 16, 1968. The number of CA justices was increased again
to 36 in 1973 and to 45 in 1978.
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In 1983, there was a thorough judicial reorganization under Batas Pambansa Blg.
129. EO 864 was issued wherein the Court of Appeals was renamed Intermediate
Appellate Court (IAC) and its membership enlarged to 50 associate justices with a
presiding justice. However, only 37 justices were appointed during this period.
With the change of government in 1986, President Corazon C. Aquino issued EO
33 on July 28, 1986, reverting the name back to “Court of Appeals” composed of a
presiding justice and 50 associate justices.
On February 23, 1995, RA 7902 was passed expanding the jurisdiction of the
Court effective March 18, 1995.
Statutory History
On December 30, 1996, RA 8246 created six (6) more divisions in the Court,
thereby increasing its membership from 51 to 69 justices. The number of divisions was
increased from 17 to 23 and its membership from 51 to 69. Under the law, the first 17
divisions are to be stationed in Manila for cases coming from the 1st to the 5th Judicial
Regions, the 18th to 20th divisions were to be stationed in Cebu City for cases from
the 6th to 8th Judicial Regions, and the 21st to 23rd divisions in Cagayan de Oro City
for cases from the 9th to 12th Judicial Regions. However, this law was fully implemented
only in 2004, with the appointment of 18 new justices for the Visayas and Mindanao
stations and the opening of the CA in Cebu and Cagayan de Oro.
Composition and Membership; Jurisdiction
The CA is composed of 69 justices, including its presiding justice, assigned to 23
divisions with three justices each as members.
The CA reviews the decisions and final orders of all the Regional Trial Courts.
Also, the CA reviews decisions and resolutions in administrative cases of the Ombudsman
(Fabian v. Desierto, GR No. 129742, September 16, 1998), and those of the Department
of Justice and other agencies exercising quasi-judicial functions, including the Office
of the President. The decisions and resolutions of the National Labor Relations Commission
are now initially reviewable by the Court of Appeals, instead of a direct recourse to
the Supreme Court, via petition for certiorari under Rule 65 (St. Martin Funeral Home
v. NLRC, GR No. 130688, September 16, 1998).
On July 7, 2004, the Supreme Court, in People v. Mateo (GR No. 147678-87, July
7, 2004) allowed the Court of Appeals to conduct an intermediate review before the
case is elevated to it (the Supreme Court) in criminal cases where the penalty imposed
is reclusion perpetua, life imprisonment, or death.
On December 15, 2005, the Supreme Court issued AM No. 05-11-04-SC promulgating
the rules of procedure in Anti-Money Laundering cases under RA 9160 as amended,
wherein the CA was granted jurisdiction over petitions for freeze orders on any
monetary instrument, property or proceeds involving an unlawful activity under said
RA. On October 24, 2007, the CA was also granted jurisdiction over petitions for
Writs of Amparo, pursuant to AM No. 07-9-12-SC. Likewise, effective February 2,
2008, the CA was granted jurisdiction over petitions for Writs of Habeas Data, pursuant
to AM No. 08-1-16 -SC.
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Members of the CA (2014-2015)
MANILA
First Division
Presiding Justice Andres B. Reyes, Jr. – Chairperson
Justice Ricardo R. Rosario – Senior Member
Justice Edwin D. Sorongon – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Venus Maglaya-Taloma (Acting)*
Second Division
Justice Remedios A. Salazar-Fernando – Chairperson
Justice Marlene Gonzales-Sison – Senior Member
Justice Ramon A. Cruz – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Dionisio C. Jimenez
Third Division
Justice Rosmari D. Carandang – Chairperson
Justice Romeo F. Barza – Senior Member
Justice Agnes Reyes Carpio – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Rosario Rhea Mea R. Esquejo-Binalla
Fourth Division
Justice Hakim S. Abdulwahid – Chairperson
Justice Priscilla J. Baltazar-Padilla – Senior Member
Justice Socorro B. Inting – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Manuel G. Asuncion
Fifth Division
Justice Noel G. Tijam – Chairperson
Justice Mario V. Lopez – Senior Member
Justice Myra V. Garcia-Fernandez, Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Donna Lara Oropesa
Sixth Division
Justice Jose C. Reyes, Jr. – Chairperson
Justice Francisco P. Acosta – Senior Member
Justice Eduardo B. Peralta, Jr. – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Miriam A. Bautista
Seventh Division
Justice Fernanda Lampas Peralta – Chairperson
Justice Stephen C. Cruz – Senior Member
Justice Ramon Paul L. Hernando – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Caroline Ocampo-Peralta
Eighth Division
Justice Magdangal M. De Leon – Chairperson
Justice Jane Aurora C. Lantion – Senior Member
Justice Nina G. Antonio-Valenzuela – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Selene V. Conanan
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Ninth Division
Justice Isaias P. Dicdican – Chairperson
Justice Elihu A. Ybañez – Senior Member
Justice Victoria Isabel A. Paredes – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Michael F. Real
Tenth Division
Justice Japar B. Dimaampao – Chairperson
Justice Franchito N. Diamante – Senior Member
Justice Carmelita Salandanan Manahan – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Teresita C. Custodio
Eleventh Division
Justice Celia C. Librea-Leagogo – Chairperson
Justice Amy C. Lazaro-Javier – Senior Member
Justice Melchor Quirino C. Sadang – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Alma B. Operio
Twelfth Division
Justice Mariflor P. Punzalan Castillo – Chairperson
Justice Florito S. Macalino – Senior Member
Justice Zenaida T. Galapate-Laguilles – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Tammy Ann Reyes-Mendillo
Thirteenth Division
Justice Sesinando E. Villon – Chairperson
Justice Rodil V. Zalameda – Senior Member
Justice Pedro B. Corales – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Maria Isabel Pattugalan-Madarang
Fourteenth Division
Justice Ramon M. Bato, Jr. – Chairperson
Justice Manuel M. Barrios – Senior Member
Justice Maria Elisa Sempio Diy – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Evangeline R. Llamas
Fifteenth Division
Justice Normandie B. Pizarro – Chairperson
Justice Samuel H. Gaerlan – Senior Member
Justice Zenaida T. Galapate-Laguilles – Junior Member (Acting)*
* 15 working days only
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Abigail S. Domingo-Laylo
Sixteenth Division
Justice Apolinario D. Bruselas, Jr. – Chairperson
Justice Danton Q. Bueser – Senior Member
Justice Pedro B. Corales – Junior Member (Acting)*
* 15 working days only
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Celedonia M. Ogsimer
Seventeenth Division
Justice Ramon R. Garcia – Chairperson
Justice Leoncia R. Dimagiba – Senior Member
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Justice Maria Elisa Sempio Diy – Junior Member (Acting)*
* 15 working days only
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Vilma Ayala-Dasal
CEBU CITY STATION
Eighteenth Division
Executive Justice Gabriel T. Ingles – Chairperson
Justice Marilyn B. Lagura-Yap – Senior Member
Justice Jhosep Y. Lopez – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Ma. Consuelo Aissa P. Wong-Ruste
Nineteenth Division
Justice Edgardo L. Delos Santos – Chairperson
Justice Ma. Luisa Quijano Padilla – Senior Member
Justice Marie Christine Azcarraga Jacob – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Joseph Stephen-Ygnacio
Twentieth Division
Justice Pamela Ann Abella Maxino – Chairperson
Justice Renato C. Francisco – Senior Member
Justice Germano Francisco D. Legazpi – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. May Faith L. Trumata-Rebotiaco
CAGAYAN DE ORO CITY STATION
Twenty-First Division
Executive Justice Romulo V. Borja – Chairperson
Justice Oscar V. Badelles – Senior Member
Justice Maria Filomena D. Singh – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Jean Domaboc-Amunez (Acting)*
Twenty-Second Division
Justice Edgardo A. Camello – Chairperson
Justice Henri Jean Paul B. Inting – Senior Member
Justice Pablito A. Perez – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Melody Sherry R. Chan
Twenty-Third Division
Justice Edgardo T. Lloren – Chairperson
Justice Edward B. Contreras – Senior Member
Justice Rafael Antonio M. Santos – Junior Member
Division Clerk of Court – Atty. Suzette T. Caingin-Dablio
* Based on Office Order No. 15-15-ABR

The Work of the Court of Appeals
The year 2014 saw a decrease in the number of pending cases in the CA with its
CA-Case Management Information System (CA-CMIS), a computerized system which
enables real-time tracking and monitoring of information on cases. From a total of
21,939 pending cases in 2013, the number was reduced to 21,564 by the end of 2014.
From January 1 to December 31, 2014, the CA resolved 12,617 cases (Case Output)
as against the total Case Input of 34,181 cases. The percentage of case disposal was
36.91%. 13
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Another reform program, the Zero Backlog Project, also resulted in the disposition
of 2,960 out of the 2,963 cases identified as cases submitted for decision from 2010 and
earlier.
In 2014, the CA received 36 Anti-Money Laundering Act cases and three (3) Writ
of Kalikasan cases. There were no Writ of Amparo and Writ of Habeas Corpus cases filed
directly with the CA. In 2014, a total of 523 decisions of the CA were elevated to the
Supreme Court for review in 2014.

THE SANDIGANBAYAN
The Sandiganbayan celebrated its 37th founding anniversary on June 11, 2015.
Its Vision is to be “a judicial institution that the Filipino people can rely on for the
attainment of the highest norms of official conduct required of public officers and
employees.”
Its Mission is “to give life and meaning to the constitutional precept that a public
office is a public trust and to impress upon public officers and employees that they are
at all times accountable to the people with their duty to serve with the highest degree
of responsibility, integrity, loyalty and efficiency. It carries out this objective by conducting
expeditious trials of criminal and civil cases involving offenses committed by public
officers and employees, including those employed in government-owned or controlled
corporations.”
Statutory History
The creation of the Sandiganbayan was originally provided for by Article XIII of
the 1973 Constitution:
SEC. 5. The National Assembly shall create a special court, to be known
as Sandiganbayan, which shall have jurisdiction over criminal and civil cases
involving graft and corrupt practices and such other offenses committed by
public officers and employees, including those in government-owned or
controlled corporations, in relation to their office as may be determined by
law.
Heeding this mandate, former President Ferdinand E. Marcos, exercising his
legislative power under Amendment No. 6 of the 1976 Amendments to the 1973
Constitution, issued on June 11, 1978 Presidential Decree No. 1486 creating the
Sandiganbayan and placed it on the same level as Courts of First Instance, now called
the Regional Trial Courts. Later, the status of the Sandiganbayan was elevated to the
level of the Court of Appeals by virtue of PD 1606.
At the start of its operation in 1979, the Sandiganbayan initially had only one
Division. A Second Division was activated in 1981, while the Third Division was
added the following year to complete the full membership of the Court under PD
1606.
The Sandiganbayan is a special court, of the same level as the Court of Appeals
and Court of Tax Appeals, and possesses all the inherent powers of a court of justice.
Article IX, Section 4 of the 1987 Constitution mandates that “the Sandiganbayan shall
continue to function and exercise its jurisdiction as now or hereafter may be provided
by law.”
On April 16, 2015, President Benigno Aquino III signed RA 10660, “An Act
Strengthening the Functional and Structural Organization of the Sandiganbayan,” expanding
the Sandiganbayan’s composition by adding two new divisions and six new Justices.
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Composition and Membership; Jurisdiction
Originally, the Sandiganbayan was composed of a presiding justice and fourteen
associate justices who shall be appointed by the President. They sat in five Divisions
of three justices each.
RA 10660 provides for six additional justices for two additional divisions. The
Sandiganbayan’s new composition is now 21 justices sitting in seven (7) divisions of
three (3) members each, as provided in Section 1 of RA 10660.
Section 2 of RA 10660 provides that the Sandiganbayan shall have original exclusive
jurisdiction over cases involving:
a. Violations of RA 3019, as amended, otherwise known as the AntiGraft and Corrupt Practices Act, RA 1379, and Chapter II, Section 2, Title VII,
Book II of the Revised Penal Code, where one or more of the accused are
officials occupying the following positions in the government whether in a
permanent, acting or interim capacity, at the time of the commission of the
offense:
(1) Officials of the executive branch occupying the positions of regional
director or higher, otherwise classified as Grade ‘27’ and higher, of the
Compensation and Position Classification Act of 1989 (RA 6758), specifically
including:
(a) Provincial governors, vice-governors, members of the
sangguniang panlalawigan and provincial treasurers, assessors, engineers
and other provincial department heads;
(b) City mayors, vice-mayors, members of the sangguniang
panglungsod, city treasurers, assessors, engineers and other city
department heads;
(c) Officials of the diplomatic service occupying the position of
consul and higher;
(d) Philippine army and air force colonels, naval captains, and
all officers of higher rank;
(e) Officers of the Philippine National Police while occupying
the position of provincial director and those holding the rank of
senior superintendent and higher;
(f) City and provincial prosecutors and their assistants, and
officials and prosecutors in the Office of the Ombudsman and special
prosecutor;
(g) President, directors or trustees, or managers of governmentowned or -controlled corporations, state universities or educational
institutions or foundations;
(2) Members of Congress and officials thereof classified as Grade
‘27’ and up under the Compensation and Position Classification Act of
1989
(3) Members of the judiciary without prejudice to the provisions of
the Constitution;
(4) Chairpersons and members of Constitutional Commissions,
without prejudice to the provisions of the Constitution; and
(5) All other national and local officials classified as Grade ‘27’ and
higher under the Compensation and Position Classification Act of 1989.
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b. Other offenses or felonies whether simple or complexed with other
crimes committed by the public officials and employees mentioned in subsection
a. of this section in relation to their office.
c. Civil and criminal cases filed pursuant to and in connection with
Executive Order Nos. 1, 2, 14 and 14-A, issued in 1986.
...
The Sandiganbayan shall exercise exclusive appellate jurisdiction over final
judgments, resolutions or orders or regional trial courts whether in the exercise
of their own original jurisdiction or of their appellate jurisdiction as herein
provided.
The Sandiganbayan shall have exclusive original jurisdiction over petitions
for the issuance of the writs of mandamus, prohibition, certiorari, habeas corpus,
injunctions, and other ancillary writs and processes in aid of its appellate
jurisdiction and over petitions of similar nature, including quo warranto, arising
or that may arise in cases filed or which may be filed under Executive Order
Nos. 1,2,14 and 14-A, issued in 1986: Provided, That the jurisdiction over
these petitions shall not be exclusive of the Supreme Court.
Members of the Sandiganbayan
The Sandiganbayan is currently composed of fifteen (15) members, with Hon.
Amparo M. Cabotaje-Tang as the Presiding Justice. Despite the approval of RA No.
10660, on April 16, 2015, increasing the number of Sandiganbayan Justices from 15
to 21, the six additional vacancies for the position of associate justice for the two new
divisions have yet to be filled.
The current composition of the Sandiganbayan is as follows:
First Division
Chairperson: Efren N. De La Cruz
Senior Member: Rodolfo A. Ponferrada
Junior Member: Rafael R. Lagos
Second Division
Chairperson: Teresita V. Diaz-Baldos
Senior Member: Napoleon E. Inoturan
Junior Member: Maria Cristina J. Cornejo
Third Division
Presiding Justice and Chairperson: Amparo M. Cabotaje-Tang
Senior Member: Samuel R. Martires
Junior Member: Sarah Jane T. Fernandez
Fourth Division
Chairperson: Jose R. Hernandez
Senior Member: Alex L. Quiroz
Junior Member: Oscar C. Herrera, Jr.
Fifth Division
Chairperson: Roland B. Jurado
Senior Member: Alexander G. Gesmundo
Junior Member: Ma. Theresa Dolores C. Gomez-Estoesta
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The Work of the Sandiganbayan
In 2014, the Sandiganbayan registered an 8.22% disposal rate. The anti-graft
court disposed a total of 277 cases (Case Output) as against a total Case Input of 3,370
(452 new cases; 2,862 beginning balance; 54 cases revived; and an adjustment of two
cases). By the end of the year, there are only 3,093 cases pending at the Sandiganbayan.14

THE COURT OF TAX APPEALS
The Court of Tax Appeals (CTA) was created by RA 1125 on June 16, 1954 to
exercise exclusive appellate jurisdiction over decisions of the Collector of Internal
Revenue, Commissioner of Customs, and provincial or city Boards of Assessment
Appeals.
Under RA 9282, the CTA was elevated to the same level as the Court of Appeals
and its membership enlarged by the addition of three more justices for a total of two
Divisions with three members each. RA 9503 further enlarged the CTA’s membership
by providing for another three additional justices for a total of nine justices, one
presiding justice and eight associate justices, who may sit in three divisions or en banc.
The CTA is presently composed of nine justices who may sit en banc or in three
divisions, with each division consisting of three justices.
Its Vision is to be “a specialized tax court that is impartial, competent, transparent,
and worthy of public trust and confidence, ensuring faithful compliance with tax
laws,” which it hopes to achieve guided by the following principles:
1 . Fair and speedy collection of taxes by the Government;
2 . Adequate judicial remedies to taxpayers against unreasonable/unjust
tax assessments and refund of excessive/erroneous taxes collected;
3 . Proper interpretation of tax statutes;
4 . Adherence to the independence of the judiciary; and
5 . Utmost deference for public trust and confidence in the judiciary.
Under RA 9282, the CTA has the following jurisdiction:
A. Exclusive appellate jurisdiction to review by appeal, as herein provided:
1. Decisions of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue in cases involving disputed
assessments, refunds of internal revenue taxes, fees or other charges, penalties in
relation thereto, or other matters arising under the National Internal Revenue Code or
other laws administered by the Bureau of Internal Revenue;
2. Inaction by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue in cases involving disputed
assessments, refunds of internal revenue taxes, fees or other charges, penalties in
relations thereto, or other matters arising under the National Internal Revenue Code or
other laws administered by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, where the National Internal
Revenue Code provides a specific period of action, in which case the inaction shall be
deemed a denial;
3. Decisions, orders or resolutions of the Regional Trial Courts in local tax cases
originally decided or resolved by them in the exercise of their original or appellate
jurisdiction;
4. Decisions of the Commissioner of Customs in cases involving liability for customs
duties, fees or other money charges, seizure, detention or release of property affected,
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fines, forfeitures or other penalties in relation thereto, or other matters arising under
the Customs Law or other laws administered by the Bureau of Customs;
5. Decisions of the Central Board of Assessment Appeals in the exercise of its
appellate jurisdiction over cases involving the assessment and taxation of real property
originally decided by the provincial or city board of assessment appeals;
6. Decisions of the Secretary of Finance on customs cases elevated to him automatically
for review from decisions of the Commissioner of Customs which are adverse to the
Government under Section 2315 of the Tariff and Customs Code;
7. Decisions of the Secretary of Trade and Industry, in the case of non-agricultural
product, commodity or article, and the Secretary of Agriculture in the case of agricultural
product, commodity or article, involving dumping and countervailing duties under
Section 301 and 302, respectively, of the Tariff and Customs Code, and safeguard measures
under RA 8800, where either party may appeal the decision to impose or not to
impose said duties.
B. Jurisdiction over cases involving criminal offenses as herein provided:
1. Exclusive original jurisdiction over all criminal offenses arising from violations
of the National Internal Revenue Code or Tariff and Customs Code and other laws
administered by the Bureau of Internal Revenue or the Bureau of Customs: Provided,
however, That offenses or felonies mentioned in this paragraph where the principal
amount of taxes and fees, exclusive of charges and penalties, claimed is less than One
million pesos (P1,000,000.00) or where there is no specified amount claimed shall be
tried by the regular Courts and the jurisdiction of the CTA shall be appellate. Any
provision of law or the Rules of Court to the contrary notwithstanding, the criminal
action and the corresponding civil action for the recovery of civil liability for taxes and
penalties shall at all times be simultaneously instituted with, and jointly determined
in the same proceeding by the CTA, the filing of the criminal action being deemed to
necessarily carry with it the filing of the civil action, and no right to reserve the filing
of such civil action separately from the criminal action will be recognized.
2. Exclusive appellate jurisdiction in criminal offenses:
a. Over appeals from the judgments, resolutions or orders of the Regional
Trial Courts in tax cases originally decided by them, in their respected territorial
jurisdiction.
b. Over petitions for review of the judgments, resolutions or orders of
the Regional Trial Courts in the exercise of their appellate jurisdiction over
tax cases originally decided by the Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal
Trial Courts and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts in their respective jurisdiction.
c. Jurisdiction over tax collection cases as herein provided:
1) Exclusive original jurisdiction in tax collection cases involving
final and executory assessments for taxes, fees, charges and penalties:
Provided, however, That collection cases where the principal amount of
taxes and fees, exclusive of charges and penalties, claimed is less than
One million pesos (P1,000,000.00) shall be tried by the proper Municipal
Trial Court, Metropolitan Trial Court and Regional Trial Court.
2) Exclusive appellate jurisdiction in tax collection cases:
a) Over appeals from the judgments, resolutions or orders of
the Regional Trial Courts in tax collection cases originally decided
by them, in their respective territorial jurisdiction.
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b) Over petitions for review of the judgments, resolutions or
orders of the Regional Trial Courts in the exercise of their appellate
jurisdiction over tax collection cases originally decided by the
Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Trial Courts and Municipal
Circuit Trial Courts, in their respective jurisdiction.
In 2014, the CTA registered a case disposal rate of 25%. Out of a total case input
of 1,295 (composed of a beginning balance of 805 cases and 490 either new [475] or
revived [15] cases), the CTA was able to dispose of 326 cases. In terms of the value in
money, the 326 cases disposed of by the CTA represent about P22.2 billion in taxes
and duties litigated for the year, more than thrice the P7.1 billion in 2013. 15
Members of the Court of Tax Appeals
Hon. ROMAN G. DEL ROSARIO
Presiding Justice
Chair, First Division
Hon. JUANITO C. CASTAÑEDA, JR
Associate Justice
Chair, Second Division
Hon. LOVELL R. BAUTISTA
Associate Justice
Chair, Third Division
Hon. ERLINDA PIÑERA-UY
Associate Justice
Member, First Division
Hon. CAESAR A. CASANOVA
Associate Justice
Member, Second Division
Hon. ESPERANZA R. FABON-VICTORINO
Associate Justice
Member, Third Division
Hon. CIELITO N. MINDARO-GRULLA
Associate Justice
Member, First Division
Hon. AMELIA COTANGCO-MANALASTAS
Associate Justice
Member, Second Division
Hon. MA. BELEN RINGPIS LIBAN
Member, Third Division
Associate Justice
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TRIAL COURTS OF THE FIRST AND SECOND LEVEL
The trial courts of the first and second level were created under BP Blg. 129, the
general law which re-organized the judiciary.
Under the law, RTCs have jurisdiction in several types of actions in civil cases.
It also states that RTCs “shall exercise exclusive original jurisdiction in all criminal
cases not within the exclusive jurisdiction of any courts, tribunal or body, except those
now falling under the exclusive and concurrent jurisdiction of the Sandiganbayan,
which shall hereafter be exclusively taken cognizance by the latter. In other cases,
RTCs “shall exercise original jurisdiction: (1) In the issuance of writs of certiorari, be
enforced in any part of their respective regions; and (2) In actions affecting ambassadors
and other public ministers and consuls.”
According to the law, RTCs also have “appellate jurisdiction over all cases decided
by MeTCs, MTCs, and MCTCs in their respective territorial jurisdictions.”
BP Blg. 129 provides for the jurisdiction of MeTCs, MTCs, and MCTCs. It states
that in criminal cases, “except in cases falling with the exclusive original jurisdiction
of RTCs and of the Sandiganbayan, the MeTCs, MTCs, and MCTCs shall exercise: (1)
Exclusive original jurisdiction over all violations of city or municipal ordinances committed
within their respective territorial jurisdiction; and (2) Exclusive original jurisdiction
over all offenses punishable with imprisonment not exceeding six years irrespective of
the amount of fine, and regardless of other imposable accessory or other penalties,
including the civil liability arising from such offenses or predicated thereon, irrespective
of kind, nature, value, or amount thereof: Provided, however, That in offenses involving
damage to property through criminal negligence, they shall have exclusive original
jurisdiction thereof. (as amended by RA No. 7691).”
In civil cases, MeTCs, MTCs, and MCTCs “shall exercise: (1) Exclusive original
jurisdiction over civil actions and probate proceedings, testate and intestate, including
the grant of provisional remedies in proper cases, where the value of the personal
property, estate, or amount of the demand does not exceed One hundred thousand
pesos (P100,000.00) or, in Metro Manila where such personal property, estate or
amount of the demand does not exceed Two hundred thousand pesos (P200,000.00)
exclusive of interest damages of whatever kind, attorney’s fees, litigation expenses,
and costs, the amount of which must be specifically alleged: Provided, That where
there are several claims or causes of action between the same or different parties,
embodied in the same complaint, the amount of the demand shall be the totality of the
claims in all the causes of action, irrespective of whether the causes of action arose out
of the same or different transactions; (2) Exclusive original jurisdiction over cases of
forcible entry and unlawful detainer: Provided, That when, in such cases, the defendant
raises the question of ownership in his pleading and the question of possession cannot
be resolved without deciding the issue of ownership, the issue of ownership shall be
resolved only to determine the issue of possession; (3) Exclusive original jurisdiction
in all civil actions which involve title to, or possession of, real property, or any interest
therein where the assessed value of the property or interest therein does not exceed
Twenty thousand pesos (P20,000.00) or, in civil actions in Metro Manila, where such
assessed value does not exceed Fifty thousand pesos (P50,000.00) exclusive of interest,
damages of whatever kind, attorney’s fees, litigation expenses and costs: Provided,
That value of such property shall be determined by the assessed value of the adjacent
lots.” (as amended by RA 7691)
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The Shari’a Courts16
These are courts with a limited and special jurisdiction to hear and decide cases
and administer justice for the country’s Muslim population in accordance with the
Muslim Code of Personal Laws. Even with limited and special jurisdiction, they are
considered regular courts, as pointed out in Republic v. Hon. Asuncion (GR 108208,
March 11, 1994).
Statutory History
PD 1083, the Code of Muslim Personal Laws of the Philippines, was signed into law
on February 4, 1977 creating the Shari’a Courts. Article 137 of said Code provides:
“There are hereby created, as part of the judicial system, courts of limited jurisdiction
to be known respectively as Shari’a District Courts and Shari’a Circuit Courts, which
shall exercise power and functions in accordance with this title.”
RA 6734 (An Act Providing for an Organic Act for the Autonomous Region in Muslim
Mindanao), signed into law in 1989, not only recognized and secured the continued
existence of the Shari’a District and Shari’a Circuit Courts but also created the Shari’a
Appellate Court. The Shari’a Appellate Court, “together with the other Shari’a trial
courts, shall have jurisdiction over cases involving persons, family and property relations
of Muslims in the Philippines.”
Composition and Membership; Jurisdiction
There are a total of 51 Shari’a Circuit Courts distributed across various parts of
Mindanao, as follows: (a) six courts in the Province of Sulu; (b) eight in the Province
of Tawi-Tawi; (c) 10 in the Provinces of Basilan, Zamboanga del Norte, and Zamboanga
del Sur and the Cities of Dipolog, Pagadian, and Zamboanga; (d) 12 in the Provinces
of Lanao del Norte and Lanao del Sur and the Cities of Iligan and Marawi; and (e)
15 in the Province of Maguindanao, North Cotabato and Sultan Kudarat and the City
of Cotabato.
The Shari’a Circuit judges must be at least 25 years old and must have passed the
examination in Shari’a and Islamic jurisprudence (fiqh) given by the Supreme Court.
The Shari’a Circuit Courts shall have exclusive original jurisdiction over all cases
involving offenses defined and punished under the Code of Muslim Personal Laws of the
Philippines. Likewise, the SCC shall have jurisdiction over all civil actions and proceedings
between parties who are Muslims or have been married in accordance with Article 13
involving disputes relating to (a) marriage; (b) divorce recognized under the Code; (c)
betrothal or breach of contract to marry; (d) customary dower (mahr); (e) disposition
and distribution of property upon divorce; (f) maintenance and support, and consolatory
gifts, (mut’a); and (g) restitution of marital rights. All cases involving disputes relative
to communal properties also fall within their jurisdiction.
There is a Shari’a District Court for each of the five special judicial districts: (a)
the First Shari’a District shall comprise the Province of Sulu; (b) the Second Shari’a
District, the Province of Tawi-Tawi;(c) the Third Shari’a District, the Province of
Basilan, Zamboanga del Norte and Zamboanga del Sur, and the Cities of Dipolog,
Pagadian and Zamboanga; (d) the Fourth Shari’a District, the provinces of Lanao del
Norte and Lanao del Sur, and the Cities of Iligan and Marawi; and (e) the Fifth Shari’a
District, the Provinces of Maguindanao, North Cotabato, and Sultan Kudarat, and the
City of Cotabato.
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The Shari’a District judges appointed by the President of the Philippines must not
only have same qualifications for judges of the second-level courts but must also be
learned in Islamic law and jurisprudence.
The Shari’a District Courts have exclusive original jurisdiction over
(a) all cases involving custody, guardianship, legitimacy, paternity and filiation
arising under the Code of Muslims Personal Laws of the Philippines;
(b) petitions for the declaration of absence and death and for the cancellation or
correction of entries in the Muslim Registries mentioned in Title VI of Book Two of this
Code;
(c) all actions arising from customary contracts in which the parties are Muslims,
if they have not specified which law shall govern their relations; and
(d) all petitions for mandamus, prohibition, injunction, certiorari, habeas corpus,
and all other auxiliary writs and processes in aid of its appellate jurisdiction.
The Shari’a District Courts have original jurisdiction over
(a) petitions by Muslims for the constitution of a family home, change of name
and commitment of an insane person to an asylum;
(b) all other personal and real actions not mentioned in paragraph (d) above
wherein the parties involved are Muslims except those for forcible entry and unlawful
detainer, which shall fall under the exclusive original jurisdiction of the Municipal
Circuit Trial Court; and
(c) all special civil actions for interpleader or declaratory relief wherein the parties
are Muslims or the property involved belongs exclusively to Muslims.
The Shari’a District Courts have appellate jurisdiction over all cases tried in the
Shari’a Circuit Courts within their territorial jurisdiction. Their decisions whether on
appeal from the Shari’a Circuit Court or not shall be final.
Like the Shari’a Circuit and District Courts, the Shari’a Appellate Court shall
have jurisdiction over cases involving persons, family, and relations. It shall have the
following powers: (1) Exercise original jurisdiction over petitions for certiorari, prohibition,
mandamus, habeas corpus, and other auxiliary writs and processes in aid of its appellate
jurisdiction; and (2) Exercise exclusive appellate jurisdiction over all cases tried in the
Shari’a District Courts as established by law.
The decisions of the Shari’a Appellate Court shall be final and executory: Provided,
however, That nothing herein contained shall affect the original and appellate jurisdiction
of the Supreme Court as provided in the Constitution.

96

JUDICIARY ANNUAL REPORT 2014-2015
Putting in Place a Reform Track
Aside from its primary task of adjudication and supervision of courts, judges and
court personnel, the Supreme Court has had a fair measure of success in putting in
place a reform track for the judiciary. This, it has done a combination of common
sense solutions, the use of technology and automation and some out-of-the-box thinking.
Below are some of the highlights of the reform programs carried out or continued
by the Court in 2014-2015:
1. Hustisyeah! (Case Decongestion Program)
To respond to the problem of case decongestion, the Court has been conducting
a one-time case decongestion program called Hustisyeah, concentrated on 175 heavily
congested courts throughout the country. The program seeks to reduce overall case
dockets nationwide by 20% up to 2016. The program involves an inventory of court
dockets, formulation of case decongestion plans, and implementation of these plans.
It has been one of the Court’s most successful reform programs. Based on data
from the Court Management Office, the 33 courts that were inventoried had a total
caseload of 32,089 in 2012; this was reduced to 28,032 as of December 2013. This
represented a reduction of 12.6 percent in caseload — an impressive number considering
that 29 or the 33 involved courts have so far gone on to the implementation stage of
the project. From December 2013 to December 2014 alone, 5,698 cases were resolved
under the program.
2. Judicial Affidavit Rule
Submitted in lieu of direct testimonies five days before pre-trial or preliminary
conference or the scheduled hearing with respect to motions and incidents, the Judicial
Affidavit Rule is effective in reducing the time used for presenting the testimonies of
witnesses by about two-thirds after a pilot program was conducted in the Quezon
City courts.
3. Quezon City Practice Guidelines in Litigation
The guidelines are intended to speed up length of trial in its pilot site, Quezon
City. It features, among others, limitations to the length of pleadings and the kind of
motions that can be filed, and the number of times a case can be postponed. The
guidelines also authorizes the use of private couriers to serve court processes
4. Continuous Trial
A system in which courts will conduct continuous trial in “high impact” criminal
cases (e.g., bouncing checks, cases involving minors, drugs, estafa, illegal recruitment,
and selected commercial cases) for its speedy resolution. It will be rolled out to 52
volunteer RTCs and 6 volunteer MeTCs in Manila, Quezon City and Makati.
5. Assisting Courts
To address the disproportionate allocation of courts in various parts of the country,
assisting courts were formed, in which these less congested courts from nearby jurisdictions
are tasked to help overburdened courts deal with the latter’s heavier caseloads. It
covers the following areas:
• 20 MeTCs Manila to assist 7 MeTCs in Makati and 20 in Quezon City
• 12 RTCs in Cebu City to assist 3 RTC in Mandaue City and 3 in Lapu-Lapu City
• 1 MCTC Compostela-Cordova to assist 1 MTCC in Lapu-Lapu City
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6. Pilot of Rules 22 and 24, Civil Procedure
The Rules enhances preliminary conference with the aim of shortening trial time
without sacrificing the quality of hearing and adjudication, through the use of certain
discovery measures, mandatory disclosure of evidence, and a detailed method of faceto-face examination of witnesses. It is currently being piloted in 54 courts nationwide.
7. Financial Rehabilitation Rules of Procedure 2013 (A.M. No. 12-12-11-SC)
Drafted by the Sub-Committee on Special Commercial Courts, the rules feature
a court-supervised rehabilitation (Rule 2); pre-negotiated rehabilitation (Rule 3); and
out-of-court or informal restructuring agreement or rehabilitation plan (Rule 4).
8. eCourt
eCourt is an automated case management system developed for the trial courts
that aims to:
• Speed up decision-making through automated monitoring of cases;
• Cut case backlogs through a dashboard that provides information like the
aging of cases, pending deadlines, and new case incidents that require action;
• Increase public access to information through computers in public kiosks that
are found at the entrance of courthouses; and
• Bolster transparency because the raffling of cases is now done electronically.
eCourt will be implemented in Philippine trial courts that have some of the biggest
dockets in the country and in courts located in key economic corridors:
• As of May 2015, there are already 73 operational eCourts covering all the
courts in Quezon City, Angeles City, and Lapu-Lapu City;
• In the second half of 2015, eCourts will be rolled out to 94 more courts in
Tacloban City, Davao City, Cebu City, and Makati City;
• In 2016, eCourts will be further rolled out to the 120 courts of the capital city
of Manila, Pasig City and Mandaluyong City; and
• By 2016-2017, eCourts will be in 287 trial courts handling about 30% of the
total caseload of the Philippine court system.
9. Automated Hearings
An offshoot of the use of eCourt, the Automated Hearing System transforms the
entire courtroom into an automated trial forum. This means that during trial, every
activity is captured electronically, right there and then, including orders issued by the
judge, minutes of the hearing conducted, judges’ notes on testimony taken, markings
of evidence, issuance of writs and other court processes. Piloted in Branch 85, RTC
Quezon City in February 2014, all 58 Quezon City trial courts and all 15 Angeles City
and Lapu-Lapu City courts have been equipped with the infrastructure and the skills
to conduct Automated Hearings. The system does away with the delay in the preparation
of open court orders, which the parties now will be able to get prior to leaving the
courtroom, the inevitable postponements due to our present reliance on the snail mail
system, and most importantly, it frees up valuable time on the part of the judge and
the court staff as they now no longer have to do these court orders after the hearing
and can already devote themselves to the more important task of adjudication. In
addition, there is no more need to transmit copies of the order by official mail, saving
at least one month in waiting time.
10. The Enterprise Information Systems Plan (EISP)
The EISP is the Judiciary’s information communications technology master plan
approved in 2009 and updated in 2014 and targeted for implementation in 2015-2019.
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The following EISP components will be implemented in 2015 (biddings are ongoing)
to build the needed infrastructure for a nationwide implementation of the master
plan:
• Upgrading of the judiciary data center in the Supreme Court, and the construction
of a disaster recovery data center in Angeles City (P 85 million);
• Cabling and site preparation of targeted courts (P 350 million);
• Connectivity and network security for targeted courts (P 250 million); and
Aside from the ICT infrastructure mentioned in the preceding section, a number
of EISP software components have been identified for prioritization in 2015 because
they are complementary to the eCourts. For instance, the digitization of court records
(P245 million) and the Document, Records and Archive Management System (P200
million) will pave the way for eFiling and the electronic storage and access of court
documents, which will not only speed up court processes by allowing quick access to
specific pleadings and documentary evidence, but also secure court records against
disasters like Yolanda (International name: Hainan), which destroyed almost all the
court records in Tacloban City. The Lawyer Information System (P80 million) will
also be integrated into the eCourts system, giving information to both courts and the
public on lawyers authorized to practice law, thus eradicating fake practitioners from
the system. This will also facilitate the security aspect of the eFiling System and regularly
update the courts and litigants alike of a lawyer’s current status whether suspended,
disbarred, or in good standing. Also included in the 2015 priority list is the Legal
Resource Management System (P80 million), which will facilitate knowledge transfer
and make legal materials (laws, regulations, case law) accessible to judges, court
researchers and other court personnel. Bidding for these application systems is expected
to start in the 3rd quarter of 2015.
11. Process Reengineering
The program aims to map out all processes in the judiciary; identify areas for
improvement; streamline processes as necessary; create key performance indicators;
and review plantilla requirements based on improved processes.
12. Performance-Based Budgeting System
The system stresses the need for a strong linkage between planning and budgeting.
It provides analytical basis for decision making and putting such decisions into operation.
13. Procurement Reforms
This includes establishment of resource standards and conduct of several conferences,
which output shall form part of the annual judiciary budget proposal.
14. Transparency Reforms
This includes the annual Ulat ng Hudikatura (Report of the Judiciary) in which the
Chief Justice outlines developments in the Judiciary to the media; the conduct of
regular press briefings by the Chief Public Information Officer on recent actions or
decisions by the Court; and enhancements in the Supreme Court Annual Report and
Website to include podcasts of oral arguments, and viewing of financial reports and
contracts entered into by the Court.
15. Judiciary Infrastructure Master Plan
The Master Plan was developed in 2004 and is intended to be updated by the
Judiciary. At this time, the 2004 Plan is still being used by the Office on the Halls of
Justice as a basis for the design and space planning of courts that are covered by the
infrastructure rehabilitation program that started in 2013.
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The following
16. JusticeEISP
Zones
components will be implemented in 2015 (biddings are ongoing)
to build the needed infrastructure for a nationwide implementation of the master
The justice zone is a flagship project of the Justice Sector Coordinating Council
plan:
(JSCC) comprised of the Judiciary, the Department of Justice, and the Department of
Interior and Local Government. It is an area or locality where a minimum number of
inter-agency coordinative reforms are present, rendering
85 million);
that area or locality fully
compliant based on the rating system to be established. 350 million);
250 million); and
The justice zone was developed due to the need to address delay and inefficiencies
through sector-wide coordinative efforts, while respecting the independence of all
institutions
of EISP software
concerned.
components
It is guided
have been
by the
identified
Justice Zone
for prioritization
Strategy Map,
in an
2015
operations
because
flow-chart that depicts the following:
digitization of court records
(P245 million) and the Document, Records and Archive Management System (P200
1. Entire lifetime of a criminal case:
i. Case start-up (complaint, arrest, investigation, case build-up);
ii. Case adjudication (filing, prosecution, pre-judgment detention, decision);
iii. Post-judgment incidents (probation, parole,
Hainan),service of sentence).
Lawyer Information System (P80 million) will
2. Overall track targets and milestones;
3. Each agency’s respective track activities and targets; and
4. Inter-agency coordination on intersecting activities.
Some of the key reform projects in the justice zone include:
Legala. Resource
Management System (P
eSubpoena
An automated notification system where the courts are able to send out electronic
subpoenas,
received
by the concerned police officer through their national
expected to and
startduly
in the
3rd
headquarters. Because of this system, there is a 97% compliance rate of policemen
11. Process
Reengineering
attending
trial in the
Quezon City, where the system is currently being piloted in cases
involving violations of the Dangerous Drugs Act.
b. Sector-Wide Capacity Building
and review plantilla
Holistic trainings provided by the JSCC to all justice sector actors, such as judicial
12. Performance-Based
Budgeting
System training to judges, prosecutors and
affidavit
training to police officers;
and forensics
public attorneys.
c. Synchronized Calendars
13.comprehensive
Procurement activity
Reforms
A
calendar to be disseminated among justice sector actors,
to avoid
compromising
trial
dates
due to the absence of the actors who are in official
This
activities.
d.
MarkingReforms
System
14. Single
Transparency
A
system
currently
beingUlat
developed
by a technical working group to improve
This
includes
the annual
ng Hudikatura
evidence handling and marking to ensure that chain of custody is not lost.

15. Judiciary Infrastructure Master Plan
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For a list of all the cases decided, See Annex A, Judiciary Annual Report 2014-15,
(henceforth “Technical Report”).

2

See Annex B, Technical Report.

3

See Annex C, Technical Report.

4

See Annex D, Technical Report.

5

See Annex E, Technical Report.

6

See Annex F, Technical Report.

7

See Annex G, Technical Report.

8

See Annex H, Technical Report.

9

See Annex I, Technical Report.

10

See Annex J, Technical Report.

11

See Annex K, Technical Report.

12

See Annex L, Technical Report.

13

See Annex M, Technical Report.

14

See Annex N, Technical Report.

15

See Annex O, Technical Report.

16

See Annex P, Technical Report.

The Annexes are available online at the Supreme Court website, sc.judiciary.gov.ph.

The 2014-2015 Judiciary Annual Report was prepared by the Supreme Court
Public Information Office based from the reports and information provided by the
various offices in the Supreme Court, as well as other courts, pursuant to the Office
Order No. 01-2015 dated April 7, 2015 issued by Chief Justice Maria Lourdes P.
A. Sereno.
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