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### Title:
Atienza vs. Board of Medicine and Sioson: The Judicial Evaluation of Medical Negligence
and Evidentiary Standards in Administrative Proceedings

### Facts:
The chronology of events leading to the Supreme Court’s examination of this case involves a
surgical procedure gone awry and the subsequent legal battle that traversed the Philippine
legal system. Editha Sioson, experiencing lumbar pains, sought medical attention at Rizal
Medical Center (RMC) in 1995, and was operated on in 1999 for a non-functioning left
kidney. Post-operation, it was discovered that her functioning right kidney was removed
instead. In 2000, her husband, Romeo Sioson, filed a complaint for gross negligence against
the attending physicians, including Rico Rommel Atienza.

During the administrative proceedings before the Board of Medicine (BOM), Editha Sioson
presented exhibits to prove that her kidneys were in their anatomical locations at the time
of the operation. Despite objections from the petitioner on the grounds of inadmissibility,
the BOM admitted these exhibits. Atienza’s motion for reconsideration was denied, leading
him to challenge the BOM’s orders through a petition for certiorari  with the Court of
Appeals (CA), which upheld the BOM’s decision. Subsequently, Atienza appealed to the
Supreme Court via a petition for review on certiorari.

### Issues:
1. Whether Atienza availed of the proper remedy by filing a petition for certiorari with the
CA to challenge the BOM’s orders.
2.  Whether  the  CA erred in  upholding the  BOM’s  admission  of  allegedly  inadmissible
evidence, which could affect Atienza’s professional license.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the CA’s decision affirming the BOM’s orders. It clarified that a
petition for certiorari was the proper legal recourse for Atienza given that the BOM’s orders
were interlocutory. The Court differentiated the admissibility of evidence from its probative
value and reiterated that administrative bodies like the BOM are not bound by strict rules of
evidence. The decision emphasized that the admission of Sioson’s exhibits did not prejudice
Atienza’s substantive rights and that the anatomical locations of Sioson’s kidneys are facts
not needing proof, as they are presumed under judicial notice.

### Doctrine:
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The case reiterates the doctrine that administrative bodies are not strictly bound by the
rules of evidence applied in judicial proceedings. It distinguishes between the admissibility
of  evidence  and  its  probative  value,  underscoring  the  utility  of  being  liberal  in
administrative evidentiary admissions unless plainly irrelevant. Moreover, it highlights the
principle of  judicial  notice,  particularly regarding facts of  common knowledge or those
capable of unquestionable demonstration.

### Class Notes:
– **Administrative vs. Judicial Proceedings**: Emphasis on the difference in evidentiary
standards, highlighting the flexibility afforded to administrative bodies like the BOM in
evaluating evidence.
– **Judicial Notice and Mandatory Facts**: Discussion on facts not requiring proof due to
their general acceptance or obviousness, exemplified by the known anatomical locations of
human kidneys.
– **Best Evidence Rule and Its Exceptions**: Overview of situations allowing the use of
secondary evidence,  as seen when certified photocopies were admitted due to original
documents being unavailable.
– **Probative Value vs. Admissibility**: Clarification on the distinction between whether
evidence should be considered at all (admissibility) and the degree to which it proves an
issue (probative value).

### Historical Background:
This case draws attention to the intersection between medical ethics, legal standards of
evidence, and administrative procedure within the Philippine judicial context. It reflects on
the broader implications of medical negligence cases on professional licensure and the
balance between procedural technicalities and substantive justice in administrative law.
Through its handling of evidentiary rules and administrative discretion, the decision serves
as a pertinent example of the adaptability of legal processes to various types of fact-finding
contexts.


