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Title: Barroso vs. Commission on Audit

Facts:
This case revolves around Victor M. Barroso, President of Bukidnon State University (BSU),
who challenged the Commission on Audit (COA) decisions holding him, along with others,
liable for the return of stolen payroll money amounting to P574,215.27. The sequence of
events began on March 17, 2005, when Administrative Officer II Evelyn S. Mag-abo was
advanced this amount for BSU employee salaries for the latter half of March 2005. On
March 28, upon encashing a check at Landbank – Malaybalay, Mag-abo and accompanying
BSU  employees  were  robbed  of  the  money.  Following  the  incident  and  subsequent
reporting,  the  COA issued a  Demand Letter  to  Mag-abo  for  the  unliquidated  amount.
Despite her plea for relief  being denied by the COA Legal  Adjudication Office and its
subsequent affirmation by the COA Adjudication and Settlement Board, the issue escalated
to the COA Proper upon Mag-abo’s petition for review. The COA Proper’s Decision No.
2015-157 dated April  6,  2015,  and its  denial  of  reconsideration  through Decision  No.
2020-232, saw Barroso being held solidarily liable with Mag-abo and Wilma L. Gregory for
negligence leading to the loss. Barroso contended that his due process rights were violated
as he was implicated without being a party to the preceding procedures, nor given a chance
to argue against the evidence presented therein.

Issues:
1. Whether the Commission on Audit violated petitioner Barroso’s right to due process.
2. The sufficiency of evidence establishing negligence on Barroso’s part.
3. Whether the procedural and filing lapses affected the merit of the case.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Barroso, finding striking due process violations. It
highlighted  that  the  COA’s  involvement  of  Barroso  at  the  end  stage,  without  proper
notification or opportunity to present his case, violated basic administrative due process
principles. The COA’s motions could not remedy this since they were filed specifically to
address these due process concerns. The Court nullified the COA decisions (Nos. 2015-157
and 2020-232) insofar as holding Barroso solidarily liable was concerned.

Doctrine:
This case reaffirms the essential tenets of administrative due process as laid out in Ang
Tibay v. Court of Industrial Relations, specifically the right to be heard and to have a
reasonable opportunity to present one’s case and relevant evidence.
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Class Notes:
1. **Administrative Due Process**: The right to a hearing, which includes presenting one’s
case and evidence.  The tribunals must consider evidence presented,  base decisions on
substantial  evidence,  and  render  decisions  that  are  supported  by  evidence  and  legal
reasoning. Particularly in administrative proceedings, the participating parties should be
made aware of the evidence against them and given a fair opportunity to contest it.
2. **Solidary Liability**: Relates to the obligation of each party to fulfill the entire obligation
such that the act or omission of one is the act or omission of all. The case highlights its
application amidst negligence resulting in financial loss, underscoring the need for each
party’s direct involvement or negligence to be clearly established for such liability to be
appropriately adjudged.
3.  **Filing  Procedures**:  Emphasizes  the  importance  of  adhering  to  prescribed  filing
methods and timelines in  judicial  and quasi-judicial  procedures to  ensure fairness and
proper administration of justice. Notably, the case touches on the significance of the mailing
date in determining the timeliness of a legal action.

Historical Background:
This case reveals the complexities and procedural intricacies in administrative and legal
proceedings within the Philippine educational and audit sectors. It underscores the balance
between accountability and the fundamental rights of individuals involved in administrative
positions, along with the evolving landscape of procedural requirements in the Philippine
legal system. Through such disputes, the Philippine Supreme Court continues to define the
contours of administrative law, specifically the principles of due process, underscoring the
judiciary’s role in ensuring fairness and justice in administrative proceedings.


