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### Title:
Philippine Long Distance Telephone Company, Inc. vs. Antonio Q. Tiamson

### Facts:
On April  16, 1986, Antonio Q. Tiamson was employed by the Philippine Long Distance
Telephone Company,  Inc.  (PLDT) as a Radio Technician II.  Following the complaint  of
suspected  illegal  overseas  calls  by  PLDT  employees,  a  team  conducted  surveillance,
revealing 469 fraudulent calls related to Tiamson and others. Tiamson, during interrogation,
admitted  knowledge  of  conducting  overseas  calls  through  equipment  but  denied
involvement. He was charged with serious misconduct by PLDT and eventually dismissed on
October 5, 1994.

Tiamson filed a complaint against PLDT for illegal dismissal among other claims. The Labor
Arbiter found PLDT guilty of illegal dismissal, ordering reinstatement and backwages. The
NLRC,  however,  deemed the  dismissal  justified  but  considered  the  penalty  too  harsh,
ordering  reinstatement  without  backwages.  Both  parties  appealed  to  the  CA,  which
consolidated the petitions. The CA upheld the Labor Arbiter’s decision, reinstating Tiamson
fully.

### Issues:
1. Whether Tiamson was validly dismissed based on substantial evidence of misconduct.
2. Whether procedural due process was afforded to Tiamson in the course of his dismissal.
3. The admissibility and sufficiency of affidavits and other evidence presented by PLDT
against Tiamson.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition, affirming the CA’s decision for lack of substantive
evidence against Tiamson. It  highlighted discrepancies in PLDT’s evidence, notably the
sworn  statements  and  the  CAMA  tape  printout,  which  were  deemed  insufficient  and
unauthenticated. The procedural due process was also questioned, as Tiamson was not
adequately informed nor given the chance to counter the specific charges against him
concerning the CAMA tape evidence.

### Doctrine:
1. **Substantial Evidence Rule:** In termination cases, the employer bears the burden of
proving just cause for dismissal with substantial evidence.
2.  **Procedural  Due  Process  in  Employment  Termination:**  Requires  informing  the
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employee of the charges against them, giving reasonable time to respond, and a chance to
defend themselves with assistance if desired. Two written notices are required: one to make
the employee aware of the impending dismissal’s cause(s) and another to communicate the
final decision of dismissal.

### Class Notes:
– **Substantial Evidence:** More than a mere scintilla, it is such relevant evidence as a
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.
– **Procedural Due Process:** Outlined in employment terminations requires informing the
employee of the charges, providing a fair opportunity to respond and defend, and following
a two-notice requirement (Concorde Hotel vs. Court of Appeals, 362 SCRA 583).
–  **Authentication  of  Evidence  in  Labor  Cases:**  Evidence,  even  in  administrative
proceedings,  must  meet a minimum threshold of  reliability  or  authenticity  to be given
probative value.

### Historical Background:
This case reflects the intricate balance courts seek between employers’ rights to discipline
or terminate employees for cause and employees’ rights to job security and procedural
fairness. It  underscores the importance of substantial  evidence and due process in the
context of employee termination, alongside the flexibility in procedural requirements in
administrative adjudications.


