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### Title:
**Concepcion v. The Field Investigation Office – Office of the Ombudsman**

### Facts:
Belina Agbayani Concepcion, the petitioner, was the Sales and Promotion Supervisor V of
the  Technology  and  Livelihood  Information  Dissemination  Services  (TLIDS)  Group-
Marketing Division and Legislative Liaison Officer (LLO) of the Technology Resource Center
(TRC).  The  Field  Investigation  Office  (FIO)  of  the  Office  of  the  Ombudsman  filed  an
administrative complaint against her and two others for Conduct Prejudicial to the Best
Interest of the Service, Dishonesty, and Grave Misconduct related to the alleged improper
use of Congressman Douglas RA. Cagas’ Priority Development Assistance Fund (PDAF) for
2007.

The funds were allegedly channeled through TRC for non-existent projects,  with NGOs
endorsed by Congressman Cagas serving as conduits. Concepcion’s role was accused of
recommending the PDAF release to one of  these NGOs, leading to her dismissal  from
service following the Ombudsman’s decision on November 21, 2016.

Concepcion’s appeal to the CA was dismissed on procedural grounds, including failure to
attach  necessary  documents,  non-representation  by  a  lawyer,  and  insufficient  proof  of
service. Her motion for reconsideration was also denied, prompting the Supreme Court
review.

### Issues:
1. Did the Court of Appeals err in dismissing Concepcion’s petition on purely procedural
grounds without consideration of the merits?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court held that the dismissal  was improper,  emphasizing the paramount
importance of resolving cases on their merits and the flexibility of procedural rules in the
interest of justice. The Court noted that while procedural rules are important, they may be
relaxed for  compelling  reasons  to  prevent  injustice.  The  Court  found that  Concepcion
substantially  complied  with  the  procedural  requirements  upon  her  motion  for
reconsideration. Thus, the Supreme Court reversed the CA’s resolutions and remanded the
case for consideration on the merits.

### Doctrine:
This case reaffirms the doctrine that procedural rules are not to be applied with rigidity,
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especially  where a strict  interpretation would result  in  the miscarriage of  justice.  The
Supreme Court emphasized the principle of liberality in the application of procedural rules,
particularly in cases involving severe penalties like dismissal from service, to ensure that
matters are decided on the substantive rights of the parties.

### Class Notes:
– Procedural rules are designed to assist in the fair and efficient administration of justice
but may be relaxed for persuasive reasons.
– The paramount concern of  courts is  to resolve cases on their merits rather than on
technicalities.
– The principle of substantial compliance can apply when parties make a genuine effort to
adhere to procedural requirements.
– Courts have the discretion to relax procedural rules in the interest of preventing an
injustice commensurate with the degree of compliance by the party.

### Historical Background:
The case underscores the tension between procedural formalism and substantive justice, a
recurring  theme  in  judicial  systems  worldwide.  It  reflects  the  judiciary’s  adaptive
mechanisms  to  ensure  fairness  in  legal  proceedings,  especially  in  administrative  and
criminal  cases where the consequences of  rulings heavily  impact individuals’  lives and
careers. This adaptability is crucial in upholding the principles of justice and maintaining
public trust in the legal system.


