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### Title:
Tria vs. Chairman Patricia A. Sto. Tomas, Civil Service Commission, et al.

### Facts:
Rogelio  A.  Tria,  employed  as  a  Management  and  Audit  Analyst  I  at  the  Bureau  of
Intelligence and Investigation (BII), Department of Finance, Region 5, Legaspi City, faced
termination based on “loss of confidence” and for unauthorized absence (AWOL). Tria’s
dismissal stemmed from two confidential reports he submitted: the first in 1984 about a
lawyer’s nonperformance, and the second in 1986 about the FMIB Region 5 Director’s
conduct, which he sent directly to the Office of the President. Following his second report,
Tria applied for a 100-day vacation leave to work abroad, which was locally approved but
resulted in a memorandum from the FMIB Central  Office requiring him to explain his
actions. Unaware of the memorandum, Tria left for abroad and was subsequently dismissed
in January 1987 by a letter-order from the EIIB Commissioner for continuous absence
without leave and loss of confidence, upon his failure to respond to the memoranda.

Upon  learning  about  his  dismissal,  Tria  sought  reinstatement,  arguing  his  leave  was
approved and that his reports were acts of good faith aimed at protecting the bureau’s
image. His reinstatement requests and subsequent appeal for the payment of his accrued
leave credits were denied, citing his violation of office rules and the Civil Service rules on
the forfeiture of benefits upon removal for cause. Tria then filed a petition for review with
the Civil Service Commission (CSC), which was denied on the grounds of discretion on
approval of leaves and the non-compulsory coverage of Tria’s position under competitive
examination due to its confidential nature.

Dissatisfied, Tria elevated his case to the Supreme Court via a Petition for Certiorari.

### Issues:
1. Whether the characterization of Tria’s position as “primarily confidential” was accurate
and sufficient ground for dismissal based on “loss of confidence.”
2. Whether procedural and substantive due process were followed in Tria’s dismissal.
3. Whether Tria’s acts of reporting directly to the Office of the President may be considered
lawful cause for dismissal.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted Tria’s petition, holding that:
1. Tria’s position as “Management and Audit Analyst I” was not “primarily confidential,”
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rendering his removal on the basis of “loss of confidence” improper.
2.  While  Tria’s  dismissal  adhered  to  procedural  due  process  through  a  subsequent
investigation, the substantive aspect was violated as the cause for dismissal did not meet
the legal standards for removal from public service.
3. Tria’s act of bypassing official channels in rendering the report was not a lawful cause for
dismissal but was instead seen as an act of civic duty and an exhibition of loyalty to the
government.

### Doctrine:
– A position is considered “primarily confidential” if it involves a high degree of trust and
confidence, relating not only to the employee’s competence but also to their deep personal
trustworthiness as determined by the nature of their duties.
– Substantive due process requires that an officer or employee of the Civil  Service be
suspended  or  dismissed  only  “for  cause,”  which  must  be  relevant  to  and  impact  the
administration of their office, and not merely for reasons the appointing authority deems
sufficient.

### Class Notes:
– **Primarily Confidential Position:** The case distinguishes roles considered “primarily
confidential,” emphasizing the necessity of a high level of personal trust beyond professional
competence.
– **Procedural vs. Substantive Due Process:** Demonstrates the necessity of both notifying
and fairly treating employees in disciplinary actions, where substantive due process focuses
on the validity and justice of the cause for dismissal.
– **Legal Cause for Dismissal:** Reinforces that dismissal in the civil service must stem
from actions  directly  affecting  public  service  administration  and  must  fulfill  the  legal
definition of cause, showcasing the protection against capricious dismissal.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the tension between adherence to procedural  norms within public
institutions and the imperative of  maintaining integrity and accountability.  The context
demonstrates the complexities of navigating administrative channels and the consequences
of bypassing hierarchical structures, reflecting broader themes of transparency, loyalty, and
the mechanisms available to public servants for reporting misconduct.


