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### Title:
Dadubo v. Civil Service Commission and Development Bank of the Philippines

### Facts:
The case arose when Lolita A. Dadubo, a Senior Accounts Analyst at the Development Bank
of the Philippines’ Borongan Branch, was charged with conduct prejudicial  to the best
interest of the service due to the unposted withdrawal of P60,000.00. On August 13, 1987, a
transaction involving an authorized representative of the Tius, Erlinda Veloso, led to a series
of withdrawals and discrepancies in accounting records, involving multiple bank employees,
including Dadubo and Cash Supervisor Rosario Cidro. After a formal investigation, Dadubo
was found guilty of dishonesty and consequently dismissed, while Cidro faced a penalty for
gross neglect of duty.

Dadubo appealed to the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB), which upheld the bank’s
decision. However, the Civil Service Commission (CSC) initially reduced Dadubo’s penalty to
a six-month suspension, citing her report on the financial discrepancies. Upon DBP’s motion
for  reconsideration,  the  CSC  reverted  to  affirm  Dadubo’s  guilt,  emphasizing  her
unauthorized  alteration  of  financial  records.  Dadubo then  escalated  the  matter  to  the
Supreme Court, alleging violations of due process and disputing the CSC’s resolution.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the  CSC’s  resolutions,  specifically  No.  92-878,  which  reiterated  Dadubo’s
dismissal, met the constitutional mandate to clearly and distinctly state facts and law.
2.  Whether  Dadubo was duly  apprised and provided ample opportunity  to  contest  the
charges against her, fulfilling the essence of due process.
3. Whether administrative decisions, specifically those involving factual determinations and
evidence evaluation, should be accorded deference by the reviewing court absent a clear
showing of arbitrariness or grave abuse of discretion.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed Dadubo’s petition and upheld the CSC’s resolutions. The
Court found no grave abuse of discretion, highlighting that:
–  Administrative  bodies’  factual  findings,  if  based  on  substantial  evidence,  are  to  be
respected by reviewing authorities.
– The disputed CSC resolution did not violate constitutional requirements for stating facts
and law distinctly as this requirement does not extend to administrative bodies with the
same rigor as to courts of justice.
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– Dadubo was afforded ample opportunity to be heard,  satisfying the demands of  due
process.
– The essence of the charges against Dadubo, which led to her dismissal, was effectively
communicated to her, negating claims of insufficient information on the charges.

### Doctrine:
– Administrative body decisions, premised on substantial evidence, carry significant weight
and should not be overturned absent proof of grave abuse of discretion or error of law.
– The procedural mandate for decisions to state clearly and distinctly facts and law applies
to courts of justice, with administrative bodies afforded greater flexibility in this regard.
– The essence of due process in administrative proceedings is the opportunity to be heard,
which does not necessitate strict adherence to the rules governing judicial trials.

### Class Notes:
–  **Due  Process  in  Administrative  Proceedings**:  An  individual  must  be  given  an
opportunity to be heard and contest charges against them. The procedural rigor found in
judicial trials is not mandatory, provided fairness is not ignored.
–  **Review  of  Administrative  Decisions**:  Courts  defer  to  the  factual  findings  of
administrative bodies if these findings are supported by substantial evidence. Overturning
such decisions requires evidence of grave abuse of discretion or legal error.
– **Substantial Evidence**: Evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to
support a conclusion and forms the basis of administrative bodies’ decisions.

### Historical Background:
The  case  underscores  the  complex  interplay  between  administrative  law  principles,
particularly due process in disciplinary actions and the deference granted to administrative
bodies’ factual findings. It highlights the legal framework within which Philippine public
servants are held accountable for their actions, reflecting the broader themes of integrity,
accountability,  and  procedural  fairness  in  the  context  of  public  administration  and
governance.


