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### Title:
**Nacu vs. Civil Service Commission and Philippine Economic Zone Authority**

### Facts:
In December 1999, the Philippine Economic Zone Authority (PEZA) issued Memorandum
Order No. 99-003, banning its employees from charging overtime fees. Irene K. Nacu, a
PEZA employee,  was accused by Edison (Bataan)  Cogeneration Corporation (EBCC) of
violating this order in September 2001. Preliminary investigation led by Atty. Norma B.
Cajulis and verification of Nacu’s signatures on overtime statements by the NBI and PNP
Crime Lab ensued. The PNP Crime Lab’s report indicated discrepancies in Nacu’s signature
across various documents. Consequently, PEZA’s Director General Lilia B. de Lima charged
Nacu for Dishonesty, Grave Misconduct, and Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the
Service. Despite Nacu’s defense and appeal to the Civil Service Commission (CSC), which
upheld the decision, she appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA). Following her death during
the CA deliberation, her heirs continued the appeal which was ultimately dismissed by the
CA, affirming CSC’s resolution.

### Procedural Posture:
Nacu’s dismissal and the subsequent decisions of the CSC and CA were appealed to the
Supreme Court, presenting evidence of procedural and substantive disputes concerning the
disciplinary action against her. The petitioners questioned the evidence’s credibility and
claimed Nacu’s unawareness of the relevant PEZA orders, which was central to the charges
against her.

### Issues:
1. Whether the evidence presented against Nacu was substantial enough to support the
charges of dishonesty, grave misconduct, and conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the
service.
2. The appropriateness of applying administrative due process in Nacu’s disciplinary action.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition, affirming the decisions of the CSC and CA. It ruled
that  the  collective  evidence  presented  against  Nacu  constituted  substantial  evidence
supporting the charges. The Court further noted that the administrative proceedings were
conducted  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  due  process.  It  underscored  the
difference between administrative and judicial due process, highlighting that administrative
proceedings do not strictly adhere to the technical rules of procedure and evidence applied
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in judicial contexts.

### Doctrine:
Substantial evidence in administrative proceedings is defined as such relevant evidence as a
reasonable  mind  might  accept  as  sufficient  to  support  a  conclusion.  Additionally,  the
decision reiterates the principle that administrative due process is satisfied as long as the
parties are given a fair  and reasonable opportunity  to explain their  side or  to seek a
reconsideration of the decisions or actions taken against them.

### Class Notes:
– Substantial Evidence: Relevant evidence that a reasonable mind would accept as adequate
to support a conclusion, even if not overwhelming or preponderant.
–  Administrative Due Process:  Fairness in administrative proceedings is  obtained when
parties have the opportunity to be heard, present their cases, and seek reconsideration of
unfavorable  decisions.  Notably,  administrative  due  process  does  not  strictly  require
adherence to the technical rules of procedure and evidence.

### Historical Background:
This case highlights the dynamics within the Philippine governance structure concerning
the disciplinary actions against public officials and employees. It exemplifies the checks and
balances within the framework of the Civil Service Commission, the administrative bodies,
and the judiciary in upholding the integrity and accountability of  public service in the
Philippines.


