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SECOND DIVISION

[ G.R. No. 190524, February 17, 2014 ]

MICHAELINA RAMOS BALASBAS, PETITIONER, VS. PATRICIA B.
MONAYAO, RESPONDENT.

DECISION

DEL CASTILLO, J.:

While the law and justice abhor all forms of abuse committed by public officers and
employees whose sworn duty is to discharge their duties with utmost responsibility,
integrity, competence, accountability, and loyalty, the Court must protect them
against unsubstantiated charges that tend to adversely affect, rather than
encourage, the effective performance of their duties and functions.

Assailed in this Petition for Review on Certiorarilll are the November 28, 2008
Decisionl2] of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 102407 and its November
27, 2009 Resolution[3] denying reconsideration thereof.

Factual Antecedents

In a May 19, 2003 letter-complaint[4] filed with the Department of Social Welfare
and Development (DSWD), petitioner Atty. Michaelina Ramos Balasbas accused
respondent Patricia B. Monayao - then employed by the DSWD - of
misrepresentation, fraud, dishonesty and refusal to implement an October 6, 1998

Order[>] issued by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) in
a land dispute - docketed with the DENR as H.A. NRD, 11-15-004 (E-11-16-004) -
filed sometime in 1987 by petitioner’s brother against respondent’s father. It
appears that in said case, respondent appeared in lieu of her father, who she
claimed passed away. Petitioner claimed further that despite judgment rendered in
the said dispute awarding one-half of the disputed land to her brother, and
respondent’s subsequent notarized waiver of her rights to her half, the latter illegally
sold the portion, over which she had waived her rights, to her children via a 1992
deed of sale purportedly executed by her father, which was simulated considering
that as early as 1987, respondent’s father was already deceased.

In a June 24, 2003 letter-reply,[®] the DSWD informed petitioner that respondent
was no longer an employee thereof, but was devolved in 1992 to the local
government of the municipality of Alfonso Lista in Ifugao Province. Petitioner was
thus advised to address her complaint to the Office of the Mayor of Alfonso Lista.

Petitioner thus filed with the Mayor of Alfonso Lista a July 30, 2003 sworn letter-

complaintl’] against respondent. In a September 18, 2003 reply[8] to petitioner,
however, Alfonso Lista Mayor Glenn D. Prudenciano refused to take action on the

complaint, citing an August 19, 2003 opinion[9] of Victor P. Sibal, Director II of the



Cordillera Administrative Region office of the Civil Service Commission (CSC-CAR),
which stated that petitioner’s complaint against respondent may not be acted upon
as the acts complained of were not in relation to the latter's duties and
responsibilities as Municipal Population Officer.

Petitioner wrote an October 16, 2003 letter[10] to the CSC, appealing the August 19,
2003 opinion of the CSC-CAR. She claimed that the actions of respondent violated
the civil service laws and amounted to grave misconduct and immorality, thus:

The question is this - is it only acts related to the duties and
responsibilities of a government officer that can be the subject of an
administrative case? Stated otherwise, would you have as a member of
the Civil Service a person who has engaged in misrepresentation, fraud,
dishonesty and has contemptuously refused to implement an Order of the
DENR dated 6 October 19987

I believe that nowhere in the Civil Service Law is there such a
qualification. The acts complained of also amount to grave misconduct
and immorality — unless one only thinks of immoral as only referring to
sex.

On the other hand - granting arguendo that there is such a limited
interpretation, how can having mistresses (which currently the
government is relentlessly pursuing to rid of) fall within the ambit of a

government official’s duties and responsibilities?[11]

In an October 6, 2004 letter-opinion,[12] the CSC’s Office for Legal Affairs (CSC-
OLA) denied petitioner’s appeal and affirmed the August 19, 2003 opinion of the
CSC-CAR. The CSC-OLA held that the CSC had no jurisdiction over petitioner’s
complaint as it stemmed from a private transaction between the protagonists;
petitioner’'s remedy was instead to seek execution of the DENR’s Decision in H.A.
NRD, 11-15-004 (E-11-16-004).

Petitioner, in a November 11, 2004 letter,[13] sought a reconsideration of the above
October 6, 2004 opinion. Petitioner argued that under Section 4 of the Revised

Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service,[14] the jurisdiction of the
CSC over public officers or employees is not limited to their acts or omissions that
are work-related; disciplinary action may be taken for their acts of dishonesty,
immorality, oppression, notorious undesirability, conviction of a crime involving
moral turpitude, habitual drunkenness, or gambling. Petitioner adds that even the
lending of money at usurious rates, conducting illicit relations, and willful failure to

pay just debts are grounds for disciplinary action.[15] Petitioner concluded that
respondent’s misrepresentation, fraud, dishonesty and refusal to implement the
DENR’s October 6, 1998 Order relative to the 1987 DENR land dispute constitute
acts unbecoming a public official and fall within the jurisdiction of the CSC.
Petitioner thus prayed that the CSC reconsider its October 6, 2004 letter; declare
respondent guilty of misrepresentation, fraud, dishonesty and refusal to implement
the DENR’s October 6, 1998 Order; and impose upon her disciplinary action and
penalties in accordance with civil service laws and regulations.



On January 14, 2008, the CSC issued Resolution No. 080059,[16] which decreed as
follows:

WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered, the instant appeal is hereby
DISMISSED for want of merit. Accordingly, the opinion of the Office for
Legal Affairs dated October 6, 2004 is AFFIRMED.

In dismissing petitioner’s appeal, the CSC held firm to the view that Monayao’s
purported misrepresentation, fraud, dishonesty and refusal to implement the DENR
Order in H.A. NRD, 11-15-004 (E-11-16-004) had no bearing on her official duties
as a local government employee, and that petitioner’s relief was to move for the
execution of the unsatisfied DENR judgment and thus compel respondent to honor
her notarized waiver of her rights to one-half portion of the land in dispute, or
proceed to court for judicial intervention. It held, thus:

After due consideration, the Commission is inclined to dismiss the
present appeal.

It is unavailing for the private complainant to insist that there are
disciplinary grounds that are not work-related such that her complaint,
rooted as it was on a private transaction, should not have been
perfunctorily dismissed. True it is that some of the recognized grounds
for administrative disciplinary actions against government officials and
employees contemplate of private deeds. Two such examples are
disgraceful and immoral conduct, and non-payment of just debt.
However, it may be noted that these personal actions give rise to
administrative culpability because they indubitably reflect on the moral
fitness and integrity of the respondent public official or employee. This
means that the commission of any of the said acts betrays the moral
unfitness of the respondent public officer, which would make them
amenable to disciplinary sanctions.

In the herein case, the complaint is based on Monayao’s supposed
misrepresentation, fraud, dishonesty and refusal to implement an order
of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) relating
to a land dispute. Yet, such actuation of Monayao relates to her private
dealings with the private complainant, and has no bearing at all on the
performance of her official duties as a local government employee.
Instead of filing an administrative complaint, it would have been more
appropriate for the private complainant to seek relief through the proper
remedial action, which is, as noted in the impugned opinion, to move for
execution of the unsatisfied DENR order or to proceed to court for
possible judicial enforcement.

In CSC Resolution No. 96-5593, dated September 4, 1996, the
Commission pertinently ruled in this wise:

"X x x True, the respondents are government employees, but
there is no showing that the non-remittance of said amount
was committed while in the performance of their official duties
X X X Thus, said failure or omissions on the part of the
respondents were done in their personal or private capacity
arising out of private transactions. It is therefore clear that the



acts complained of do not constitute an administrative offense
or offenses within the jurisdiction of the Commission. At any
rate, the dispute between the herein complainants and the
officers of said association, subject of this complaint, should
be better resolved before a competent court.”

More importantly, the Commission observes that the complaint is fatally
defective. It contains mere conclusion of law, not concrete allegations of

facts.[17]

Ruling of the Court of Appeals

In a Petition for Review[18] filed with the CA, petitioner questioned CSC Resolution
No. 080059 and prayed that the CSC be ordered to assume jurisdiction over her
complaint against respondent.

On November 28, 2008, the CA issued the assailed Decision which contained the
following decretal portion:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the present petition is DISMISSED for
lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.[19]

The CA held that none of the circumstances mentioned in Section 46,201 Chapter 7,
Book V, of Executive Order No. 292 (EO 292), or the Administrative Code of 1987, is
present in petitioner's case, and that her main complaint against respondent
pertains to the latter’s refusal to abide by the DENR judgment relative to the one-
half portion of the property in dispute, which is not connected with or related to her
position or performance of her functions as a public official. The appellate court
added that while it is true that disciplinary action may be imposed for acts or
omissions not connected with a public officer or employee’s official functions or
responsibilities, such as dishonesty or immorality, the act complained of - even if
true - does not reflect on the moral fitness and integrity of the respondent which
may affect her right to continue in office. Finally, the CA acknowledged that
petitioner’s accusations against respondent were unsubstantiated. On this point,
however, the appellate court did not elaborate.

Petitioner filed a Motion for Reconsideration,[21] but the CA denied the same via its
November 27, 2009 Resolution. Hence, petitioner instituted the present Petition.

Issue

Petitioner contends that the CA committed the following error:

THE HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS GRIEVOUSLY ERRED WHEN IT
SUSTAINED THE DECISION OF THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION IN
FINDING THAT THE ACTS AND OMISSIONS OF RESPONDENT, ARISING
OUT OF HER PRIVATE TRANSACTIONS, DO NOT CONSTITUTE
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFENSES WHICH THE SAID COMMISSION COULD
TAKE COGNIZANCE OF AND DO NOT REFLECT ON HER MORAL FITNESS

AND INTEGRITY AS A PUBLIC SERVANT.[22]



Petitioner’s Arguments

Praying that the assailed CA dispositions be set aside and that the CSC be directed
to take cognizance of her complaint against respondent, petitioner maintains in her

Petition and Reply[23] that while respondent’s dishonest acts and misrepresentations
were committed in relation to a land dispute arising from her private dealings, they
cast serious doubt as to her fitness to continue in the public service. Specifically,
petitioner insists that while respondent claims that her father died in 1987, the
latter was able to transfer — in 1992 - the land in dispute to respondent’s children,
which thus renders respondent guilty of dishonesty and misrepresentation.
Moreover, respondent’s defiance of the DENR decision by orchestrating the 1992
simulated sale demonstrates her disregard for rules and orders of duly constituted
government authority, which is anathema to her position as a public servant.

Petitioner adds that dishonesty is a serious offense, indeed so grave that it is
punishable by dismissal for the first offense under Section 23, Rule XIV of the Rules
Implementing Book V of EO 292. And, contrary to the pronouncements of the CSC
and CA, dishonesty which justifies dismissal from the service need not be committed

in the course of the performance of duty by the public officer or employee.[24]

Petitioner further asserts that, contrary to the pronouncements of the CA, her
charges against respondent are fully substantiated and covered by sufficient
attachments. She cites her July 30, 2003 sworn letter-complaint filed with the office
of the Mayor of Alfonso Lista, which she claims was “complete with enclosures and

attachments, evidencing the allegations”l25] against respondent.

Finally, petitioner points out that public office is a public trust; a person aspiring for
public office must observe honesty, “candor, and faithful compliance with the law.”

[26] Dishonesty remains the same whether it is committed in relation to the public
official’s duties or in the course of his private dealings: it reflects on his “character
and exposes the moral decay which virtually destroys his honor, virtue and

integrity.”[27]
Respondent’s Arguments

In seeking the denial of the instant Petition, respondent in her Comment[28] tersely
counters with a reiteration and citation of the CSC and CA pronouncements that her
complained actuations relate to her private dealings and have no bearing on her
official duties and functions; that petitioner’s remedy is to move for the execution of
the unsatisfied DENR decision or proceed to court for judicial enforcement; that the
alleged acts do not reflect on her moral fithess and integrity, nor do they affect her
right to continue in office; and finally, that petitioner’s accusations remain
unsubstantiated.

Our Ruling

The Court denies the Petition.

Dishonesty is defined as the concealment or distortion of truth in a
matter of fact relevant to one’s office or connected with the performance
of his duty. It implies a disposition to lie, cheat, deceive, or defraud;



