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### Title: Filipina Samson vs. Julia A. Restrivera: An Examination of Administrative
Liability Under R.A. No. 6713

### Facts:
Filipina Samson, a department head at the Population Commission in Trece Martirez City,
Cavite, entered into an agreement in March 2001 with her friend Julia A. Restrivera to assist
in registering Restrivera’s land under the Torrens System. Samson quoted the expenses to
be around P150,000 and received P50,000 from Restrivera as initial payment. The land was
later found to be government property, and Samson failed to return the P50,000, prompting
Restrivera to file cases for estafa and administrative complaints for grave misconduct or
conduct unbecoming a public officer against Samson.

The Ombudsman found Samson guilty of violating Section 4(b) of Republic Act (R.A.) No.
6713, imposing a six-month suspension without pay,  later reduced to three months on
reconsideration. Samson filed an appeal with the Court of Appeals (CA), which affirmed the
Ombudsman’s decision. Unconvinced, Samson elevated the case to the Supreme Court,
questioning  the  Ombudsman’s  jurisdiction  over  private  dealings  and  asserting  no
administrative liability due to the dismissal of the estafa case, and argued for a lower
penalty considering mitigating circumstances.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the  Ombudsman  has  jurisdiction  over  cases  involving  private  dealings  by
government employees not related to the performance of official duties.
2. If administrative liability can be established independently of the outcome of criminal
proceedings.
3.  Whether  mitigating  circumstances  should  affect  the  imposition  of  penalties  for
administrative  violations.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the CA and Ombudsman’s findings of administrative liability
but  reversed the  specific  violation  charged.  The  Court  held  that  the  Ombudsman has
jurisdiction over acts of public officials, whether or not service-connected, under the broad
mandate of R.A. No. 6770. It differentiated administrative liability from criminal liability,
highlighting that administrative proceedings can proceed independently of criminal cases.
However, the Court found that under the implementing rules of R.A. No. 6713, failure to
observe the norms of conduct under Section 4(A)(b) is not a ground for disciplinary action
but instead merits incentives for compliance.
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Ultimately, the Court found Samson guilty of conduct unbecoming a public officer rather
than violating Section 4(A)(b) of R.A. No. 6713, based on her failure to return the received
amount. The Court imposed a P15,000 fine instead of suspension and ordered the return of
the P50,000 with interest to Restrivera.

### Doctrine:
The  Supreme  Court  clarified  that  the  Ombudsman  holds  jurisdiction  over  any  act  or
omission of public officials which appears to be illegal, unjust, improper, or inefficient,
including private dealings not related to official duties. It also reiterated that administrative
proceedings can proceed and conclude independently of criminal cases. Furthermore, the
Court underscored that failure to adhere to the norms of conduct specified under Section
4(A)(b) of R.A. No. 6713 does not directly constitute a ground for administrative disciplinary
action under its implementing rules; instead, exemplary adherence to these norms may
warrant positive incentives.

### Class Notes:
– **Jurisdiction of the Ombudsman**: Extends to all acts of public officials, whether or not
related to official duty, based on the constitutional and statutory mandate.
– **Independence of Administrative and Criminal Cases**: Administrative liability can be
determined independently of the disposition of criminal cases.
– **Interpretation of Administrative Liability under R.A. No. 6713**: Compliance with the
Code of Conduct for Public Officials and Employees does not only mean avoiding sanction
but may also result in positive rewards for exemplary service.
– **Conduct Unbecoming a Public Officer**: Defined as actions falling short of ethical and
social norms that could erode public trust in government employees, regardless of their
direct relation to official duties.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the expansive reach of administrative oversight over public officials in
the  Philippines,  highlighting  the  integral  principle  that  public  office  is  a  public  trust,
demanding public officers to act with utmost integrity, accountability, and professionalism
at all times. This principle is vital in maintaining public confidence in the bureaucratic
system and ensuring that public servants adhere strictly to ethical standards as set forth by
law, particularly R.A. No. 6713.


