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### Title:
Floria vs. Sunga and Aperocho: Administrative Complaints in the Court of Appeals

### Facts:
The  case  stems  from  intertwined  administrative  complaints  filed  between  parties  all
employed within the Court of Appeals in the Philippines. Alda C. Floria, who served as
Executive Assistant IV in the Archives Section, was accused by Curie F. Sunga, Supervising
Judicial  Staff  Officer,  and  Isidro  A.  Aperocho,  Assistant  Information  Officer  from  the
Information & Statistical Data Division, of immorality, falsification, and misrepresentation.

Initially, on August 5, 1999, Alda C. Floria was subject to a letter-complaint to the Office of
the Ombudsman alleging an affair with a married man and falsification of her children’s
birth certificates. These complaints were forwarded from the Ombudsman to the Office of
the Court Administrator (OCA).

On September 8, 1999, Sunga, Aperocho, and others filed a Manifesto (OCA IPI No. 99-18-
CA-P) to the OCA, echoing similar accusations against Floria. They claimed her alleged
immoral acts and misrepresentations—including falsely stating she completed a Masteral
Degree—were grounds for administrative action against her.

In retaliation, September 17, 1999, Floria filed her complaint against Sunga and Aperocho
for “Conduct Unbecoming of a Court Employee,” arguing that their actions were out of
jealousy and an attempt to discredit her for a promotion they too were interested in.

The OCA took the matters into consideration and suggested the dismissal of complaints
against Floria for lack of merit while recommending administrative action (a fine) against
Sunga and Aperocho for their unfounded allegations.

### Issues:
1. Whether Floria’s previous relationship and her children’s birth certificates constituted
immorality and falsification.
2. If Sunga and Aperocho were motivated by malice or bad faith in their accusations against
Floria.
3. Whether Floria misrepresented her educational qualifications.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme Court  Modified  its  earlier  resolution  based on  a  deeper  analysis  of  the
complaints filed:
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– It agreed that Alda C. Floria indulged in an illicit relationship with a married colleague and
possessed falsified birth certificates of her children, marking them as grave offenses.
– The court reversed its previous stance, finding Floria guilty of immorality and dishonesty,
imposing a fine of P10,000. It noted the gravity of the offenses but tempered justice with
mercy considering her long service and clean record.
– The complaints of Floria against Sunga and Aperocho were dismissed, concluding that the
latter were not motivated by malice but by a concern for the moral integrity of potential
leaders within their division.
– In addressing the issue of Floria’s misrepresented academic credentials, the court found
no misconduct as she had fulfilled her academic requirements by the time of her promotion
application.

### Doctrine:
– The doctrine established here highlights the standards of morality, decency, honesty, and
integrity required from judiciary personnel in both official and personal capacities.
– The resolution also underscores the principle that administrative offenses, particularly
those involving public employees’ morality and honesty, do not prescribe.

### Class Notes:
– Administrative offenses related to immorality and dishonesty warrant severe penalties,
underscored by the dismissal or fine of involved employees in the judiciary.
–  Malice  or  bad  faith  in  filing  a  complaint  needs  to  be  established  clearly  for  an
administrative charge to be considered valid; mere verification of a manifesto or complaint
does not conclusively indicate bad faith.
– Misrepresentation in an academic qualification claim requires conclusive proof at the time
of application/promotion to constitute dishonesty.

### Historical Background:
The case reflects the judiciary’s internal disciplinary mechanisms in addressing allegations
of  misconduct  among  its  employees.  It  underscores  the  judiciary’s  commitment  to
maintaining high moral and professional standards among its staff and the complexities
involved in adjudicating such internal matters, casting a spotlight on the balance between
accountability and leniency within the constraints of administrative law.


