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**Title: Abelardo V. Sevilla v. Lorma F. Gocon**

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Complaint**: On October 14, 1997, Lorma F. Gocon filed a complaint with the
Civil  Service  Commission  (CSC)  against  Abelardo V.  Sevilla  and Godofredo M.  Limbo,
accusing them of falsification of official documents, dishonesty, and conduct prejudicial to
the best interest of the service.

2. **Responses to Complaint**: Limbo responded on November 17, 1997, and Sevilla filed
his Answer on December 4, 1997.

3. **Events Leading to Controversy**:
– **1989**: Gocon was appointed Chairman of the Values Education Department.
– **December 9, 1993**: Sevilla, as Principal IV of Quezon National High School (QNHS),
sent  a  letter  to  the  Department  of  Budget  and  Management  (DBM),  requesting
reclassification of eight Head Teacher III positions to Head Teacher VI. Limbo’s Practical
Arts Department was altered to Values Education with Limbo as the alleged Head Teacher.

4. **Appointment and Subsequent Actions**:
– **November 16, 1994**: Limbo was appointed Head Teacher VI for Values Education.
– **October 25, 1996**: Sevilla requested upgrading Gocon’s position to Head Teacher VI
for Values Education, which was denied.
– **May 1997**: Gocon discovered Limbo’s appointment and received an unsatisfactory
explanation from Sevilla.

5. **Complaints and Legal Proceedings**:
– Gocon filed a criminal complaint with the Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon.
– **October 20, 1999**: The Regional Trial Court dismissed the criminal case for lack of
jurisdiction.
–  The CSC charged Sevilla  and Limbo with falsification of  documents,  dishonesty,  and
conduct prejudicial to the service.

6. **Administrative Proceedings**:
– Hearings were held, and both parties submitted their evidence.
– **May 12, 1998**: Sevilla relieved Gocon from her duties as Chairman of the Values
Education Department.
– **November 17, 1999**: CSC issued Resolution No. 992559, finding both Sevilla and
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Limbo guilty of dishonesty, and dismissing them from service with accessory penalties.

7. **Appeal to Court of Appeals**:
– The CA upheld the CSC’s decision.
– **November 17, 2000**: The CA affirmed the CSC Resolutions and dismissed Sevilla and
Limbo from service.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the actions of petitioner Sevilla amounted to dishonesty.
2. Whether dismissing Sevilla from service with all accessory penalties was appropriate,
particularly post compulsory retirement.
3. Legality of denying petitioner’s retirement benefits as an accessory penalty absent a
criminal conviction.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Dishonesty**:
–  **Court’s  Analysis**:  The Court  held that  dishonesty implies intentional  deception or
fraud. While Sevilla agreed to the alteration of Limbo’s position title, it was Limbo who
actively made the alterations. Petitioner Sevilla did not misrepresent Limbo as head of
Values Education and therefore did not commit dishonesty as per the legal definition.
– **Ruling**: The Court did not find Sevilla guilty of dishonesty due to lack of deliberate
intent to deceive or defraud.

2. **Liability for Conduct Prejudicial to the Service**:
– **Court’s Analysis**: Sevilla neglected his duty to inform Gocon and others of Limbo’s
appointment,  causing Gocon to perform duties for  which she was not  compensated or
officially recognized. This was prejudicial to the best interest of the service.
– **Ruling**: Sevilla was found guilty of conduct grossly prejudicial to the service’s best
interest.

3. **Penalty**:
–  **Court’s  Analysis**:  Given  Sevilla’s  compulsory  retirement  age,  suspension  was
inappropriate.
– **Ruling**: The Court imposed a fine equivalent to six months’ salary, to be deducted from
Sevilla’s retirement benefits, instead of dismissal.
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**Doctrine:**

1. **Dishonesty in Public Service**: Intentional misrepresentation or fraud in public office
constitutes dishonesty.
2. **Conduct Prejudicial to Public Service**: Omissions affecting service performance and
colleagues’ roles can lead to administrative liability.
3. **Imposing Fines as Penalties**: For retired or retiring public officials, fines can replace
suspension as a penalty for administrative offenses.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Key Concepts**:
– Dishonesty: Intentional falsehood or deceit in official duties.
– Conduct Prejudicial: Actions or omissions adversely affecting public service.
– Penalty Substitution: Using fines instead of suspensions for retired officials.

2. **Statutory Provisions**:
– **RA 6713 (Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards)**: Promotes high ethical standards for
public officials.
– **Section 22(t), Omnibus Rules**: Specifies penalties for conduct grossly prejudicial to
public interest.
– **Section 19, Omnibus Rules**: Allows fines as penalties in lieu of suspension.

**Historical Background:**

This case delves into administrative accountability within the Philippine education sector
during  the  late  1990s.  It  underscores  the  ethical  expectations  from  public  officials,
emphasizing transparency and integrity,  particularly  in  educational  administration.  The
evolution from regional  proceedings  to  Supreme Court  highlights  the  stringent  review
mechanisms and reinforces the importance of ethical conduct across all levels of public
service.


