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YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

The people's faith in the Judiciary is certainly eroded when they stand witness to the dismaying spectacle of a
supervisory court employee shouting at and hitting at subordinate in front of others. It becomes even more
appalling when the people involved are no less than employees of this Court.

Complainant and respondent are both employees of the Court's Management Information Systems Office (M1SO).
Complainant Vaentino V. Ruga is a casual employee of the Management Information Systems Office, Systems
Planning and Project Evaluation Division (MISO-SPPED) while respondent Edwin S. Ligot, is an SC Chief
Judicial Staff Officer, Systems Development for Administrative Application Division (MISO-SDAAD).

In a Memorandum dated May 20, 2003 addressed to Atty. Eden T. Candelaria, Chief of the Court's Office of
Administrative Services (OAS), complainant Ruga charged respondent Ligot with misconduct for the
maltreatment he allegedly received from the latter on May 14, 2003 at around 10:20 am., when respondent
approached him at the Satellite 1 Office of the MISO to follow up on the liquidation of certain purchases, and
angrily said in aloud voice, "Gawin mo nal" Suddenly, the latter hit him on the chest with an open palm.

Complainant ignored what respondent did and tried to explain the details of the liquidations. Respondent,
however, ignored what he said and walked out of the room, thereby embarrassing complainant.

Melissa Limlengco and Noel Beltran, Clerk and Utility Personnel, respectively, of the MISO, witnessed the
incident and heard aloud sound caused by respondent's blow to complainant's chest.

Later that afternoon, complainant went to the medical clinic for examination of the pain he felt in his chest
because of the blow he sustained.

In support of his allegations, complainant submitted the Joint Affidavit of Melissa Limlengco and Noel Beltran
together with aMedical Certificate issued by Dr. Prudencio P. Banzon Jr. of the Supreme Court Clinic.

Respondent, in his comment dated May 27, 2003, claimed that the matter should have been brought first for
settlement before the Chief of their Office, Atty. Ivan Uy, pursuant to the provisions of Section 4, Item No. 2 of
the Supreme Court Grievance Machinery.

Respondent averred that he was assigned by Mrs. Petrita Arguelles, Assistant Chief, MISO, to monitor the
disbursements and liquidation of the cash advances given to their office for the emergency purchase of computer
parts and supplies. He had been requesting complainant to submit the liquidation of the expenses taken from the
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cash advance, and he properly apprised the latter of the proper procedure, the schedule and the required
documents to be submitted for liquidation. From the time he started monitoring the liquidation, complainant has
aways been late in submitting the required documents despite repeated demands to submit the same on time.

Respondent further narrated that on May 14, 2003, he went to complainant's workstation and asked him for the
liquidation report which was overdue for more than three weeks. He reiterated that the delay would result in the
interruption of the cash advance of the MISO for the succeeding weeks. He admitted that he tapped the
complainant's chest with his open palm, not to purposely inflict injury, but to cal his attention. He expressed
doubts as to whether he really inflicted pain on complainant, considering that the latter went for consultation at
the SC Clinic, which is only a few steps away from their office, six hours after the incident. Moreover,
complainant could not have performed his duties if the pain he felt was persistent and unbearable. Respondent
suspects that the filing of the complaint was deliberately filed to discredit him and that, knowing complainant to
be a good man, the latter would not have thought of filing the complaint unless he was advised by someone who
had malicious intentions to destroy hisintegrity and reputation.

Moreover, respondent averred that he did not have any intention to abuse his authority as a Division Chief of the
MISO as he had never been known to be a person with a short temper and a heavy hand. He claims that he is easy
to work with and this could be attested to by staff members of the OAS, who had the opportunity to work with
him.

The case was set for investigation on June 10, 2003 before the OAS. Complainant testified that his duties include
the servicing of computer units in the different offices of the Court, and to identify the computer peripherals that
need replacement and to buy the same in the market using the cash advance issued to the MISO. He averred that it
is not part of his duties to make the liquidation of the receiptsissued in connection with the purchase of computer
peripherals. Rather, it was Ms. Marie Ilagan who was assigned to do it. However, complainant admitted that the
task has since then been assigned to him when Ms. Ilagan was transferred to the 7[th] floor office of the MISO
and that he experienced difficulty performing the same because of his tight schedule in his other duties. He
likewise admitted that he was not able to submit on time the necessary report for April despite repeated demands
by respondent.

Respondent, who also appeared on the same date, reiterated his allegations in his comment of May 27, 2003. He
submitted in evidence copies of the previous liquidation reports submitted by complainant's Division to show that
the task is not so complicated as to prevent him from accomplishing and submitting the reports on time.

Pursuant to a Resolution of the Court dated September 9, 2003, complainant manifested his willingness to submit
this case for resolution on the basis of the pleadings filed. For his part, respondent sent a letter addressed to the
Office of the Chief Justice dated September 22, 2003 averring that he and complainant have amicably settled their
differences.

Addressing preliminarily the question of whether or not the complaint should be referred to the Grievance
Machinery of the Court, we find respondent's reliance on the provisions of Section 4 of the Grievance
Machinery[1] misplaced. Section 2 of the Grievance Machinery provides:

The Grievances that shall be acted upon through the grievance machinery are those that are work related or
which may give rise to employee dissatisfaction, such as:

- Non-implementation of policies, practices and procedures on economic and financial issues and other terms
and conditions of employment fixed by law including salaries, incentives, working hours, leave benefits, and
other related terms and conditions;
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- Non-implementation of policies, practices and procedures which affect employees from recruitment to
promotions, detail, transfer, retirement, termination, lay-offs and other related issues that affect them;

- Physical working conditions,
- Protests on appointments and other personal actions;
- Interpersonal relationships and linkages; and

- All other matters giving rise to employee dissatisfaction and discontentment outside of those cases
enumerated above.

The following cases shall not be acted upon through the grievance machinery:

- Disciplinary cases which shall be resolved pursuant to the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases,
- Sexual Harassment cases as provided for in R.A. 7877; and

- Employees Associations issues and concerns.

Clearly, the complaint filed against respondent does not fall under any of the instances enumerated in the
foregoing provisions. What the foregoing Section, in fact, states is that the Uniform Rules on Administrative
Cases govern the action considering that it is a complaint for conduct unbecoming of an officer/employee of the
Court and prays that disciplinary sanctions be meted on respondent.

We note that this case stemmed from an altercation between complainant and respondent wherein the latter hit the
former during office hours in a fit of anger. It was established that respondent hit complainant heavily on the
chest, athough he insists that it was merely a "friendly tap." Belying respondent's contention, however, are
Melissa Limlengco and Noel Beltran who were present at the time and witnessed the incident.

Contrary to respondent’s claim, Limlengco and Beltran declared that the force of the impact of the alleged
"friendly tap" produced a loud sound. This is further corroborated by the findings of Dr. Prudencio Banzon, SC
Senior Staff Officer, Supreme Court Clinic, who certified that complainant sustained "mild contusions on the
chest and that, barring complications, the period of recovery may entail 3-5 days."

Moreover, it is highly unlikely that the blow to complainant's chest was merely a "friendly tap." The events which
unfolded before, during and after the incident disprove such a claim. The facts show that respondent was in an
angry mood when he approached complainant and asked him for the liquidation report which was three weeks
overdue.

The issue to be resolved is whether or not respondent is liable for misconduct. In her evaluation and report, Atty.
Eden C. Candelaria, SC Chief Administrative Officer, found him culpable for simple misconduct and
recommended that he be reprimanded with awarning that a repetition of the same or similar acts in the future will
be dealt with more severely.

The findings of Atty. Candelaria are well-taken but the recommended penalty is not commensurate to
respondent's malfeasance.

In Rodriguez v. Bonifacio,[2] we held that government service is people oriented. Patience is an essential part of
dispensing justice and courtesy is a mark of culture and good breeding. Belligerent behavior has no place in
government service where personnel are enjoined to act with self-restraint and civility at all times even when
confronted with rudeness and insolence.[3] Indeed, the maintenance of the dignity of courts and the enforcement
of the duty of the citizens to respect them are necessary adjuncts to the administration of justice.[4]
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More to the point, we held in De Joyav. Balubar:[5]

Respondent's high-strung and belligerent behavior cannot be countenanced. Fighting with a co-employee
during office hours is a disgraceful behavior reflecting adversely on the good image of the judiciary. Shouting
in the workplace and during office hours is arrant discourtesy and disrespect not only towards co-workers but
to the Court as well. It displays a cavalier attitude towards the seriousness and dignity with which court
business should be treated.

Such deportment especially during office hours, was totally unbecoming of an employee who forms part of the
judicia service and this definitely cannot be allowed. Respondent's conduct exhibits failure on his part to
discharge his duties with the required degree of professionalism, to respect at all times the rights of others and
refrain from acts contrary to good morals and good customs as demanded by Republic Act No. 6713 which,
inter alia, enunciates the State policy of promoting a high standard of ethics and utmost responsibility in the
public service.[6]

It must be stressed that the courts, which are tasked to administer justice, to settle justiciable controversies or
disputes involving enforceable and demandable rights, and to afford redress of wrongs for the violation of said
rights,[7] must be allowed to decide cases independently, free of outside influence or pressure. [8] So, too, must
the Court be not unduly hampered or importuned by the resolution of petty internal bureaucratic squabbles such as
this case as its time and attention should be devoted to addressing more serious concerns and issues brought
before it. Furthermore, an unflattering picture of the Highest Court of the land populated by overbearing and
pugnacious bureaucrats is one image it could do without.

Respondent's bellicose act of thumping the chest of a subordinate in a fit of rage does not speak well of his
character. Prudence, restraint and sobriety are traits expected of those who occupy sensitive supervisory positions
like respondent.[9] Everyone in the judiciary from the presiding judge to the lowliest clerk, bears a heavy
responsibility for the proper discharge of his duty, and it behooves each one to steer clear of any situation in
which the slightest suspicion might be cast on his conduct. Any misbehavior on his part, whether true or only
perceived, is likely to reflect adversely on the administration of justice.[10] Hence, based on these considerations,
we find the penalty of fine in the amount of P2,000.00 to be commensurate to the offense in this case.

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, respondent Edwin S. Ligot, SC Chief Judicial Staff Officer,
MISO-SDAAD, is hereby FINED in the amount of Two Thousand Pesos (P2,000.00) for conduct unbecoming an
employee of the Court. He is STERNLY WARNED that a repetition of the same or similar offense will be dealt
with more severely.

SO ORDERED.

Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman), Panganiban, Carpio and Azcuna, concur.
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