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AZCUNA, J.:

The present administrative case stemmed from a sworn letter-complaint[1] filed on December 19, 1997 by
Algjandro Paredes and Edwin Padilla charging Branch Clerk of Court Elisabess R. Luarca-Domingo and Sheriff
111 Jerry[2] Marcelino, both of the Metropolitan Trial Court (MeTC) of Pasig City, Branch 71, with grave
misconduct, gross inefficiency, and grave abuse of discretion in connection with Criminal Case No. 23663
entitled "People of the Philippines vs. Algjandro Paredes and Edwin Pinlac y Padilla," for Attempted Qualified
Theft.

The two complainants, who were the accused in the aforecited criminal case, alleged that on August 9, 1997, the
trial court ordered the issuance of a warrant of arrest against prosecution witness Larry Lazaro to compel his
attendance for cross-examination in a hearing scheduled on October 9, 1997. On the fixed date of the hearing,
however, complainants came for trial only to find out that their case was not included in the day's trial calendar.
Upon inquiry with respondent Marcelino, the then acting clerk-in-charge of criminal cases, they learned that their
case was excluded because there was no return yet of the warrant issued against witness Lazaro. Even if the
hearing did not push through that day, they were compelled to pay their counsel an appearance fee of P2,000.

Complainants further allege that in an order dated December 2, 1997, the tria court required the Public Prosecutor
to submit a forma offer of evidence in writing within five days from said date and set the next hearing on
December 10, 1997. On the scheduled hearing, they were dismayed to discover that, again, their case was not
included in the court calendar. Upon verification with respondent Marcelino, the latter replied, "Hindi namin
isinama talaga ito dahil sa wala pang formal offer of evidence ang piskal." Complainants counsel countered that
this notwithstanding, the case should be included in the calendar as it is not within the authority of respondent
Marcelino to cancel the scheduled hearing. Respondent Marcelino replied, "Ayaw ni Judge ang may additional sa
calendar.” Again complainants were compelled to pay their counsel his appearance fee even without any court
hearing.

For the foregoing, the present administrative complaint was filed against respondent Marcelino and respondent
LuarcaDomingo, as the former's immediate supervisor, praying that both respondents be penalized with
suspension.

Respondent Marcelino, by way of Comment,[3] admitted the allegations with justification. He aleged that in
1997, he was the acting crimina case officer-in-charge and explained that he was still then in the process of
familiarizing himself with the procedure in criminal cases. He admitted not having included the complainants
case in the court calendar on the two alleged dates. With respect to the October 9, 1997 hearing, he concluded that
there was no need to include the case for calendar as he assumed that the prosecution witness scheduled to be
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cross-examined that day was not duly notified, given that there was yet no return of the warrant issued against the
latter. Asto the December 10, 1997 hearing, he decided not to include the case as the prosecution's formal offer of
evidence had yet to be resolved. He maintained that the foregoing acts were done in good faith, without any
intention of causing harm to the complainants.

Respondent Luarca-Domingo, for her part, denied the charges against her. In her Comment,[4] she claimed that
she was not aware of the present complaint until she was furnished a copy thereof. She stressed that neither the
complainants nor respondent Marcelino called her attention regarding the incident. She maintained that had she
been promptly informed thereof, she could have acted on it at the soonest possible time, or referred it to the
Presiding Judge.

In aresolution dated March 1, 2000,[5] this Court cleared respondent Luarca-Domingo from any administrative
responsibility. The case proceeded against respondent Marcelino alone.

Subsequently, the complainants filed a motion to dismiss and an Affidavit of Desistance.[6] This Court, however,
on August 21, 2000, denied the same.[7] Respondent Marcelino filed a Motion for Reconsideration[8] of said
denia resolution, which this Court, on September 27, 2000, denied for lack of merit.[9]

On October 23, 2000, respondent Marcelino manifested his willingness to submit the case for resolution on the
basis of the records submitted.[10] As recommended by the OCA, the case was referred to Executive Judge
Edwin Villasor of the Regional Trial Court of Pasig City, for investigation.

On April 25, 2000, Judge Villasor submitted his Report,[11] recommending that respondent Marcelino be fined
P1,000. The OCA thereafter filed its Report, dated May 7, 2002,[12] subscribing to the Investigating Judge's
finding and recommending that respondent Marcelino be fined in the amount of P1,000 and sternly warned that a
repetition of the same or similar infraction will be dealt with more severely.

The recommendation is well taken. This Court finds no merit in the explanation of respondent Marcelino in
excluding the complainant's case from the court calendar. As correctly found by the OCA:

In this particular case, the records bear that no hearing took place in Criminal Case No. 23663 on its scheduled
hearing dates on 09 October 1997 and 10 December 1997. Admittedly, he took it upon himself to exclude said
case in the court trial calendar for the reason that there was no return on the warrant of arrest issued against the
prosecution witness and that the formal offer of evidence of the prosecution has yet to be resolved. If
respondent was not sure if he should include complainant's case in the trial calendar, he should have informed
the judge about the problem or for that matter, he could have asked his immediate supervisor, the branch clerk
of court. This is the prudent course of action. Yet, he arrogated unto himself in the absence of any authority
from the judge to exclude Criminal Case No. 23663 in the court calendar. Clearly, respondent overstepped the
boundaries of his assigned task. He indubitably failed to perform his assigned duty with efficiency and utmost
responsibility, ideals which men and women in public service ought to dutifully observe. Thus, even if no bad
faith can be attributed to him, heis still administratively liable for he clearly acted beyond his authority.[13]

This Court has not been wanting in its warnings that all court employees should endeavor to maintain at al times
the confidence and high respect accorded to those who wield the gavel of justice. The image of a court of justice
is necessarily mirrored in the conduct, official or otherwise, of the men and women who work thereat.[14]

As acting clerk-in-charge of criminal cases, respondent Marcelino was then tasked to assist in the management of
the calendar of the court and in al other matters not involving the exercise of discretion or judgment of the
judge.[15] The exclusion of the complainants case from the court calendar is beyond respondent Marcelino's
authority. It is, therefore, clear that he was remissin his duties when he twice deliberately omitted to calendar the
complainant's case without justifiable reason. Good faith on his part, or lack of it, would be of no moment, for he
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is chargeable with the knowledge that being the officer of the court, it behooves him to make due
compliances.[16] His actions show a lack of familiarity with laws, rules and regulations that undermines public
confidence in the integrity of our courts.[17] He should thus be held administratively liable for his failure to
exercise utmost prudence in the performance of his functions. In the absence of evidence that the offenses were
deliberately committed to mislead the court or prejudice the complainants, a fine of P1,000 is appropriate.

WHEREFORE, respondent Sheriff 111 Jerry Marcelino is found GUILTY of abuse of authority, and FINED in the
amount of One Thousand Pesos (P1,000), with a STERN WARNING that a repetition of the same or similar acts
in the future will be dealt with more severely.

SO ORDERED.

Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman), Vitug, Y nares-Santiago, and Carpio, JJ., concur.
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