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PER CURIAM:

The instant administrative case arose when Italian national Giorgio Ratti charged Lucila Mendoza-De Castro,
Interpreter |, Municipal Trial

Court in a Sworn Letter-Complaint[1] with conduct grossly prejudicial to the best interest of the service, conduct
unbecoming a government employee, immorality and falsification of public documents.

The complainant averred that when the respondent applied for a position of court interpreter, she did not disclose
the fact that she was convicted of the crime of grave slander. She was, likewise, charged with bigamy and several
other cases which, abeit dismissed by the court, show her unfitness for government service.

According to the complainant, the respondent has been “lawyering and meddling with the court’s business.” The
respondent instigated the filing of severa cases against him, and handled collection cases of certain businessmen
in Calapan City. The complainant narrated that the respondent had the habit of leaking information pertaining to
search warrants applied for by law enforcement officers against gambling lords and drug lords, thereby causing
the warrants to yield negative results. Furthermore, according to the complainant, the respondent also leaks
decisions which are yet to be promulgated, and discloses them to the prevailing party. The complainant requested
that the respondent be formally investigated and that, if so warranted, be meted the appropriate penalty.

Thereafter, the complainant enumerated the criminal and civil cases filed against the respondent in a Sworn
Supplemental Letter-Complaint[2] dated October 28, 1999.

The respondent denied the charges against her, claiming that she did not falsify any document. She admitted,
however, that she was convicted of simple slander, and that such offense does not necessarily involve moral
turpitude. On the charges of immorality and bigamy, the respondent averred that until the bigamy case was filed,
she did not know that her husband was twice previously married. She disclosed that she and her husband had been
married for twenty (20) years.

Anent the accusations of lawyering and meddling with cases filed in court, the respondent maintained that she
only assisted those who needed her help. She denied instigating the filing of cases against the complainant, and
asserted that the collection cases of businessmen in Calapan were handled by practicing lawyers who, unlike her,
are trained for such jobs and have the time to work on the cases. The respondent maintained that she never
meddled in the issuances of search warrants, and that she only learns of the court’s decisions when she reads them
on the day of their promulgation.

Finally, the respondent averred that except for Criminal Case No. 3741, where she was convicted of simple
slander, the cases referred to by the complainant were either dismissed or are still pending in court.
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The case was referred to Executive Judge Manuel C. Luna, Jr., Regional Trial Court, Calapan City, Oriental
Mindoro, for investigation, report and recommendation.[3]

After hearing the parties on their respective arguments, the Executive Judge submitted his Report dated October 3,
2002. He opined that the respondent was a “mere victim of unfortunate circumstances,” and, as such, the
immorality charge against the respondent did not merit serious consideration.[4] However, the Executive Judge
found the respondent to have deliberately concealed her conviction for grave slander by the Municipal Trial Court
of Pinamalayan, Oriental Mindoro, as well as the fact that she had severa pending criminal cases in the different
courts of Oriental Mindoro in her personal data sheet on June 20, 1994 when she applied for the position of court
stenographer. Thus:

... [R]espondent’ s assertion that she did not falsify any public document must necessarily fail in view of the
fact that the respondent while applying for the position of Court Interpreter in the Municipal Trial Court in
Cities as stated in her “Personal Data Sheet” that she has not yet been convicted of any crime, when in truth
and in fact, as certified by the Clerk of Court of [the] Municipal Trial Court — Pinamalayan, Oriental Mindoro
(Exhibit “A™), she was found guilty of Grave Slander by said court. Respondent’s defense that the offense
which she was convicted of does not necessarily involve moral turpitude, and, therefore, could be omitted from
her application form, is unavailing. A mere superficial reading of the “Personal Data Sheet” (Exhibits“B” and
“B-1") would readily revea that the said form did not qualify the question, whether the applicant has been
convicted of any crime, i.e., whether the crime the applicant has been convicted has committed, if there be any,
involves moral turpitude or not.

Furthermore, respondent utterly failed to disclose that at the time she filed her “Personal Data Sheet” on June
20, 1994, she had several pending criminal casesin the different courts of Oriental Mindoro, namely:

- Criminal Case No. 6288 for Grave Oral Defamation which was filed against the respondent on July 30, 1981;

- Criminal Case No. 6456 for Violation of Batas Pambansa [Blg.] 22 which was filed against respondent on
April 19, 1982;

- Criminal Case No. 8765 for Malicious Mischief which was filed against respondent on July 08, 1984,

- Criminal Case No. 981 for Violation of Article 133 of the Revised Penal Code which was filed against
respondent on April 7, 1983;

- Criminal Case No. 982 for Grave Oral Defamation which was filed against respondent on April 07, 1983;

- Criminal Case No. 3754 for Grave Oral Defamation which was filed against the respondent sometime in
1983.[5]

Moreover, the Executive Judge noted that the respondent herself admitted that she acted as the collector of
receivables of Antonio S. Catibog Il and Macario Macalalad and other well-known businessmen in Calapan City.
Thus, the Executive Judge recommended the dismissal of the respondent from the service.

In a Resolution dated November 25, 2002, the case was referred to the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA)
for evaluation, report and recommendation. The OCA recommended that Executive Judge Luna's findings be
adopted accordingly, and the respondent be dismissed from the service with prejudice to re-employment in the
government service, including government-owned and controlled corporations.[6]

The Court’s Ruling

The respondent is guilty of
Gross immorality, and her claim
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of good faith is not a defense
We are constrained to rule that the respondent is guilty of immoral and disgraceful conduct.

It must be stressed that every employee of the judiciary should be an example of integrity, uprightness and
honesty. Like any public servant, she must exhibit the highest sense of honesty and integrity not only in the
performance of her official duties but in her personal and private dealings with other people. In order to preserve
the good name and integrity of the courts of justice, court personnel are enjoined to adhere to the exacting
standards of morality and decency in their professional and private conduct [7]

In arecent case,[8] a court stenographer was suspended for one year without pay for living with a married man,
and her claim of good faith was belied by her own evidence, as in the case at bar. Here, while the respondent
claimed that she did not know that her husband Rogelio de Castro[9] was twice previously married when they
were wed, she admitted that she eventually found out in 1984 when a bigamy case was filed against him. While
she claimed that she was not immoral as she was then single and “never had any other affair with any other man”
except her husband, she admitted that she continued to cohabit with him despite her knowledge of his previous
marriages.[10]

Indeed, disgraceful and immoral conduct is a grave offense that cannot be countenanced.[11] As we held in the
recent case of Acebedo v. Arquero,[12] where the respondent was suspended for six (6) months and one (1) day
without pay for maintaining anillicit relationship with a married woman for eight (8) to nine (9) months:

Although every office in the government service is a public trust, no position exacts a greater demand for
moral righteousness and uprightness from an individual than in the judiciary. That is why this Court has firmly
laid down the exacting standards of morality and decency expected of those in the service of the judiciary.
Their conduct, not to mention behavior, is circumscribed with the heavy burden of responsibility, characterized
by, among other things, propriety and decorum so as to earn and keep the public’s respect and confidence in
the judicial service. It must be free from any whiff of impropriety, not only with respect to their duties in the
judicial branch but also to their behavior outside the court as private individuals. There is no dichotomy of
morality; court employees are also judged by their private morals.[13]

The respondent violated the
Code of Conduct and Ethical
Standards for Public Officials
In providing collection services
To businessmen in Calapan,
Oriental Mindoro

Anent the charge of interfering with cases pending in various courts, we agree with the Court Administrator’s
adoption of the Executive Judge’ s findings, viz:

Moreover, respondent’s act of interfering in the cases pending in various courts in Oriental Mindoro, in spite
of her avowals to the contrary, is inimical to the service. This too warrants severe disciplinary measures. The
facts and evidence, coupled with respondent’s admissions that she acted as collector of receivables of Antonio
Catibog (private complainant in Criminal Cases Nos. 12105 and 12268, entitled “People vs. Jocelyn Guyutin”
filed before the MTCC of Calapan, Oriental Mindoro), Macario Macalalad and other well-known businessmen
in Calapan City, sufficiently establish her culpability.[14]

Furthermore, the respondent admitted to having acted as “collector” for the following persons and was given a
“commission” for every amount collected: Mr. and Mrs. Antonio S. Catibog II, Henry Tan, Mrs. Josefa Cacha,
Violeta Aguilon, and Cherrie Fatalla, the complainant’s wife.[15] When questioned further by the complainant’s
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counsel, the respondent hesitated and was evasive:

ATTY. F. S. LEGASPI: Who else, Madam witness?

LUCILA M. DE CASTRO: | cannot remember of (sic) anyone else.
ATTY. F. S. LEGASPI: But there were others; only that, you cannot remember.
LUCILA M. DE CASTRO: Maybe.

ATTY.F. S. LEGASPI: How many more?

LUCILA M. DE CASTRO: | cannot (interrupted).

ATTY.F. S. LEGASPI: More or less? Five (5)? Ten (10)?

LUCILA M. DE CASTRO: No. Not redly.

ATTY.F. S. LEGASPI: Morethan five (5).

LUCILA M. DE CASTRO: Maybe more than five (5).

ATTY. F. S. LEGASPI: Less than ten (10)? Between five (5) and ten (10)?
LUCILA M. DE CASTRO: Maybe.[16]

A close perusal of the evidence submitted by the complainant shows that while the respondent was merely acting
as a “collector” of receivables, she was, in fact, acting for and in behalf of the lawyer of Antonio S. Catibog 1,
who signed the demand letters[17] addressed to various debtors of the latter. Furthermore, in one of the notes[18]
addressed to the respondent, her acts were referred to as “collection services.” Even the respondent herself
admitted that she acted as a“ collection agent or collector.”[19]

The respondent, by her actuations, violated Section 7(b)(2) of Republic Act No. 6713,[20] which also enjoins
public officials and employees to observe professionalism in the discharge and execution of duties, to enter public
service with utmost devotion and dedication to duty, and “ endeavor to discourage wrong perceptions of their roles
as dispensers or peddlers of undue patronage.” [21]

The respondent ought to have known that her actuations would place the Court in abad light. Indeed, the law does
not prohibit a government employee from augmenting his or her income. However, employees of the judiciary in
particular, bear a heavy burden of responsibility. It is well-settled that no position demands greater moral
righteousness and uprightness from the occupant than does the judicia office[22] We have repeatedly
emphasized that the conduct of court personnel, from the presiding judge to the lowliest clerk, must always be
beyond reproach as to let them be free from any suspicion that may taint the judiciary. The Court condemns and
would never countenance any conduct, act or omission on the part of all those involved in the administration of
justice, which would violate the norm of public accountability and diminish or even just tend to diminish the faith
of the peoplein thejudiciary.[23]

Making afalse statement in

A Personal Data Sheet required
Under Civil Service Rulesand
Regulations for employment amounts
To dishonesty and falsification of

An official document
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Dishonesty and falsification are considered grave offenses. The Court has not hesitated to impose the extreme
penalty of dismissal from the service on employees found guilty of such offenses. In a recent case,[24] the Court
held that the use of afase certificate in order to facilitate promotion constitutes an act of dishonesty under Civil
Service Rules, and dismissed the erring employee therefor; a clerk who was found to have falsified her daily time
records was dismissed from the service, albeit it was her first offense;[25] while a utility worker who stated in his
personal data sheet that he did not have any pending administrative/criminal case was likewise dismissed, with
forfeiture of all benefits, excluding unused |eave credits.[26]

In this case, the respondent admitted that she did not disclose the pending criminal cases against her in her
Personal Data Sheet dated June 20, 1994 and opted to leave the space provided therefor blank, because if she did
so, she might not be accepted for the position.[27] She, likewise, reluctantly admitted that at that time, she had
aready been convicted of grave slander or grave oral defamation in Criminal Case No. 3741 before the Municipal
Trial Court of Pinamalayan.[28] An examination of her Personal Data Sheet, however, will disclose that the box
provided for the “No” answer was correspondingly checked for the question on previous convictions, and that the
answer for the next question was unreadabl e.[29]

An employee who falsifies an official document to gain unwarranted advantage over other more qualified
applicants to the same position and secure the sought-after promotion cannot be said to have measured up to the
standards required of a public servant.[30] When official documents are falsified, the intent to injure a third
person need not be present because the principal thing punished is the violation of the public faith and the
destruction of the truth as therein proclaimed.[31]

The accomplishment of false statements in a Personal Data Sheet, being a requirement under Civil Service Rules
and Regulations in connection with employment in the government, the making of untruthful statements therein
is, therefore, ultimately connected with such employment. As such, making a false statement therein amounts to
dishonesty and falsification of an officia document.[32] Dishonesty, being in the nature of a grave offense,
carries the extreme penalty of dismissal from the service with forfeiture of retirement benefits except accrued
leave credits, and perpetual disqualification for reemployment in the government service. Indeed, dishonesty has
no placein the judiciary.[33]

Thus, even if we uphold Executive Judge Luna s recommendation, as well as that of the Court Administrator’s,

that the charge of immorality be dismissed because the respondent is a“mere victim of unfortunate circumstances
rather than a willful violator of civil service standard,” and accept the respondent’s claim that she was merely
making an “honest living,” her dismissal from the serviceis till inevitable.

The Court reiterates the well-settled rule that a public office is a public trust. Public officers and employees are
duty-bound to serve with the highest degree of responsibility, integrity, loyalty, and efficiency and shall remain
accountable to the people. Persons involved in the administration of justice ought to live up to the strictest
standard of honesty and integrity in the public service. The conduct of every personnel connected with the courts
should, at all times, be circumspect to preserve the integrity and dignity of our courts of justice.[34]

WHEREFORE, respondent Lucila Mendoza-De Castro, having been found GUILTY of conduct grossly
prejudicial to the best interest of the service, conduct unbecoming a government employee, dishonesty and
falsification of a public document, is hereby DISMISSED from the service effective immediately, with forfeiture
of al retirement benefits, except accrued leave credits, with prejudice to her reemployment in any branch or
instrumentality in the government, including government-owned and controlled corporations.

Thisdecision isimmediately executory.
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SO ORDERED.

Davide, Jr., CJ, Puno, Panganiban, Quisumbing, Ynares-Santiago, Sandoval-Gutierrez, Carpio,
Austria-Martinez, Carpio Morales, Callgjo, Sr., Azcuna, Tinga, and Chico-Nazario, JJ., concur.
Corona, J., on leave.

[1] Roallo, pp. 1-5.

[2] Id. at 17-19.

[3] Id. at 69-70.

[4] Report, p. 3.

[5] Id. at 4-5.

[6] Memorandum Report, p. 6.

[7] Floriav. Sunga, 368 SCRA 551 (2001), citing Bucatcat v. Bucatcat, 323 SCRA 578 (2000).
[8] Amado N. Ubongen v. Virginia S. Ubongen, A.M. No. P-04-1780, February 18, 2004.
[9] See Exhibit “E,” Rallo, p. 125.

[10] TSN, 10 July 2002, pp. 105-113.

[11] Marites B. Keevs. Juliet H. Calingin, A.M. No. P-02-1663, July 29, 2003.

[12] 399 SCRA 10 (2003).
[13] Id. at 16-17.
[14] Memorandum Report dated February 21, 2003, p. 6.
[15] TSN, 10 July 2002, pp. 92-103.
[16] Id. at 103-104.
[17] Exhibits“5,” “5-A,” and “5-B.”
[18] Exhibit “6.”
[19] TSN, 10 July 2002, p. 94.

[20] Also known as “An Act Establishing a Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards for Public Officials and
Employees, to Uphold the Time-Honored Principle of Public Office Being a Public Trust, Granting Incentives and
Rewards for Exemplary Service, Enumerating Prohibited Acts and Transactions and Providing Penalties for
Violations Thereof and Other Purposes,” and took effect on February 20, 1989. The pertinent section reads:

Section 7. Prohibited Acts and Transactions. — In addition to acts and omissions of public officials and
employees now prescribed in the Constitution and existing laws, the following shall constitute prohibited acts
and transactions of any public official and employee and are hereby declared to be unlawful:

(b) Outside employment and other activities related thereto. — Public officials and employees during their
incumbency shall not:

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 8
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. P-04-1844. July 23, 2004

(2) Engage in the private practice of their profession unless authorized by the Constitution or law, provided,
that such practice will not conflict or tend to conflict with their official functions;...

[21] Section 4.

[22] Re: Memo dated September 27, 1999 of Ma. Corazon M. Molo, Officer-in-Charge, Office of the Court
Administrator, etc., A.M. No. SCC-00-6-P, October 16, 2003.

[23] Civil Service Commission v. Sta. Ana, 386 SCRA 1 (2002).

[24] Judge Fe Albano Madrid v. Antonio T. Quebral, Antonio T. Quebra v. Angelina C. Rillorta and Minerva
Alvarez, A.M. Nos. P-03-1744-45, October 7, 2003.

[25] Marbas-Vizcarrav. Bernardo, 351 SCRA 219 (2001).
[26] Judge Jose S. Safiez v. Carlos B. Rabina, A.M. No. P-03-1691, September 18, 2003.
[27] TSN, 10 July 2002, p. 76.
[28] Id. at 81; Exhibit “A,” Rollo, p. 121.
[29] See Exhibit “BB,” Rollo, p. 153. (Dorsa portion).
The pertinent questions on the Personal Data Sheet read as follows:

- Have you ever been convicted for violating any law, decree, ordinance or regulations by any court or
tribunal? ...

- Do you have any pending administrative/criminal case? If you have any, give particulars.
[30] De Guzman v. Delos Santos, 394 SCRA 210 (2002).
[31] Civil Service Commission v. Sta. Ana, supra, citing Peoplev. Po Giok To, 96 Phil. 913 (1955).
[32] Ibid.

[33] Judge Fe Albano Madrid v. Antonio T. Quebral, Antonio T. Quebra v. Angelina C. Rillorta and Minerva
Alvarez, supra.

[34] De Guzman v. Gatlabayan, 352 SCRA 264 (2001).

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 8
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. P-04-1844. July 23, 2004

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 8
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



