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MENDOZA, J.:

Before us is a motion for reconsideration filed by private complainant Priscilla L. Hernando (Hernando) seeking a
review of our March 10, 2010 Resolution finding respondent Juliana Y. Bengson (Bengson) guilty of Simple
Misconduct and ordering her suspension from the service, without pay for one (1) month and one (1) day. The
fallo of the March 10, 2010 Resolution is reproduced below as follows:

WHEREFORE, finding Juliana Y. Bengson, Legal Researcher, Regional Trial Court, Branch 104, Quezon
City, GUILTY of Simple Misconduct, the Court hereby orders her SUSPENDED from the service, without pay
for one (1) month and one (1) day, with a WARNING that a repetition of the same or similar acts in the future
will be dealt with more severely.

SO ORDERED.[1]

In her motion, Hernando repleads the assertions in her memorandum and prays that a more severe penalty should
be imposed on Bengson. According to her, respondent being a court employee she had no business offering her
services for facilitation of the land transfer papers at the Bureau of Internal Revenue (BIR). Such actuation is
"conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the service," and thus should be punished for such act pursuant to the
ruling in Largo v. CA.[2] In addition, she prays that the amount of P76,000.00 that was given to respondent
should be considered as a "just debt" and, therefore, she should be made to answer for the same from her
salary.[3]

In her Comment, Bengson counters that she merely accommodated the request for help from Hernando's own
daughter. She insists that she had no interest whatsoever in the facilitation of the said land transfer papers.[4]

The Court stands pat in its earlier holding that:

In the present case, the OCA (Office of the Court Administrator) found, and we agree, that Bengson's
complicity in the failed titling of the property eyed by Hernando was manifest.

Based on the trial judge's investigation and that of the OCA, Bengson offered to help Hernando find a surveyor
for a fee, and she was the very same one who directly received the money intended for the titling of the
property. To Hernando's dismay, Villacorte did not turn out to be the `expert' that she was made to believe. To
our mind, it was the very misrepresentation that precipitated the transaction that eventually defrauded
Hernando. Complainant would not have parted with her hard-earned money were it not for Bengson's
misrepresentation with respect to Villacorte's capacity to facilitate the titling of the property. Respondent
cannot extricate herself by claiming that she had no direct participation in the negotiations.[5]
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This is buttressed by the report of the investigating judge, Executive Judge Teodoro A. Bay (Judge Bay).
Although Judge Bay did opine in his report that the above transaction was purely private in character and that
there was no showing that respondent took advantage of her position as legal researcher of the court, he did
conclude:

x x x. The respondent, therefore, insofar as the complainant was concerned, was the person responsible for the
package contract for which reason all communication from the Hernandos were directed to her. Moreover,
respondent acknowledged to have received after repeated calls/demands from the complainant.[6]

The above finding is likewise affirmed by the OCA. Through then Court Administrator and now Associate Justice
of the Supreme Court, Justice Jose P. Perez, it made the following observation:

In the instant case, the participation of respondent Bengson, in the failed titling of the property being eyed by
the family of the complainant, cannot be denied. From the facts ascertained by the investigating judge, it was
respondent who offered to help the complainant find a surveyor, in exchange for a fee. It was also established
in the investigation that respondent directly received money from the complainant. To aggravate the situation,
the surveyor, Maritess Villacorte, whom respondent recommended, did not turn out to be the `expert'
complainant had expected.

Complainant would not have parted with her hard-earned money, if not for the assurances she received from
the respondent. The `seed' of the fraudulent transaction would not have been `planted' if respondent did not
offer her `services' in the first place.[7]

The complicity of Bengson was very apparent. During the hearing before Judge Bay, she admitted that it was she
together with her husband who went to see Hernando at the latter's residence sometime in September 2002 in
order to "explain" the package for facilitation of the land transfer papers of the subject property at the BIR.[8]
Certainly, no disinterested or uninvolved person would go so far as to pay a visit to someone whom she had not
met before just to relay the package contract allegedly offered by her half-sister and niece, unless she herself was
very much involved in it or, at the least, would benefit from the arrangement.

Bengson also admitted that when she went to Hernando's residence for the second time, she was accompanied by
her half-sister and niece purportedly to explain and reduce the package contract cost from P100,000.00 to
70,000.00. In the meeting, payment was agreed to be paid through her (Bengson).[9] Later in her testimony,
Bengson admitted having received the amount of P70,000.00 from Hernando in the presence of her half-sister and
niece.[10]

While Bengson claimed that she immediately turned over the full amount to her half-sister and her niece at the
time that they were still at Hernando's residence, the receipt covering the amount was only issued when she
allegedly chanced upon them at McDonald's in April of the following year. The Court is of the considered view
that it is nothing but a desperate attempt on the part of Bengson to distance herself from the deal made with
Hernando.

Thus, the Court is not ready to depart from its original finding with respect to the complicity of Bengson in the
wrongdoing against Hernando. What remains to be resolved now in this motion for reconsideration is whether
Bengson should be held liable for Simple Misconduct or for "Conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the
service?"

In resolving this issue, a review of the Court's disposition in the case of Largo v. CA[11] is instructive. In that
case, it was explained that an administrative offense constitutes "misconduct" when it has a direct relation to, and
is connected with, the performance of the official duties of the one charged.
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x x x. By uniform legal definition, it is a misconduct such as affects his performance of his duties as an officer
and not such only as affects his character as a private individual. In such cases, it has been said at all times, it is
necessary to separate the character of the man from the character of the officer, x x x. It is settled that
misconduct, misfeasance, or malfeasance warranting removal from office of an officer must have direct
relation to and be connected with the performance of official duties amounting either to maladministration or
willful, intentional neglect and failure to discharge the duties of the office, x x x.[12]

Thus, misconduct refers to a transgression of an established and definite rule of action, more specifically, some
unlawful behavior or gross negligence by the public officer charged.[13]

It must be noted however that in this case, no proof was offered to show that Largo's actions being complained of
were related to, or performed by him in taking advantage of, his position. His actions did not have any direct
relation to or connection with the performance of his official duties. Hence, it was concluded that Largo acted in
his private capacity, and thus, could not be made liable for misconduct.[14] But, considering that Largo's
questioned conduct tarnished the image and integrity of his public office, he was still held liable for conduct
prejudicial to the best interest of the service. The basis for his liability was found in Republic Act No. 6713 (R.A.
6713) or the Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards for Public Officials and Employees. The Code, particularly
Section 4 (c) thereof, commands that public officials and employees shall at all times respect the rights of others,
and shall refrain from doing acts contrary to public safety and public interest. Largo's actuations fell short of this
standard.[15]

Similarly, applying the same standard to the present case, the Court agrees with the position taken by Hernando -
that Bengson should be liable under Rule IV, Section 52 (A) 20 for conduct prejudicial to the best interest of the
service in view of her act of offering her services for facilitation of the land transfer papers at the BIR and
representing that her half-sister and niece had the power, influence and capacity to facilitate the titling of subject
property.

Following the standard set forth in R.A. No. 6713, Bengson should not have offered the so called package
contract and asked for a considerable amount from Hernando knowing that her half-sister and niece were neither
geodetic engineers nor employees of the BIR knowledgeable in the preparation of the necessary papers and
documents for the titling of the subject property. Certainly, this misrepresentation on the part of Bengson
begrimed both the image and integrity of her office.

At this point, the Court would like to once again underscore that the conduct of every court personnel must be
beyond reproach and free from suspicion that may cause to sully the image of the judiciary. They must totally
avoid any impression of impropriety, misdeed or misdemeanor not only in the performance of their official duties
but also in conducting themselves outside or beyond the duties and functions of their office. Every court personnel
are enjoined to conduct themselves toward maintaining the prestige and integrity of the judiciary for the very
image of the latter is necessarily mirrored in their conduct, both official and otherwise. They must not forget that
they are an integral part of that organ of the government sacredly tasked in dispensing justice. Their conduct and
behavior, therefore, should not only be circumscribed with the heavy burden of responsibility but at all times be
defined by propriety and decorum, and above all else beyond any suspicion.[16]

With Bengson's complicity in the scam or fraud against Hernando, she is undeniably guilty of conduct prejudicial
to the best interest of the service which is punishable by suspension for six (6) months and one (1) day to one (1)
year for the first offense pursuant to Section 52 A (20) of the Uniform Rules of the Civil Service Commission
(CSC).

As regards Hernando's prayer that Bengson be ordered to return the money in the amount of P76,000.00, the

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. P-09-2686 (FORMERLY OCA I.P.I NO. 06-2441-P). March...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 6

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



Court resolves to reconsider its earlier disposition. While Courts should refrain from becoming a collection agent,
it cannot simply shy away from setting right those that are evidently or obviously improper acts or conducts
among its personnel, and instead, order them to do what is but proper and just.[17] In this case, what is right and
just under the circumstances is to order the respondent to pay her obligation to the private complainant. In the case
of Villaseñor v. de Leon,[18] it was written:

Truly, this Court is not a collection agency for faltering debtors. Hence, in a disciplinary proceeding, we
cannot adjudicate on the existence and amount of the loan if such facts are disputed by the parties.[10] At the
same time, it is not proper in these proceedings to issue writs of execution or order the levy of respondent's
properties, including her salaries to satisfy the indebtedness. For, the purpose of an administrative proceeding
is to protect public service and maintain its dignity based on the time-honored principle that a public office is a
public trust. Evidently, disciplinary cases involve no private interest and afford no redress for private
grievance, as they are undertaken and prosecuted solely for the public welfare. The complainant or the person
who calls the attention of the court to the alleged misconduct is in no sense a party, and has generally no
interest in the outcome except as all good citizens may have in the proper management of justice.

Consistent with the realm of an administrative case, we are dutybound to correct whatever we perceive as an
improper conduct among court employees by ordering them to do what is proper in the premises. In the instant
case, therefore, we direct respondent to pay her indebtedness to complainant, i.e., inclusive of principal and
interest agreed upon, in accordance with their agreement, if any, or within a reasonable time from receipt of
this Decision. A violation of this order could become the basis of another administrative charge for a second
offense of "willful failure to pay just debts" punishable by suspension of one (1) to thirty (30) days, among
other serious charges arising from a willful violation of a lawful order of this Court. With this command, we
hope that respondent will stay away from such misdeed and shun a subsequent offense of the same nature, or
any other offense for that matter.

The payment of respondent's debt is in addition to the penalty of reprimand with warning that commission of
the same or similar act in the future will be dealt with more severely. This ruling should suffice to accomplish
the purpose of disciplining an erring court employee to whom a passage in the Book of Proverbs must have a
reverberating significance, "A single reprimand does more for a man of intelligence than a hundred lashes for a
fool."

Considering that Bengson, in her comment on Hernando's motion for reconsideration offered to restitute the said
amount without admitting guilt but only to buy peace; that her complicity in the so called package contract
remains; that he did admit having received the amount of P70,000.00 during her testimony before the
investigating judge, the Court now resolves and orders the restitution of the said amount of P76,000.00 plus legal
interest starting from the year 2003.

WHEREFORE, the motion for reconsideration is GRANTED. The March 10, 2010 Resolution is MODIFIED.
Juliana Y. Bengson, legal Researcher, Regional Trial Court, Branch 104, Quezon City, is found GUILTY of
Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service and is hereby ordered SUSPENDED for six (6) months and
one (1) day from the service without pay. She is further ordered to restitute the amount of P76,000.00 plus legal
interest to Priscilla Hernando, starting from the year 2003.

SO ORDERED.

Corona, (Chairperson), Velasco, Jr., Nachura, and Peralta, JJ., concur.

[1] SC Resolution in A.M. No. P-09-2686 dated March 10, 2010, p. 5; Rollo, p. 538.
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