
G.R. Nos. 112453-56. June 28, 2001 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

Title: Mataga vs. Rosete & Payoyo: Allegations of Dishonesty in Encashment of Retirement
Benefits

Facts:
Adarlina G. Mataga, formerly a court stenographer in the Municipal Trial Court of Santiago
City, Isabela, filed a complaint of Dishonesty and Misconduct against Judge Maxwell S.
Rosete  and Process  Server  Gasat  M.  Payoyo.  Mataga  applied  for  disability  retirement
because she was diagnosed with Organic Brain Syndrome. Her application was approved,
entitling her to P165,530.08, detailed in a disbursement voucher and a Land Bank check.

The check was handed to Payoyo, who conveyed it to Judge Rosete. In March 1996, Payoyo
took Mataga to Rosete’s residence where she received only P44,000. Later, she learned her
full entitlement was being withheld, prompting her complaint.

Judge Rosete denied involvement in any misconduct. He confirmed receiving the check after
Payoyo misplaced it, but passed it to Payoyo, who was known to handle the process. Payoyo
admitted obtaining the check, but claimed to have disbursed the full sum upon receiving it.

The case was first examined by Judge Fe Albano Madrid, recommending dismissal after
Mataga acknowledged receiving full payment, evidenced by a receipt bearing her signature.
However,  the Supreme Court’s  Office of  the Court Administrator (OCA) sought further
investigation due to contradictions in testimonies.

In a subsequent probe, it became apparent that Payoyo had indeed engaged in deception.
He settled with Mataga to provide her compensation, misleading with falsified documents
suggesting a full payout.

Issues:
1.  Did Judge Maxwell  S.  Rosete commit any misconduct in handling the complainant’s
retirement benefits?
2.  Was  Process  Server  Gasat  M.  Payoyo  guilty  of  dishonesty  in  the  encashment  and
disbursement process of the complainant’s retirement benefits?

Court’s Decision:
1. **Judge Maxwell S. Rosete** – The Supreme Court dismissed the complaint against Judge
Rosete due to insufficient evidence of misconduct. Mere accusations, without substantive
proof, are inadequate grounds for administrative liability or judicial misconduct.
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2. **Process Server Gasat M. Payoyo** – The Court found Payoyo guilty of dishonesty.
Evidence showed Payoyo did not remit the full retirement amount owed to Mataga, further
falsifying  the  situation  by  influencing  her  testimony  through  financial  settlement  and
backdating receipts. The Court imposed a six-month suspension on Payoyo, with a stern
warning regarding future conduct.

Doctrine:
The Court reiterated the requirement of substantial evidence in administrative cases against
judicial members. It emphasized that the judiciary must be preserved free of groundless
charges, demanding a high degree of accountability and integrity from court personnel,
crucial for maintaining public trust.

Class Notes:
– Administrative Liability: Judges and court personnel can only be held administratively
liable if there is clear, convincing evidence of misconduct.
– Standards of Proof: Claims against judicial figures necessitate substantial evidence to
support claims of dishonesty or misconduct.
– Judiciary Conduct: The behavior of judicial workers mirrors the integrity expected within
courts as institutions of justice.

Historical Background:
This case underscores issues related to judicial accountability and transparency within the
Philippine  judiciary.  In  a  post-Martial  Law  context,  there  were  heightened  public
expectations for integrity within public institutions. The Philippine legal system continues to
address corruption and ethical conduct to rebuild trust lost in previous regimes, focusing on
protecting the sanctity of judicial processes and rectifying internal malpractice.


