


Resolution 2 AM. No. P-20-4082

[Formerly A.M. No., 19-11-270-RTC]

In its June 4, 2020 Repost,* the OCA found respondent guilty of
habitual tardiness and recommended that he be reprimanded with a warning

that a repetition of the same or similar act shall be dealt with more severely
by the Court.

The Court’s Ruling

The Court agrees with and adopts the findings and recommendation of
the OCA.

The explanation of respondent is not sufficient to absolve him of
administrative liability. Tardiness causes inefficiency and is prejudicial to
public service.”> By being habitually tardy, respondent fell short of the
stringent standard of conduct demanded from everyone involved in the
administration of justice.® In the case of Re: Imposition of Corresponding
Penalties for Habitual Tardiness Committed During the Second Semester of

2002 by the Following Employees of this Court: Fe Malou B. Castelo, et al.,
the Court elucidated:

By reason of the nature and functions of their office, officials and
employees of the Judiciary must be role models in the faithful observance
of the constitutional canon that public office is a public trust. Inherent in
this mandate is the observance of prescribed office hours and the efficient
use of every moment thereof for public service, if only to recompense the
Government, and ultimately, the people, who shoulder the cost of
maintaining the Judiciary. Thus, to inspire public tespect for the justice
system, court officials and employees are at all times behooved to sirictly

observe official time. As punctuality is a virtue, absenteeism and tardiness
are impermissible.”

It must be emphasized that moral obligations, performance of
household chores, traffic problems and health, domestic and financial
concerns are not sufficient reasons to excuse habitual tardiness.’ The Court

cannot countenance such offense for it seriously compromises efficiency and
hampers public service.'®

“1d. at 10-11.

3 Re: Imposition of Corresponding Penaities for Habitual Tardiness, 441 Phil. 240, 249 (2002).

®See Re: Habitual Tardiness Incurred by Mr. Gideon M. Alibang for the 1" Semester of 2003, 476 Phil. |, S
(2004).

7456 Phil. 183 (2003).
81d. at 190.

* Re: Leave Division, Office of Administrative Services, Office of the Court Administrator v. Pua. Jr., 669
Phil. 138, 141 (201 1).

Y Re: Imposition of Corresponding Penalties for Habitual Tardiness Committed During the Second Semester
of 2004 by the Following Emplovees of this Court: Rodolfo E. Cabral, 502 Phil. 413, 420 (2003),
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