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ThlS adm1n1strat1ve matter arose from the Report on Tardiness Incurred

| by Ms. Ronalyn D). David® dated December 11, 2023, which was prepared by
- the Employees’ Leave Division, Office of Administrative Services (OAS),
- Office of the Court Administrator (OCA). Records show that respondent

Ronalyn D. David (David), ‘Court Stenographer 111 in Branch 101, Reglonal_
- Trial Court (RTC), Quezon City, was tardy from work 14 tifmes in October
2023 and 10 times in November 2023.2 The OAS<OCA then endorsed the -
Report to- Atty. Tduarde C. Tolentino (Atty. Tolentino), Officer-in-Charge,
Office of the Executlve Director. of the Judicial Integrity Board (JIB) for
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- in October 2023 and 10 times i

' that the reasons David gave; i.e:
- mothér-in-law, and the heavy traffic in‘her’area; were insufficient to excuse
" habitual tardrness It also ruled thal:’:there Was o legal ‘basis for'ahalf-day sick
L leave 23 lt e1ted Secuon 15(0) in relat1or1 to Sectron 17(3) of Rule 140 of the
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~In her verrﬁed Cornmeni Dav,ld explamed that she was late only nine

times' in November 2023 Spec:1 ; ca,l y, she avetred that she was officially on
~sick leave the Whole day of November 71,2023 and half of ‘the day on
_ -November 8, 2023. Immedrately upon. returnmg to Work ‘she filed her
N application for leave for the said oneand a half days which was recommended
“for approval by Premdmg Judge Evangehne C. Cas‘ullo—Marrgomen (Judge
~ Castillo -Marigomen) and forwarded to Executive Judge Rosanna Fe Romero-
- Maglaya (Executive Judge Romero-Maglaya).® This leave application was
- reflected in the December 15, 2023 Letter of Judge Castlllo-Mangomen to
Executive Judge Romero-Maglaya regarding . leave applications.” David
dlscussed that she ‘was erroneously recorded late on November 8, 2023 in her
- daily time' reoord8 because she fa1led to 1ndlea‘le that she was on a half day
sick leave on that date :

Davrd also d1scussed that prior to October and November 2023, she had

" been dutiful in her attendance and performance of her tasks, which resulted in
o multlple outstandmg ratrngs in her Individual Performance Commitment
- and Review, (IPCR) forms.
- ."exa.mmanons held in-Sep
o 2023, she - Was} strll feehng dramed after studymg and takmg the
: '._"-.:'eXamlnatlonS RS B e SR .

10 She alsa explained that she took the 2023 bar
1ber 202 "’When she returned to work in October

To prove tha't she was on approved leave on Novernber 8, 2023, David

- ‘submitted a Supplemental Comment'” with an attached copy of her -
. Apphcatmn for Leave for the whole day of November 7, 2023 and half of the .
- day .on- November 8, 2023 as: approved by Execunve Judge Romero-—

Maglaya '

| 'Récoh’.trnendation -of the ‘JIB |

The J lB found Dav1d guilty of habltual tardmess for being late 14 times
"November 2023. Moreover, the JIB. found
., the bar examinations, the death of her

- 1d. at 9-15.
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Rules of Court!® to impose a fine and a reprrmand The JIB applied the
mitigating circumstances that David had no prev1ous drsc1p11nary record and .
o her more than 10 years ofservrce 6 e : ‘

o The dlsposrtrve portlon' of the Report and Recomrnendatron17 of the B |
. _-.reads as follows i G _ !

IN VIEW oF THE FOREGOING it is re3pectfully submrtted for the
consrderatron of the Honorable Board that the instant matter be- RE-DOCKE T. ED
and the followmg reeommendatron‘; be submitted to the’ Supreme Court:

] ) respondent RONALYN D.- DAVID, Court btenographer 1, Branch .
101, Regional Trial Court, Quezon City, be found GUILTY of habitual
- tardiness for the period October to November 2024 and be FINED in
- theamount of [PHP 17, 501.00], payable within [three months] from'the
' trme the decrsron or resolutlon of the Supreme Court is promulgated _

2) respondent David be STERNLY WARNED that a repetition of the
' same or similar ‘offense shall be “dealt wrth more severely by the:
Supreme Court 18 (Emphaqrs in the orrgmal) S '

Rulmg Uf z‘hzs Court R

L The Court afﬁrms the factual 'ﬁndmgs of the JIB However Wlth the
'.'effeet1V1ty of the 2025 Code ‘of Conduct “and Accountablhty for Court
Officials and Personnel (CCACOP) 19 the Court finds respondent guilty of -
ordmary hab1tua1 tardiness not causmg prejudme to the: operatlons of the

office. - : ‘

On December 21 2025 the CCACOP: took effect. Sectlon 1 of the .

General Prov131ons governs its appheatron to pendmg cdses, thus

_ SECI TON 1. T ramzz‘ory c/ause — The Code shall be apphed to all
- pending and future cases, except to the extent: that-in the opinion of the
Supreme Court its retroactwe apphcatron Would not be feasuble or Would

Rules of Court Rule 140 SéCs. 15(c) and 17(3) read :
Sectlon 15. Less Sermu.s‘ Chc.rroes =——Less serlous charges lneIude

(c) H'Lbltual absentee15m andfor tcudmess[ ] ':‘:,-;;-' ——
Section 17. Sanctiohs. —- e T SR
- 3) Ifthe respondent i gur]ty ot i hght charge, any. of the foliowmg sanctrons '-",hall be rmposed
(a) A fine of not less than [PHP 1 OOO OO] but not exceedmg [PHP 35,000. 00],
" (b) Censure; or
_ (c) Reprimand.

15" Rollo, p. §6. ' o ' ' o
7. Id. at 83-87. The August 21 2024 Report and Recommendat;on in JIB FPI No. 24- 342—P was penned _

by Acting Executive Drrector quardo C. Tolentino of the J ud1c1a1 Integrlty Board. -

18 1 at 86-87. .
WS Admmlstratrve Matter No 25-06 11-8¢, October 28 2025
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Work inj ustlce in whlch case the proc edure under Wh1ch the cases were filed
: shall govem '

Th1s Court ﬁnds that the appllcatmn of the CCACOP to the present case
‘ _1s fea51ble and shall not Work 1nJustlee

: Notably, the CCACOP made a d1st1nctlon between hab1tual tardiness
that cause preJudlce to the operanons of the office and ones that do.not. The

- relevant port1ons of Canon V Seetions 20 and 21 of the CCACOP are quoted
as follows ' T

" ) SECTION;ZO..'{L'@'SS _S_‘efio__us Oﬂenses. = Less Serious off_enses_mclude:

. (b) Hab1tual tarchness causmg preJuchce to the operat1ons of the
ofﬂce and/or hab1tua1 absenteelsm :

a SE-'CTION.21...Light-'0ffenses. — Light '(-)ffenses'.-inclﬁde:' .

(c) Ordmary hab1tual tardmess 11ot causmg prejudwe to the,
opera‘nons of the ofﬁce[] e B .

e In Oﬁ“ ice of the CourtAdmmzstmz‘or V.. Salao 20, tl’llS Court applied CSC
o --Memorandum Clrcular No 23, serles of 1998 prov1s1on on habitial tardmess

B thus

- The JIB found that under Civil Service Commission Memorandum

- Circular No. 23, [s]eries of 1998, it is provided that “[alny employee shall -
- be considered habitually ta:rdy if [they incur] tardiness, regardless of the
*number: of minutes, [10] times a month. for at least [two] months in-a
“semester or at least [two] consecutive months dunng the year.” Respondent
" was tardy for 21 times for two months in the first semester of 2019, [i.e.], 10
. times in January 2019 and 11 times in March- 2019. Hence, the JIB
- -recommended that respondent be held adnumstratWely l1able for [h]abitual

[t]ardlness o : :

_ Here 1t was estabhshed that respondent is gullty of [h]ab1tual
S [t]ardlness Respondent was: tardy' it ;il_east 10:times for two months in the
- first semester ‘of 2019, [L.e.], 100 tlmes in Januaty 2019 and 11 times in
n .-'March 2019 2 (Cltat10ns omltted) »

¥

n923 Phll 618 (2022) [Pel . lntmg, Thn'd Division].
2 at619 623
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. Whether respondent was actually tardy 10
”_OCA Cireular: No. 118~2.010

1€ mormng, are consrdered tardy

The Sole 1ssue m th1s casel

' prov1des that employees absent m

In the p’resent ca.se' ré'sijondént does not deny b'eing' absent at work
~ during the morning of. November 8, 2023; she. argues that her absence could.
- not be a ba31s for d1sc1pl1nary actron because She had ﬁled a half—day sick
- leave 3o

- Respondent’s argument is without merit.

‘Records show that respondent reported for work at 10:25 am. on
November 8, 2023.2* Notably, records .also include respondent’s leave
a apphcatron and the recormnendatlon for approval made by Judge Castrllo— '

_ Marlgomen PR 3 e SRR _

s Under CSC Memorandu rcular N-o,_.\l? Ser1es of 2010 (Re Pollcy

__on ‘Half Day Absence), [ajny ofﬁcer or employee who is ‘absent -in the -

morning is con31dered 1o be tardy and is- subject to the provisions on [hlabitual -
[tlardiness.” The same policy was likewise reiterated in OCA Circular No.
118-2010% (Re: Policy on. Undertime and Half Day. Absence). Equally

_ important, there is no “half day sick leave” contemplated under the CSC laws,

_ rules, and regulanons Clearly, respondent was still tardy when she- logged in
= at 10 25 a.m. or was-on “half day” on November 8, 2023 |

_ Thus even 1f respondent ﬁled an. apphcanon for sick leave for
November 8, 2023, which was approved, she was still tardy under the
foregoing rules. However, as will be discussed later; her tardiness shall be
deducted from either her sick or.vacation leave dredits, asmay be applicable,
- nnder Sect1on 3427 of the Ommbus Rules on Leave Tardlness and Undertnne -

As aptly dlseussed b' the By espondent Was late for work 14 times in

| -_"October 2023 and- 10 times in _November 2023. Hence, she was habltually

- tardy for two consecutive months clea:rly placmg her w1thm the amblt of the
rules on habitual tardmess RLE | | s

“ 2 QCA Circular No 118 2010, par 201 reads: _
Any officer or employee who is absent in the mornmg is considered to be tardy and is subject to the

o p10v1sxons on habitual tardiness.
2 Rollo, p. 9.

% doat,
25 1d. at-16, 76.

% OCA Circular No. 1 18-2010 (2010)
27 (Omnibus Rules on Leave, TaTdiness, and Undertime (2010), sec. 34 reads: -
" Sec. 34. Tardiness and undertime are deducted against vacation leave credits. — Tardiness and.
undertime are deducted from vacation leave credits and shall not be charged against sick credits, unless
the undertime is for health reasons supported by 1ned1cal cert1f’ cate and appheatlon for’ leave

28 _' Rolic,p.B5. -~
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As to whether the offense should be class1f1ed asa less serious offense
ora l1ght offense, what is crucial is the determination of whether respondent s
. tardrness caused prejudice to the operations.of the ofﬁce

_ In the present case, the Court afflrms the frndrng of the JIB that no
- prejudice was caused to. the operations of respondent’s office. Thus, she must

"be found ‘guilty only of the light offense of ord1nary habitual tardiness not
causrng p_rejudrce to the operations of the office under the CCACOP.

_ Canon v, Sectron 22 of the CCACOP prowdes that penalties for light
offenses may Tange. from a ﬁne toa repnmand Sect1on 22(3) 1eads

SECTIesz 'Penalnes

('3) If the respondent is found gullty of a nght Offense any. of the
followmg penalt1es shall be rmposed '

{a) afine ofnot less than PHP 20,000.00 but not motre than -
~PHP 50,000.00; ’ : _ '
_{b) Censure; or

(c) Reprnnand

Canon V Sect1on 24 of the CCACOP prov1des for . mitigating
- circumstarnces which the Court may, in its discretion, ‘consider in determining -
“the approprlate penalty to be 1mposed Section 24(1) reads:

__ SECTION 24, Mod f_j/mg czrcumsmnces = Ty determmlng the
L appropnate penalty to -bei_"mposed the. . Court may, in” its discretion,
L apprecrate the followmg nnt1ga :and aggravatlng crrcumstances '_

o (l) Mltrgatlng crrcumstanees :

(a) FlI‘St offense - :

. (b)’ Length of service of, at least 10 years with no previous
‘disciplinary case whete respondent was meted with an

- ‘administrative penalty;
. .7 (c) ‘Exemplary petformance; ‘

" «(d) Humanitarian considerations; = :

i (g) Unconditional —admission. - of gu1lt and  public

" demonstration of remorse; and . o
(f) Other analogous errcumstances

The JIB found that: ( 1) th1s was respondent s flrst offense (2) she had
almost 17- years of ‘service in the J udlcrary with no prior administrative
penalty; and (3) she was rated by her superior as “Outstandlng” in her IPCR.*
- Taken together respondent may benefit from three m1t1gat1ng circumstances-
-_'-_1n the present case, 1 _.frrst offense (2) length of serv1ce of at least 10

: » __ld_'a't86-_ N E
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~years with no pervious dlscrphnary case Where respondent was 1neted Wrth an
| admmrstratrve penalty, and (3) exemplary performance '

In In Re Employees Incurrmg Habztual Tardmess in z‘he Second _
-~ Semester of 2009,% this Court imposed the penalty of reprimand to first time
offenders of habrtual tardiness.’! Similarly, in the prcvrously cited case of In
Re: Employees Incurring Habitual Tardiness and Undertime in the Fi irst
 Semester of 201 7, 32 thls Court 1ssued the penalty of a reprrmand 33

IIenee thls Court ﬁnds 1t proper that a reprlmand shall sufﬁce as .
' 'respondent s penalty : i . _ -

Lastly, under bect1on 34 of __'_e' Ommbus Rules on Leave Tardlness .

) and Undertime, ta;rdlness and undertlme are deducted against vacation leave

- credits unless the applrcauon is supported by a medical certificate, in Wl'llCh

~ case, the same shall be deducted against the employee $ sick leave credits.>*

In the present case, respondent’s sick leave appheatron “submitted for

approval to RTC; "Quezon: City’s executive judge, was not supported by a
- medical certificate.’® Her tardiness should, therefore, be deducted agarnst her "
- vacation leave credlts and not her srck leave credlts ' '

AC'CORDINGLY as recommended by Aeti'ng Executive Director
Eduardo C, Tolentlno respondent Ronalyn D. David, Court Stenographer T,

| . Branch 101, Reglonal Trial Court, Quezon Crty, is" found GUILTY "of

g - ordinary -habitual tardiness not- causing prejudice to the operations of the-
. office. Sheis REPRIMANDED Wrth a STERN WARNING that.a repetition
of the same or srmllar offense sha ‘be- dealt Wltl’l more severely by thrs Court o

_ Any sick. leave ered1t or portlon thereof Wlnch respondent Ronalyn D
David may have Jost - from filing her appllcatron of half day leave on
November 8, 2023 shall be redeemed, and her undertime for the same date

- shall be deducted from her vaca‘tlon leave credits.

80 _.ORDE:_RED'._-

- RIcARYA ROSARIO
| Asscrate J’ustrce

3 . 660 Phil. 608 (201 1) [Per R Delos Bersamm En Banc]

. Id at 617 )
-3 877 Phil. 969 (2020) [Per .T Delos Santos, Second D1v1s1on]

L3 Fd At 982

3% Omnibus Rules Implementmg Book V- of EXCCUUVE‘ Order No 292 sec. 34 reads ST

7 Section 34. Tardingss and: undemme are deducted agninst'vacdtion leave cred1ts =~ Tardmess and
- undertime are “deducted from- vacation teave credits and shall not be charged: agdmst sick credits, unless
- the. undertm]e is-for hcalth reasons supported by medrceJ certrﬂcate and apphcatlon for leave.

35 Rollo,p.-16..
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