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THIRD DIVISION

[ A.M. No. P-08-2441 [Formerly A.M. No. 08-2-53-
MTC], November 14, 2012 ]

OFFICE OF THE COURT ADMINISTRATOR, COMPLAINANT, VS.
FORMER CLERK OF COURT ANGELITA A. JAMORA AND STAFF
ASSISTANT II MA. LUISA B. GERONIMO, BOTH OF THE
MUNICIPAL TRIAL COURT, CAINTA, RIZAL, RESPONDENTS.

DECISION

MENDOZA, J.:

This case arose from the financial audit conducted by the Office of the Court
Administrator (OCA) on the books of accounts of former Clerk of Court Angelita A.
Jamora (Jamora) and Officer-in-charge (OIC) Leticia C. Perez (Perez), both of the
Municipal Trial Court, Cainta, Rizal. Based on the findings of the audit team stated

in a report, dated February 19, 2008,[1] the Court, in a resolution, dated March 12,
2008,[2] resolved to, among others:

1. DOCKET this case as an administrative complaint against former
Clerk of Court Angelita A. Jamora and Staff Assistant II Ma. Luisa B.
Geronimo;

2. DIRECT former Clerk of Court Angelita A. Jamora and Staff
Assistant II Ma. Luisa B. Geronimo to EXPLAIN why no
administrative sanction shall be imposed on them for their non-
remittance of the subject collections;

X X X X X X X X X
3. DIRECT Staff Assistant II Ma. Luisa B. Geronimo to:

a. RESTITUTE the amounts of P109,000.00, P1,507.60 and
P13,760.00 representing her shortages for Mediation Fund,
General Fund, and Legal research Fund, respectively, and
FURNISH the Fiscal Monitoring Division, Court Management
Office, OCA, with copies of the machine validated deposit slips
as proof of compliance; and

b. ASSIST Ms. Leticia C. Perez in collecting the uncollected
solemnization fees amounting to P43,300.00, otherwise PAY

FOR the same jointly with Ms. Jamora.

X X X X X X X X X



On February 7, 2008, respondent Ma. Luisa B. Geronimo (Geronimo) restituted the
amount of P13,760.00 representing her shortage in the Legal Research Fund. A
copy of the machine-validated deposit slip was submitted in a letter, dated February

8, 2008.[3]

In a manifestation and motion, dated November 13, 2009,[4] Geronimo submitted a
photocopy of the Land Bank of the Philippines (LBP) deposit slip, dated March 31,
2006, as payment for the shortages in the Mediation Fund. As of November 30,
2007, however, the said deposit slip was already considered and included in her
deposits, per the Audit Reconciliation Statement of Mediation Fund. Hence, the same
was not considered as restitution of her cash shortages in the Mediation Fund
Account. Geronimo manifested that she was not yet submitting this case for
resolution because she was still in the process of gathering documents that would
prove her remittance to the Mediation Fund.

In a resolution, dated January 27, 2010,[5] the Court noted her manifestation and
granted her request that she be given ninety (90) days from November 13, 2009,
within which to liquidate her accountabilities.

Geronimo, however, failed to liquidate her accountabilities within the period granted
her by the Court. In a letter, dated June 4, 2012, Geronimo submitted an undated

Manifestation with Motion to Admit/Accept Payment.[6] She explained that the
delay in the restitution of her shortages was caused by financial difficulties. She was
the sole income earner in the family as her husband had a disability and they had
four (4) children still studying. With the help of friends and relatives, she was able
to raise the amount to settle, in full, the balance of her cash shortage.

On June 1, 2012, Geronimo restituted the amount ofP109,100.00 representing her
shortage in the Mediation Fund,!”] and on June 4, 2012, the amount of P22,650.00
representing half of the unaccounted solemnization fees totalling P45,300.00 per

attached deposit slips.[8] The other half of the unaccounted solemnization fees was
already paid by Jamora on September 1, 2008.

Anent her shortages in the General Fund, Geronimo deposited the amount of

P13,760.00.[°] Finally, on June 16, 2012, she restituted the only remaining
accountability of P1,507.00 representing the shortage in the Legal Research Fund
per attached deposit slip.

Although Geronimo subsequently restored the cash shortages in full, this constitutes
neglect of duty and a violation of the guidelines on the collection and deposit of
judiciary funds. Delayed remittance of cash collections deprives the court of interest
that may be earned if the amounts were deposited in a bank.

In several decisions, the Court ruled that the “failure of a public officer to remit
funds upon demand by an authorized officer constitutes prima facie evidence that

the public officer has put such missing funds or property to personal use.”[10]
Hence, even when there is restitution of funds, “unwarranted failure to fulfill these
responsibilities deserves administrative sanction and not even the full payment of

the collection shortages will exempt the accountable officer from liability.”t11]



