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COURT INTERPRETER 
• Inefficiency and incompetence in the performance of official duties 
 

The Court adopts the factual findings, legal conclusions, and recommendation of the 
OCA. 
 

The Constitution mandates all public officers and employees to serve with 
responsibility, integrity, and efficiency. For public office is a public trust. Those who 
work in the Judiciary must be examples of responsibility, competence, and efficiency. 
They must discharge their duties with due care and utmost diligence, since they are 
officers of the Court and agents of the law. Indeed, any conduct, act or omission on the 
part of those who would violate the norms of public accountability and diminish or even 
just tend to diminish the faith of the people in the Judiciary shall not be countenanced. 
 

x x x x 
 

Here, respondent failed to meet the exacting standards required of a court 
employee. She hardly refutes the persistent accusation that she is careless, does not 
have a good command of the English language, and frequently erred in interpreting the 
testimonies given in open court by litigants and witnesses. Her bare assertions that her 
work requires her to respond spontaneously to the statements asked of her to translate; 
she merely translates what she hears; and she has been performing her duties with 
compassion and humility do not disprove her incompetence and inefficiency which are 
matters of record. On this score, respondent has not shown an honest to goodness effort 
to improve herself despite the lawyer’s repeated complaints pertaining to her 
inaccurate translations and even after she got an unsatisfactory performance rating for 
the semester January to June 2009 from the Branch Clerk of Court. Surely, the Court 
cannot countenance respondent’s incompetence and inefficiency. For an erroneous 
interpretation of testimonies given in open court, no matter how innocent, is fatal as 
it could affect the outcome of the case: it can either put an innocent man in jail or let 
a guilty offender go scot-free. 
 

x x x x 
 

The Court found respondent court interpreter guilty of inefficiency and 
incompetence in the performance of official duties. She was suspended for three 
months without pay, effective immediately, with stern warning that a repetition of the 
same or similar offense shall be dealt with more severely. [A.M. No. P-14-3259 (Formerly 
OCA IPI No. 14-4302-P), November 28, 2019] 
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DRIVER 

• Conduct unbecoming of a court employee amounting to simple misconduct 
 

Being an employee of the Supreme Court, a high degree of comportment and decorum 
is expected from the respondent. His acts, whether part of his official duties or in his 
private capacity, reflect upon the Court as an institution. 
 

It also bears stressing that even if the act was committed after office hours and 
was not in any way connected with his official duties, respondent driver must still be 
held accountable. In Bonono, Jr. v. Sunit, We said that “employees of the Judiciary should 

be very circumspect on how they conduct themselves inside and outside the office. It 
matters not that his acts were not work-related.” 
 

The acts of the respondent of lashing out and striking AAA constitute the 
administrative offense of Conduct Unbecoming of a Court Employee amounting to 

Simple Misconduct, as defined in the case of De Los Santos v. Vasquez as any scandalous 

behavior or act that may erode the people’s esteem for the Judiciary. 
 

The administrative liability of court personnel — who are not judges or justices 
of the lower courts — shall be governed by the Code of Conduct for Court Personnel, 
which incorporates, among others, the civil service laws and rules. 
 

Under the 2017 Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service, simple 
misconduct may be penalized by 1 month and 1 day to 6 months suspension for the first 
offense. 
 

Records show that respondent has an unblemished record for more than four 
years since he commenced working for the Judiciary on February 25, 2015, and has 
received very satisfactory ratings in his work performance.  
 

However, We do not agree with the Office of the Administrative Services that 
respondent driver had shown great remorse concerning the matter simply because he 
tried to concoct a different story in order to evade liability.  

 
The CCTV recording belies the narration of the respondent driver in his 

explanation letter dated July 1, 2019. Respondent driver does not even admit his 
wrongdoings. Thus, there is no circumstance to be considered to mitigate the penalty 
to be meted out against the respondent. 
 

This Court has often emphasized that court employees shall adhere to the 
exacting standards of morality and decency in order to preserve the Judiciary’s good 
name and standing as a true temple of justice. Respondent driver indeed fell short of 
this exacting standard. He had shown lack of decorum, propriety, and respect in his 
dealings with other people. His actuations also debased the public’s regard for the very 
institution for which he works, warranting administrative sanction. Any conduct that 
would be a bane to the public trust and confidence reposed in the Judiciary cannot be 
countenanced. 
 

The Court found respondent driver guilty of conduct unbecoming of a court 
employee amounting to simple misconduct. He was suspended without pay for a period 
of 1 month and 1 day, with a stern warning that a repetition of the same or similar acts 
in the future shall be dealt with more severely. [A.M. No. 2019-08-SC, January 15, 2020] 


