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**Title: Office of the Court Administrator vs. Judge Rufino S. Ferraris, Jr. and Clerk of Court
III Vivian N. Odruña**

**Facts:**
The  Office  of  the  Court  Administrator  (OCA)  conducted  a  judicial  audit  at  Branch  7,
Municipal Trial Court in Cities (MTCC), Davao City following the compulsory retirement of
Judge Rufino S. Ferraris, Jr. (Judge Ferraris, Jr.). The audit, conducted from August 25,
2020, to September 7, 2020, revealed various irregularities, including delays in the issuance
of  judgments,  resolutions,  and  implementation  of  writs  of  execution,  incorrect  case
management practices, and reporting deficiencies. Both Judge Ferraris, Jr. and Ms. Vivian
N. Odruña, Clerk of Court and former sheriff, were asked to comment on the audit findings.

They submitted their comments in October 2020, defending their actions. However, the
OCA,  in  November  2020,  furnished  a  Memorandum  finding  them  liable  for  various
administrative  infractions.  The  OCA’s  Memorandum  highlighted  specific  cases  and
procedural  lapses in  detail,  underlining the irregularities  in  the performance of  duties
attributed to both respondents. Upon their responses to the audit findings, the complaint
was elevated to the Supreme Court for final adjudication, culminating in a decision dated
December 6, 2022.

**Issues:**
The Supreme Court was tasked with determining the liability of Judge Ferraris, Jr. and Ms.
Odruña for:
1. Undue delay in rendering decisions or orders.
2. Failure to resolve pending incidents and motions in a timely manner.
3. Inappropriate management of civil and criminal cases.
4.  Non-compliance  with  Supreme  Court  circulars  related  to  case  management  and
procedural requirements.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Court found Judge Ferraris, Jr. guilty of two counts of gross neglect of duty, one count
of simple neglect of duty, and one count of violating Supreme Court rules, directives, and
circulars. He was deemed to have displayed gross neglect in his failure to act on over 400
criminal cases and in delaying the resolution of motions and proper actions on pending
incidents. His delay in resolving a civil case demonstrated simple neglect of duty. He was
fined a total of P135,002.00, reduced from P270,004.00 due to mitigating circumstances,
including his retirement and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Ms. Odruña was found guilty of two counts of gross negligence for failing to timely release
court orders and for her inefficiency as a former sheriff in implementing writs. She also
committed simple neglect of duty in her capacity as Clerk of Court for poor supervision over
case  records  management  and  reporting.  She  was  fined  P117,502.00,  reduced  from
P235,003.00, acknowledging her long service and the effects of the pandemic.

**Doctrine:**
1. Judges and court personnel are expected to observe the highest degree of efficiency,
responsibility, and prompt action in case management to maintain public confidence in the
judiciary. Gross neglect of duty and simple neglect of duty, including non-compliance with
Supreme Court circulars, warrant administrative sanctions.

2. **Class Notes:**
– Gross Neglect of Duty: This is characterized by a significant disregard for official duties,
leading to a substantial breach of the expected conduct, which may affect public welfare.
– Simple Neglect of Duty: This involves a failure to give proper attention to a task expected
of an official, indicating carelessness or indifference.
– Compliance with Supreme Court Circulars: Ensuring adherence to rules, directives, and
protocols  established by the Supreme Court  is  crucial  for  the consistent  and effective
administration of justice.
– Administrative Sanctions: The imposition of fines and warnings for non-compliance with
the judiciary’s standards emphasizes the importance of accountability and adherence to
procedural and administrative requirements.

**Historical Background:**
This  case  encapsulates  the  evolution  of  administrative  sanctions  within  the  Philippine
judiciary, emphasizing increased penalties for infractions to counteract the depreciation of
the Philippine Peso and accommodate the broad spectrum of judicial personnel. It signifies a
judicial  commitment to  ensuring prompt and efficient  justice delivery,  underscores the
gravity  of  administrative responsibilities,  and delineates the consequences of  failing to
uphold mandated standards and procedures.


