A.M. No. 06-9-545-RTC. January 31, 2008 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Office of the Court Administrator v. Judge Adoracion G. Angeles

Facts:

This administrative case involves Judge Adoracion G. Angeles, Presiding Judge of the
Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 121, Caloocan City. The case stemmed from her
conviction on July 17, 2006, by the RTC, Branch 100, Quezon City, for two counts of child
abuse under Republic Act (RA) No. 7610, which is still on appeal before the Court of
Appeals (CA).

Following her conviction, Senior State Prosecutor Emmanuel Y. Velasco (SSP Velasco) wrote
to the Chief Justice, questioning whether the Supreme Court could motu proprio suspend
Judge Angeles given her conviction involves moral turpitude. The Office of the Court
Administrator (OCA) echoed these concerns and recommended her suspension pending the
appeal’s outcome.

On September 18, 2006, upon recommendation, the Supreme Court suspended Judge
Angeles. She contested the suspension, arguing it was unjust and premature since her
conviction was not final and she maintained her presumption of innocence. Despite her
appeal and the conduct of a judicial audit affirming her continuous discharge of duties post-
suspension, the Supreme Court temporarily lifted her suspension due to procedural lapses
in affording her the opportunity for commentary, but required her to respond to the
administrative complaint.

Both the OCA and SSP Velasco submitted arguments supporting the suspension,
emphasizing the potential harm of allowing a convicted judge to continue serving while
under appeal for crimes involving moral turpitude.

Issues:

1. Whether SSP Velasco’s statements constitute indirect contempt of court.

2. Whether there are sufficient grounds to suspend Judge Angeles preventively, pending the
resolution of the administrative case.

Court’s Decision:

1. On the issue of indirect contempt, the Court ruled in the negative, finding SSP Velasco’s
statements, although irresponsible, did not degrade the administration of justice to warrant
contempt. Lawyers are reminded to be circumspect in their pleadings and maintain respect
towards the judiciary and its officers.

2. Regarding preventive suspension, the Court also found in the negative. It highlighted the
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continuing application of the presumption of innocence in favor of Judge Angeles, as her
conviction for child abuse had not yet attained finality. The Court emphasized the
independence of administrative liability from criminal guilt and underscored the lack of
clear and convincing evidence beyond the existing conviction to justify preventive
suspension.

Doctrine:

- The mere existence of pending criminal charges or conviction under appeal against a
judge does not automatically warrant suspension or disciplinary action in administrative
cases.

- The principles of due process, presumption of innocence, and the separateness of criminal
and administrative liabilities guide the disciplinary proceedings against members of the
judiciary.

Class Notes:

- Presumption of Innocence: Judges and court officials enjoy the presumption of innocence
until final conviction. An appeal against a conviction suspends the finality of the judgment.

- Administrative vs. Criminal Liability: Consequences in administrative cases are
determined independently from the outcomes in criminal cases. A conviction in a criminal
case does not directly translate to guilt in a related administrative matter.

- Due Process in Disciplinary Actions: The subject of an administrative complaint must be
afforded due process, including timely notice and the opportunity to be heard, before
punitive actions like suspension can be imposed.

Historical Background:

This complex administrative case against Judge Adoracion G. Angeles underscores the
judiciary’s procedural and ethical standards. In maintaining public confidence in the judicial
system, the Supreme Court applies scrupulous attention to the conduct of its members,
balancing the presumption of innocence with the imperative to preserve judicial integrity.
This case demonstrates the Court’s cautious approach in disciplining members of the
judiciary, ensuring due process and respecting the ongoing appeals process in criminal
proceedings.
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