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**Title:** Sibayan-Joaquin vs. Judge Roberto S. Javellana

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Case Background:**
– Eliezer A. Sibayan-Joaquin filed a complaint against Judge Roberto S. Javellana for grave
misconduct, graft, and gross ignorance of the law.
– The original case involved Criminal Case No. RTC 1150, “People of the Philippines vs.
Romeo Tan y Salazar,” an estafa charge filed by Sibayan-Joaquin on behalf of Andersons
Group, Inc.

2. **Delay in Judgment:**
– The decision acquitting Romeo Tan was delayed and rendered only ten months after the
case was submitted for judgment, significantly exceeding the 90-day regulatory period.

3. **Absence at Promulgation:**
– Complainant claimed that neither Judge Javellana nor the clerk of court was present
during the decision’s promulgation, contravening procedural rules.

4. **Implied Impropriety:**
–  Allegations  of  impropriety  arose  from  Judge  Javellana’s  close  association  with  the
accused’s counsel,  Atty.  Vic Agravante,  whom he was frequently seen with and whose
vehicle he used.

5. **Response from Judge Javellana:**
– Judge Javellana attributed the decision delay to high workload across two court branches,
handling both regular and special heinous crime cases, compounded by health issues.
– He denied any irregularities in decision promulgation, asserting it was correctly conducted
by Clerk of Court VI, in the presence of involved parties.
– He denied improper association with Atty. Agravante.

6. **Investigative Procedure:**
–  The Office of  the Court  Administrator  recommended an investigation to  substantiate
claims.
– Associate Justice Bernardo Abesamis was appointed to investigate.

**Issues:**

1. **Was Judge Javellana guilty of gross ignorance of the law?**
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2. **Was the judge liable for undue delay in rendering a decision?**
3. **Did Judge Javellana commit impropriety through his association with Atty. Agravante?**

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Gross Ignorance of the Law:**
– The charge was dismissed. The Court agreed there was no basis for gross ignorance of the
law, as no gross, deliberate, or malicious error was demonstrated.

2. **Delayed Judgment:**
– Judge Javellana was found administratively liable for failing to render a decision within the
prescribed period as mandated by the Constitution and the Code of Judicial Conduct.

3. **Impropriety:**
– The Court agreed with the finding of impropriety due to the judge’s associations with a
practicing lawyer, thereby eroding public trust in judicial impartiality.

**Doctrine:**

–  **Timeliness  in  Judicial  Decisions:**  Under  Section 15,  Article  VIII  of  the Philippine
Constitution and the Code of Judicial Conduct, judges must render decisions within a three-
month period from submission.
– **Avoidance of Impropriety:** Canon 2 and related rules underscore that judges must
avoid both impropriety and the appearance thereof to maintain public trust in judiciary
integrity.

**Class Notes:**

– **Judicial Efficiency and Conduct:**
1. **Timely Judgments:** Section 15, Article VIII, Constitution – three months deadline.
2. **Judges’ Conduct:** Must promote public trust under Canon 2, Rule 2.01; Appearance of
impartiality is critical from Rule 2.09.
3. **Avoidance of Improper Associations:** As per Canon 2, Rule 2.01, a judge’s behaviors
should be above suspicion, emphasizing separation from counsel involved in cases they
handle.

**Historical Background:**

– The decision reflects ongoing efforts by Philippine judiciary to uphold the principles of



A.M. No. RTJ-00-1601 (Formerly OCA IPI No. 99-834-RTJ). November
13, 2001 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 3

justice,  where  delays  and  misconduct  in  legal  processes  are  addressed  to  uphold
constitutional and ethical mandates. Historical emphasis on judicial integrity accentuates
the evolving legal landscape aiming to reinforce public confidence in the judicial system.
This case shows continued adaptation and enforcement of standards essential  for legal
integrity and public trust.


