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**Title: National Power Corporation v. Judge Santos B. Adiong: An Administrative Review**

**Facts:**

1. **Case Origin and Initial Motion:**
– Multiple damages suits were filed against the National Power Corporation (NPC) for
alleged ecological  and economic  damage resulting  from the  operation  of  hydroelectric
power plants.
– In Civil Case No. 1918-03, a group from Marawi City filed for damages and requested
refund of charges due to the operation of NPC’s plants.

2. **Ex-parte Motion:**
– On October 21, 2003, plaintiffs filed an ex-parte motion for the release of P640 million.
Judge Adiong initially granted the motion but later retracted his order after NPC filed a
motion for reconsideration due to lack of notice and due process.

3. **Resolution and NPC’s Motion for Reconsideration:**
– On February 28, 2006, Judge Adiong ordered NPC to refund amounts totaling P290 million
and pay attorney’s fees. NPC filed for reconsideration on the lack of pre-trial  but was
denied, as it was deemed the opportunity for evidence presentation sufficed.

4. **Judicial Bias and Execution Pending Appeal:**
– Judge Adiong rendered judgments granting execution pending appeal in multiple civil
cases without establishing “good reason,” leading NPC to assert judicial misconduct.

5. **Administrative Complaint Filed and Investigation:**
– NPC filed an administrative complaint against Judge Adiong alleging gross ignorance of
law, judicial bias, and procedural miscarriages.
– The complaint was referred to the Court of Appeals for investigation.

**Issues:**

1. **Failure to Conduct Mandatory Pre-trial Conference:**
– Did Judge Adiong’s failure to conduct a pre-trial conference constitute gross ignorance of
the law and procedural misconduct?

2. **Grounds for Execution Pending Appeal:**
– Were the reasons cited by Judge Adiong to justify execution pending appeal, such as
financial conditions of plaintiffs, adequate under legal standards?
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3. **Judge Adiong’s Impartiality and Judicial Conduct:**
–  Was there sufficient  evidence of  partiality  or  conduct  unbecoming a member of  the
judiciary in Judge Adiong’s decisions and actions?

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Pre-trial Conference:**
– The Supreme Court held that the pre-trial conference is a mandatory procedural step
under the Rules of Court, which Judge Adiong failed to conduct. This influenced the fairness
and legality of subsequent legal proceedings.

2. **Execution Pending Appeal:**
–  The  justifications  presented  by  Judge  Adiong  for  execution  pending  appeal,  largely
centered  on  plaintiffs’  financial  hardship,  did  not  meet  the  “good  reason”  threshold
required, reflecting poor judgment and understanding of the law.

3. **Judicial Conduct:**
– Despite Judge Adiong’s claims of impartiality, his hasty granting of execution pending
appeal without solid legal basis reflected bias and gross ignorance of basic legal principles.

**Doctrine:**

– **Mandatory Pre-trial Conferences:** Failure to conduct a mandatory pre-trial conference
constitutes gross ignorance of the law.
– **Execution Pending Appeal:** Justifications for granting execution pending appeal must
reflect  compelling  circumstances  and  reasonable  superiority  over  potential  appellate
injuries.
– **Judicial Impartiality and Performance:** Judges must demonstrate sound legal reason
and impartiality in adjudicating cases to avoid administrative sanction.

**Class Notes:**

– **Key Elements of Judicial Misconduct:**
– Failure to adhere to procedural requirements such as pre-trial meetings.
– Decisions made without solid legal reasoning or evidence can denote bias.
– **Relevant Legal Provisions:**
– Administrative Circular No. 3-99 and Section 2, Rule 18 regarding pre-trial, demonstrating
mandatory requirements.
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– Section 2, Rule 39 regarding execution pending appeal, emphasizing the need for “good
reasons.”

**Historical Background:**

In  the  backdrop  of  administrative  reforms  within  the  Philippine  judiciary,  this  case
underscores  the  continued  emphasis  on  accountability  and  adherence  to  procedural
standards in judicial conduct. The decision reflects the judicial system’s efforts to reinforce
the importance of foundational procedural compliance, particularly concerning how pre-trial
processes and execution pending appeal are managed, highlighting the safeguards against
judicial partiality.


