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Title: Amante-Descallar v. Judge Ramas, A Case on Judicial Misconduct and Negligence

Facts:
Atty. Norlinda R. Amante-Descallar, Clerk of Court of the RTC Pagadian City, Branch 18,
filed a series of administrative complaints against Judge Reinerio Abraham B. Ramas of the
same court.

1. **Misc. No. 2820**: Complainant alleged that Judge Ramas’ decision to grant a motion for
execution based on the receipt of entry judgment date, rather than the entry date itself as
prescribed by Rule 39,  exhibited gross ignorance of  the law. The decision in question
pertained to Civil Case No. 3412.

2. **Misc. No. 2821**: In Criminal Cases Nos. 5601-2000 and 5602-2000, the respondent
judge approved a plea bargaining arrangement involving the withdrawal of charges contrary
to the rules. Further, plea bargaining is suggested to require more formal consent and is
restricted to lesser included offenses by procedural rules and statute.

3. **Misc. No. 2824**: Complainant asserted inconsistencies in plea bargaining in Criminal
Cases Nos. 5760-2K, 5761-2K, and 5762-2K (“People v. Dumpit”), highlighting the dismissal
of  cases  contrary  to  standard  legal  requirements  and  unexplained  decisions  post-plea
bargain.

4. **Misc. No. 2860**: Judge Ramas issued Search Warrants exceeding territorial limitations
and misinterpreted procedural requirements upon quashing a search warrant, which led to
filing issues in Criminal Case No. 7235-2K4.

5. **Misc. No. 2861**: Complainant challenged the provisional dismissal of Criminal Case
No. 6994-2K3 (“People v. Fernandez”) for inadequate prosecution presence without due
process.

Procedurally, the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) investigated these complaints and
found merit only in some allegations, acknowledging gross ignorance in specific instances
and recommending penalties.

Issues:
1. Whether Judge Ramas should be held administratively liable for gross ignorance of the
law as alleged across various procedural decisions.
2. Whether the procedural dismissals made without allowing due process constitute gross
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negligence.

Court’s Decision:
1. **Misc. No. 2820, 2861, 2821**: The Supreme Court held these charges lacked merit due
to the absence of bad faith, malicious intent, or dishonesty. Thus, such errors should be
appealed through judicial channels, not administrative ones.

2. **Misc. No. 2825, 2887**: The Court found gross ignorance of the law in prematurely
granting  motions  without  affording  due  process  to  the  prosecution,  thus  violating
foundational procedural rights.

3. **Misc. No. 2824, 2860**: Judge Ramas was found grossly negligent in failing to adhere
to procedural diligence in issuing and quashing irrelevant search warrants, affecting the
judicial process’s credibility and efficiency.

Doctrine:
1.  **Judicial  Immunity**:  Judges  are  generally  protected  from  liability  for  judicial
actions—errors should primarily  be addressed via  appeals  unless marked by malice or
dishonesty.
2.  **Due  Process**:  Fundamental  procedural  rights  cannot  be  overridden  by  judicial
discretion without substantial justification, placing emphasis on fairness and proper court
proceedings.

Class Notes:
– Gross Ignorance of Law: Must show absence of due diligence, with decisions violating
straightforward legal principles or rules.
– Elements of Plea Bargaining: Under existing statutes, plea bargaining involves negotiating
lesser charges requiring compliance with regulations and statutes.
– Due Process: Essential in all judicial actions, symbolizing notice and opportunity to be
heard before adjudication.

Historical Background:
This  case  chiefly  revolves  around  maintaining  judicial  integrity  and  the  professional
competence of judges. Within the historical context, the case emphasizes the judiciary’s
accountability in procedural compliance and the balance between judicial discretion and the
rule of law during the Philippine judiciary’s ongoing evolution towards transparency and
fairness in the early 2000s.


