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Title: Sabatin v. Judge Mallare, A.M. No. MTJ-01-1384, 470 Phil. 26 (2003)

Facts:

1.  Complainant  Artemio Sabatin  was involved in  Criminal  Case No.  2751-N for  illegal
possession of firearms. The case stemmed from a search warrant (No. 017-N-2000) issued
by Judge Efren B. Mallare, allegedly against Sabatin’s brother, Pedrito Sabatin.

2. On execution, police purportedly altered the search warrant, replacing “Pedrito” with
“Artemio”  under  P/Sr.  Insp.  Franklin  V.  Simon’s  supervision.  Artemio  was  arrested,
detained, and subsequently subpoenaed, learning of the criminal case filed against him.

3. Sabatin filed complaints against P/Sr. Insp. Simon and his officers for illegal search and
related charges. Simultaneously, he sought a Motion to Quash the search warrant in Judge
Mallare’s court on August 5, 2000.

4. Judge Federico Fajardo of RTC Branch 30 declared that the search warrant, bearing
Judge Mallare’s signature, was incorrectly issued under his branch’s name, and returned
the quash motion to Sabatin, advising direction to the Executive Judge or Judge Mallare.

5. On December 4, 2000, Judge Mallare acknowledged the error, quashed the warrant, and
dismissed the case against Artemio, stating the search was unlawful due to no valid warrant
linking him.

6.  Sabatin  lodged an administrative  complaint  against  Judge Mallare,  accusing him of
misconduct and issuing the warrant unauthorizedly.

7. Despite four notices, Sabatin failed to appear in administrative hearings overseen by
Executive Judge Talavera, leading the Executive Judge to recommend dismissal for lack of
evidence.  However,  the  Supreme  Court  decided  not  to  automatically  dismiss  the
administrative  case  against  Judge  Mallare  despite  Sabatin’s  inaction.

Issues:

1. Was Judge Efren B. Mallare guilty of issuing a search warrant without authority, thus
constituting gross ignorance of the law and serious misconduct?

2. Did Judge Mallare commit gross inefficiency by delaying resolution of the motion to
quash, violating the Code of Judicial Conduct?
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Court’s Decision:

1. The Supreme Court found Judge Mallare administratively liable. Though the warrant bore
RTC Branch 30’s name, it erroneously carried his signature. Judge Mallare initially issued
the warrant without the jurisdiction or authority to do so, implicating a serious lapse and
negligence in judicial conduct.

2. The Court highlighted Judge Mallare’s four-month delay in resolving the motion to quash
as undue, violating Rule 3.05 of the Code of Judicial Conduct. This delay further illustrated
gross inefficiency, a less serious charge, punishable under the Rules of Court.

Doctrine:

The  Court  reiterated  that  judicial  authority  must  be  lawfully  exerted  within  defined
jurisdictional bounds, failure of which signals gross ignorance and inefficiency. Upholding
the public trust in the judiciary necessitates prompt judicial resolutions as per the Code of
Judicial Conduct.

Class Notes:

– Acting Presiding Judge vs.  Appropriate Authority:  This case underscores that judicial
orders, such as search warrants, must be issued by judges vested with the proper authority
within  their  jurisdiction.  Mismatches  may  equate  to  unauthorized  judicial  acts  and
misconduct.

– Rule 3.05, Code of Judicial Conduct: Judges are mandated to resolve pending matters
expeditiously. Delays can constitute administrative negligence leading to penalties.

– Judicial Mischief & Public Interest: Administrative investigations into judicial misconduct
can proceed independent of charge withdrawal by complainants where substantial public
interest exists.

Historical Background:

This case reflects broader judicial introspection prevalent at the turn of the millennium,
emphasizing  accountability  in  judicial  processes  amid  heightened  public  scrutiny  of
governmental integrity. It resonates with ongoing efforts within Philippine jurisprudence to
enhance judicial efficacy and uphold lawful practices under constitutional mandates.


