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Title: Impao, Esperat & Herrera v. Judge Makilala, En Banc, Administrative Matter Nos.
MTJ-88-184, MTJ-88-217, MTJ-88-221, Supreme Court of the Philippines

Facts:
This case arose from three separate complaints filed against Judge Jacosalem D. Makilala by
employees of  the courts he presided over,  namely the Municipal  Trial  Court  (MTC) of
Maganoy and Municipal Circuit Trial Court (MCTC) of Ampatuan-Sultan Sa Barongis in the
Province of Maguindanao. The complaints were consolidated as Administrative Matter Nos.
MTJ-88-184, MTJ-88-217, and MTJ-88-221.

From September 1985 to April 1988, Judge Makilala allegedly held court sessions at his
residence, even after the municipal government provided suitable office space. While staff
adhered to Civil Service Rules, the Judge reportedly falsified time records, showing full
attendance despite frequent absences due to illness. Further, during court proceedings, he
appeared in inappropriate attire.

Judge Makilala was accused of favoritism, giving high performance ratings to particular
court workers employed informally as personal aides, while others received failing grades.
The  Judge  allegedly  insulted  and threatened court  personnel,  suggesting  violence  and
sexual  misconduct  against  female  staff  members.  Notably,  he  reportedly  physically
assaulted Daniel Esperat, threatening him with a firearm over a delivery issue.

Procedurally,  the  complaints  prompted  an  investigation  overseen  by  Judge  Ismael  C.
Bagundang, following orders by the Supreme Court to suspend Judge Makilala. Despite
filing a motion to inhibit Judge Bagundang, the request was denied by both him and the
Supreme Court.

Findings  by  Judge  Bagundang  confirmed  the  accusations,  supported  by  affidavits  and
documented evidence,  leading to a recommendation for Judge Makilala’s dismissal  and
forfeiture of benefits.

Issues:
The Supreme Court was tasked with addressing several legal issues:

1. Whether Judge Makilala committed gross misconduct warranting dismissal.
2. Whether the Judge’s right to due process was violated during the investigation.
3. The appropriateness of the recommended sanction given Judge Makilala’s illness.
4. The Judge’s alleged falsification of records and bribery.
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5. Whether the accused’s procedural rights, including cross-examination, were sufficiently
upheld.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found against Judge Makilala, affirming that he was guilty of serious
misconduct across multiple allegations.

1. **Misconduct and Abuse of Authority**: The Court upheld findings by the investigating
judge stating that Judge Makilala’s conduct, including bribe acceptance, holding sessions at
unapproved venues, falsifying time records, and inappropriate attire in court, amounted to
severe misconduct. These actions undermined judiciary integrity, unfit for his office.

2. **Due Process Considerations**: The Court rebuffed the Judge’s claims of denial of due
process, noting that any oversight in witness examination stemmed from the Judge’s and his
counsel’s  negligence  in  attending  and  participating  in  hearings.  Their  absence  was
unexcused, and thus they waived the right to cross-examine witnesses.

3. **Appropriateness of Sanction Considering Illness**: Despite Deputy Court Administrator
recommending resignation with benefits due to the Judge’s health,  the Supreme Court
determined that the seriousness of his actions justified the harsher penalty of dismissal and
forfeiture of retirement benefits.

Doctrine:
– **Judicial Misconduct and Accountability**: Judges must exemplify both official conduct
and private character, steering clear of any impropriety.
– **Due Process in Administrative Proceedings**: Participation in hearings is crucial to
uphold rights; failure to attend without valid reasoning results in waiver of certain rights,
such as cross-examination.
– **Exemplary Conduct for Judiciary**: Judges, as initial contacts in the judiciary, must
model obedience to the law and judicial decorum.

Class Notes:
–  Fiduciary  responsibilities  require  judges  to  conduct  themselves  with  impartiality,
propriety, and adherence to established decorum both in public and private roles.
– Procedural directives obligate respondents in administrative inquiries to engage actively
in their defense to avoid waiving rights.
– Mechanisms to address judicial unfitness extend beyond illness considerations, prioritizing
duty fulfillment and ethical conduct.
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Historical Background:
This  case  emerged  in  the  context  of  efforts  by  the  Philippine  judiciary  to  uphold
accountability within its ranks, reinforcing the critical standard of conduct expected from
those  in  judicial  positions.  The  case  reflects  systemic  measures  to  address  judicial
impropriety and maintain public trust  in legal  institutions,  occurring in a period when
judicial reforms were notably emphasized in the Philippine legal system.


