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**Title**: Re: Subpoena Duces Tecum Dated January 11, 2010, of Acting Director Aleu A.
Amante, PIAB-C, Office of the Ombudsman

**Facts**:

1.  **Issuance  of  Subpoena  Duces  Tecum**:  On  January  11,  2010,  the  Office  of  the
Ombudsman  issued  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  addressed  to  the  “Chief,  Office  of  the
Administrative  Services  or  AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE,  Supreme  Court,  Manila,”
requesting the latest Personal Data Sheets and the last known forwarding addresses of
former Chief Justice Hilario G. Davide, Jr. and former Associate Justice Ma. Alicia Austria-
Martinez.

2. **Referral to the Supreme Court**: The Office of the Administrative Services (OAS) of the
Supreme Court referred the matter to the Supreme Court on January 21, 2010, asking for
clearance to release the documents.

3. **Criminal Complaint Basis**: The subpoena was based on a criminal complaint filed by
Oliver O.  Lozano and Evangeline Lozano-Endriano against  the former justices,  alleging
violations  under  Section  3(e)  of  R.A.  3019 (the  Anti-Graft  and Corrupt  Practices  Act),
specifically docketed as OMB-C-C-09-0527-J.

4.  **Dismissal  by Ombudsman**:  On February 4,  2010,  the Ombudsman dismissed the
complaint and referred it to the Supreme Court. This dismissal followed a memorandum
from the Ombudsman directing that all complaints against judges and justices be dismissed
and referred to the Supreme Court.

5. **Supreme Court Ruling Request**: With the dismissal of the complaint, the Supreme
Court needed to decide on the legitimacy of the subpoena duces tecum, even if the issue had
become moot.

**Issues**:

1.  **Whether the Ombudsman has the authority  to  issue a  subpoena duces tecum for
documents pertaining to justices in relation to complaints about their judicial functions.**
2. **Whether the Supreme Court is the proper forum for addressing the conduct of its
members, even after their retirement, related to decisions made during their tenure.**
3. **Whether the criminal complaint by the Lozanos had any merit under Section 3(e) of
R.A. 3019.**
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**Court’s Decision**:

1. **Subpoena Duces Tecum**:
– **Mootness**: With the dismissal of the Lozano complaint insofar as this matter was
concerned, the need to comply with the subpoena duces tecum became moot.
–  **Authority  of  Ombudsman**:  The  Court  acknowledged  the  general  authority  of  the
Ombudsman to issue subpoenas, but highlighted that such authority must comply with the
requirements of reasonableness and relevance under the Rules of Court. The Court also
emphasized  that  any  investigation  touching  upon  judicial  actions  must  respect  the
constitutionally defined role of the judiciary.

2. **Exclusive Authority over Judicial Acts**:
–  The  Court  reiterated  that  only  it  has  the  final  say  over  the  review of  judicial  acts
performed by its members. Citing past cases (In re Wenceslao Laureta and In re Joaquin T.
Borromeo), it emphasized that the Supreme Court’s decisions are final and beyond reproach
from other government bodies, including the Ombudsman. The complaint by itself amounted
to a collateral attack on the Court’s judgments.

3. **Merit of Criminal Complaint**:
– **Grounds for Dismissal**: The complaint accused the former justices of criminal acts
based on their decision in Heirs of Antonio Pael v. Court of Appeals. However, the Supreme
Court found no basis for these claims. It underscored its authority to review, correct, or
reverse  factual  findings  of  lower  courts  or  its  previous  decisions,  provided  valid
jurisprudential  circumstances.
–  **Constitutional  Misapplication**:  The  complainants  erroneously  cited  the  1973
Constitution provisions instead of those from the 1987 Constitution applicable at the time of
the questioned decisions.
– **Absence of Essential Elements**: The elements of malice, bad faith, evident partiality, or
negligence essential under Section 3(e) of R.A. 3019 were not sufficiently alleged in the
criminal complaint.

4. **Potential Bar Penalties for Complainants**:
– The Court found the Lozanos’ misuse and misrepresentation of constitutional provisions as
serious  misconduct,  warranting  potential  penalties  under  Rule  10.02  of  the  Code  of
Professional Responsibility. They were ordered to explain why they should not be penalized
for these violations.
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**Doctrine**:

–  **Judicial  Independence and Finality**:  The Supreme Court’s  decisions are final  and
binding.  Any attempt to  relitigate these decisions in  another  forum, including through
criminal complaints about the justices’ judicial acts, undermines judicial independence and
violates the separation of powers.
– **Procedural Adherence**: Subpoenas and other judicial processes must meet standards
of relevance, legality, and constitutional backing, especially when directed at high-ranking
judicial officers for their official acts.
– **Ethical Conduct**: Members of the Bar must not misuse or misrepresent constitutional
provisions. They must engage with due respect for legal standards and judicial processes.

**Class Notes**:

– **Judicial Independence**: Supreme Court decisions are final. Complaints citing judicial
acts must rely on proper jurisdiction and constitutional adherence.
– **Authority of Ombudsman**: Can issue subpoenas but must follow legal standards. It
can’t override judicial decisions.
– **Elements under R.A. 3019**: Requires manifest partiality, evident bad faith, or gross
inexcusable negligence.
– **Constitutional Provisions Cited**:
– Article VIII, Section 1 (1987 Constitution)
– Article XI, Section 22 (1987 Constitution)

**Historical Background**:
– This case emerged from an environment of significant judicial reforms and heightened
scrutiny of public officials in the Philippines. The use of constitutional mechanisms to target
decisions of the highest court reflected broader tensions between different government
branches  and  emphasized  the  crucial  role  of  judicial  independence  in  democratic
governance.  The  delineation  of  investigative  authority  vis-a-vis  judicial  acts  remains  a
cornerstone of maintaining the balance of power and respect for the rule of law in the
Philippines.


