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Title: Plaza vs. Amamio, Vasquez, and Patalinghug – Misconduct for Improper Use of Hall of
Justice

Facts:
On July 25, 2007, Ryan S. Plaza, Clerk of Court II of the Municipal Trial Court of Argao,
Cebu, lodged an administrative complaint against Atty. Marcelina R. Amamio, Genoveva R.
Vasquez, and Floramay Patalinghug of the RTC Argao for violating Administrative Circular
No. 3-92. The complaint arose from the allowance given for a Sara Lee event, including a
party and raffle, conducted inside the premises of the Argao Hall of Justice on July 14, 2007.

– In early July 2007, Plaza learned of a planned event by Sara Lee at the Hall of Justice and
warned the court personnel against it, citing Administrative Circular No. 3-92.
– On July 14, 2007, security guard Mr. Roger O. Jimenez informed Plaza about Sara Lee’s
intent to set up for the event. Plaza instructed Jimenez to deny entry.
– Despite Plaza’s warning, Atty. Amamio approved the event, and Vasquez confirmed the
arrangement to Jimenez, as recorded in the security logbook. The event proceeded with 51
participants.
–  After  the  event,  Plaza  reported  that  court  personnel  harassed  security  guards  for
documenting the event, though respondents denied any harassment and claimed the raffle
draw was non-commercial and harmless.

Procedural Posture:
– Plaza’s complaint was endorsed to Judge Maximo A. Perez for investigation on July 27,
2007.
– Judge Perez recommended the dismissal of the complaint, stating insufficient evidence of a
violation, as the event wasn’t commercial, residential, or constituted selling.
–  The Office  of  the Court  Administrator  (OCA),  however,  disagreed and recommended
penalties for the respondents for breaching court rules.

Issues:
1. Whether the respondents’ actions constituted misconduct by permitting a commercial
entity to use the court premises for a non-court related event.
2. Whether the respondents violated Administrative Circular No. 3-92 by allowing the event
despite no direct commercial transactions occurring.
3.  Whether repeated historical  usage of  the premises for similar activities excuses the
respondents’ violation of court regulations.
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Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court adopted the findings and recommendations of the OCA.

1. Misconduct in Authorizing the Event:
– The Court found Atty. Amamio exceeded authority by unilaterally approving the event,
contrary to the letter addressed to the Executive Judge. The event jeopardized the safety of
the premises and records, violating Administrative Circular No. 3-92.

2. Violation of Administrative Circular No. 3-92:
–  The  Circular  explicitly  restricts  the  Hall  of  Justice’s  usage  exclusively  for  judicial
operations,  not  other purposes like raffle  draws,  even if  non-commercial.  Respondents’
claims of past similar uses do not permit ongoing violations, nor do they diminish the rule’s
mandatory nature.

3. Historical Usage Implications:
–  The  Court  noted  protecting  the  Hall’s  dignity  supersedes  its  historical  importance.
Engaging in non-judicial activities diminishes its sanctity as a ‘temple of justice.’

Doctrine:
– “The Halls of Justice are to be used only for court purposes and for no other purpose.”
– Administrative Circular No. 3-92 and subsequent reiterations emphasize strict observance
of designated use, emphasizing dignity preservation.

Class Notes:
Key Elements:
– Misuse of Judicial Premises: Engages issues surrounding administrative propriety and the
mandated exclusive use strictly for judicial functions.
– Administrative Oversight & Authority: Highlights the scope and limitation of a Clerk of
Court’s authority in such matters.
– Administrative Circulars: Serve as binding instruments with clear prohibitions against
extrajudicial uses of public infrastructure.

Historical Background:
The case occurred amidst judiciary efforts to maintain decorum and integrity within court
operations, ensuring premises serve their intended legal purpose. This judicial directive
emphasized  uniformity  in  applying  court  space  usage  regulations  nationwide,  amidst
increasing auxiliary activities in government facilities during communal events.


