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Title: Oktubre vs. Judge Velasco

Facts:
1.  Jordan  P.  Oktubre,  acting  as  the  attorney-in-fact  for  Peggy  Louise  D’Arcy,  filed  a
complaint against Judge Ramon P. Velasco of the Municipal Trial Court in Maasin City.

2.  Peggy  Louise  D’Arcy,  an  American,  is  the  widow of  Abraham Paler,  who owned a
commercial and residential building in Maasin City together with his siblings. Abraham had
passed away without any settlement of his estate.

3.  Judge Velasco,  a relative of  Abraham, sought and initially  received permission from
D’Arcy to stay in the Paler building. However, when he sought an extension, it was denied.

4. Following this, Judge Velasco asserted authority over the building and tenants, directing
them to  pay  rent  to  him claiming  to  be  a  co-heir,  despite  no  prior  legal  procedures
substantiating these claims.

5.  Judge Velasco also  engaged in  actions  perceived as  intimidation,  such as  changing
padlocks and removing a vehicle from the building. Conflict with Oktubre arose regarding
these actions.

6. Oktubre attempted to regain possession of a family jeep by placing it in a garage and
securing it, only to face retaliatory actions from Judge Velasco, who issued a complaint of
robbery and malicious mischief against Oktubre based on his own affidavit.

7. Oktubre was arrested, detained, and released on bail. He filed a certiorari petition to
annul the warrant of arrest, which was subsequently granted by the RTC.

8. Respondent Judge admitted in his comment to filing complaints against Oktubre and
D’Arcy, defending his actions as protective of his co-heirs’ interests.

9. The OCA recommended a fine for Judge Velasco due to Grave Misconduct and Gross
Ignorance of the Law, which the Supreme Court found inadequate.

Issues:
1.  Whether  Judge  Velasco  committed  grave  misconduct  by  using  his  judicial  office  to
influence a private estate matter.
2. Whether the judge showed gross ignorance of the law by issuing an arrest warrant
without following proper legal procedures.
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3. Whether Judge Velasco committed grave abuse of authority by handling cases where he
was personally involved and failing to inhibit himself.

Court’s Decision:
1. Grave Misconduct and Abuse of Authority: The Supreme Court found that Judge Velasco
misused the authority of his judicial office by using official letterhead for personal disputes
and trying to influence the management of Abraham’s estate. The Court highlighted the
necessity of insulation from any conflict of interest or semblance of bias, which the judge
failed to maintain.

2. Gross Ignorance of the Law: The Court emphasized that Judge Velasco issued a warrant
of arrest against Oktubre without observing the required judicial procedures, including the
need for  an investigation and affidavit  analysis.  By bypassing these procedures,  Judge
Velasco  not  only  breached  protocol  but  violated  constitutional  protections  against
unreasonable  seizures.

3. Inappropriate Engagement in Personal Litigation: Judge Velasco’s personal involvement
in the cases he initiated violated standards of impartiality as outlined in ethical guidelines.
His eventual self-inhibition did not absolve the prior misconduct.

Doctrine:
– Judges are required to maintain impartiality and must not engage in any judicial action
when they have a personal interest in the subject matter.
–  Judicial  procedures,  particularly  in  arrest  and  preliminary  investigations,  are
constitutional mandates that must be strictly observed to uphold justice and protect due
process.
– Misuse of the judicial office to pursue private interests constitutes grave misconduct.

Class Notes:
– Key doctrine: Maintain strict impartiality and due process—Rule 2.03 and 3.12 of the Code
of Judicial Conduct.
– Preliminary investigation and issuance of warrants—Section 3 and 6 of Rule 112 must be
followed.
– Impartiality; disqualification and inhibition of judges should be adhered to, in line with
Rule 137, Section 1.

Historical Background:
The case highlights the judicial expectations from judges to uphold ethical conduct and
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procedural due diligence strictly.  In the Philippines,  maintaining the independence and
neutrality of the judiciary is crucial to sustaining public trust and ensuring fairness in legal
proceedings.  This  decision reinforces  procedural  compliance in  issuing and conducting
arrest warrants and inhibits personal biases in the judicial process.


