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P BY THE PRESIDENT (OF THE PHILIPPINES
" ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO, 70

REMOVING MR. ROMEC P. LAURENTE FROM OFFICE AS MUNICIPAL JUDGE
(F MATAG-CB, IEYTE. N R

This is an administretive case filed by Lerenze D, Dims-ala
and Pedre Carlebos against Manicipal Judge Eomee P, Laurente of
Matag-ob, Leyte, for partiality in the dispesition of Criminal
Case No. 95 of his ecourt resulting in the acquittal of the accused
for insufficiency eof evidence, '

The recerds shew that respondent is the gedfather of the son
of the accused in Criminal Case No, 95 of his court for estafa,
The initial hearing of the case was set for Febrmary 25, 1963.

On February 9, 1963, counsel for the accused filed a motion fer
postponement which was grented in an order dated February 16,
1963, However, complaingnt Dima-2la, the private presecuter
their witnesses appeared before the court on Februery 25, 1963,
because they had not been informed of the postpenement.

 The court thereafter set the hearing for April 15, 1943, but
en April 12 defense counsel again filed a motion fer postponement
on the ground that his cliemt, & Philippine Constabulary sergeant
stationed at Camp Murphy, had much work and lacked travel funds,
and that he himself was busy with other cases, Respondent granted
the postponement in his order of April 15, 1963, stating that the
presecution wis ready for trial but that the defense failed to
appear, The case was reset for May 6, 1963, ©n May 3, 1963,
counsel for the accused filed an urgent motien for postpenement
because of illness of the accused, Dima-ala, his lawyer and
witnesses Were present on May 6, 1963, and learned that respondent
‘was on leave, this date, Dime-zla was informed by Municipal
Judge Demetrie D, Sarit, who was assigned to act during the
absencs of the respondent, that the latter had pestpened the ,
hearing fer May 29, 1963, Upon Dima-ala's petition, hewever, Judge
Sarit reset the hearing for May 24, 1963, instead of May 29, 1963,
as scheduled by respendent.

On May 18, 1963, defense counsel filed another motion for
postponement, stating that the accused was still sick and could
not appear at the hearing set for May 24, 1963, He alse filed on
May 22, 1963, a similar motion for the postpenement of the hearing
on Mey 24, 1963, :




Respendeat admits that the private proesecutor appeared on
May 24, 1963, thereby impliedly admitting teo that no notice was
sent him regarding the pestponement of the trial., On this date,
the private prosecutor was allegedly advised by respondent not
to appear at the hearing en May 29, 1963, but Dima-2la disputes
this claim and the records tend to support his contention, the
: grder setting the trial for July 10, 1963, having been issued on
¥ay 31, 1963. . .

July 10, 1963, respondent began the trial after waiting '

" for some time for the private presecutor, A&t that time, erly

Catalino Denoy, the other offended party besides Carleboes, was
present, .Because the chief of police was not available, respond-
ent designated a peliceman in charge of the office to represent
the prosecution, and respondent himself conducted the direct
examination of Denoy as the only prosecution witness, After
Denoy's testimony and on motion of counsel for the accused, re-
spendent dismissed the case for insufficiency of evidence,
Dima-ala admite that he, Carlobes and the private prosecutor
arrived one hour after the trial began, Respondent asserts,
however, that he promlgated his decision immediately, explaining
that the case for the presecution was not weakened by the absenco
of c@mplainants. '

Apparently, resmndent committed sericus errors in .fazling B
te notify complainants of the pestpenements of the case, Dima-ala
had to come all the way from Tacloban City and the private pro- ‘
secutor from Ormoc City, for ne other purpose: than to appear
before respendent's court only to find out that the hearings had
been invariably postpened, Although respendent insists that he
did net have time to netify complainants of the poestponements, the
records show that neither the accused ner his counsel was present
on such dates, indicating confidence on their parb that respondent
would grant their motions fer pestponement as in fact he did,
Horeover, as observed by the investigater, it would net take an
hour fer the netice from respendent to reach Carlebos, a residen
ef ¥atag-cb, and notices to Dimawala at the PC headquarters in
Ormoc City and the prosecutor at the same place could have been
.sent threough any bus conductor. Considering respendent?s close
asseciation with the accused, being his compadre, his invariable
atquisscence to the motions for postponement and his failure to :
even netify herein cemplainants of such pestpenement.s qaest:.onably
betray his partiality toward the accused,

Furthermore, resent undertook the trial on July 10, 1963 »
by merely designating a peliceman who had nothing te.de with the
case to represent the prosecution. He conducted the direct examina-
tion of the prosecution witness, acting thereby as beth prosecutor
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and judge, to the serious prejudice of the case for the prosecution
in view of his ill-concealed sympathy for the other side, The final
stage of his efforts to free the accused was his refusal to hear at
_ least the testimony of herein complainants as prosecution witnesses
when they, together with the private prosecutor, arrived after he
had granted the motion to dismiss. As observed by the Department
of Justice, "His ruthless determination te perpetrate an injustice
conseguently bears out the charge of herein complainants that the
repeated pestponements of trial were deliberately intended by
respondent to exhaust the prosecution and pave the way for the
ultimate acquittal of the accused." ‘

In view of the foregoing, 1 rj;.nd.respondent guilty of partiality
in the performance of his duties te such a degree as to render him
totally unfit to remain in the judiciary. ' :

_ Vherefore, Mr, Romeo Laurente is hereby remeved from office as
mnicipal judge of Matag-ob, Leyte, effective upon receipt of a copy
of this order. - _

‘Dene in the City of Manila, this 26thday of  June
in the year of Our Lord, nineteen hundred and sixty-seven.

By the President:
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