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[ ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO. 61, July 10, 1993
]

IMPOSING THE PENALTY OF DISMISSAL FROM THE SERVICE ON
3RD ASSISTANT PROVINCIAL PROSECUTOR MANUEL M.

MADDELA OF BULACAN

This refers to the administrative complaint filed by the Provincial Prosecutor of
Bulacan against 3rd Assistant Provincial Prosecutor Manuel M. Maddela for neglect in
the performance of duty.

The charge against respondent stemmed from the official communication of two
municipal judges of Bulacan, namely, Hon. Romeo A. Quilantang and Hon. Philbert I.
Iturralde, stating that respondent was absent in no less than 13 instances from his
court duty at the Municipal Trial Court of Obando, and for 6 settings from his court
duty at the Municipal Trial Court of Doña Remedios Trinidad which eventually led to
the dismissal of a criminal case.

Since respondent did not elect a formal investigation of the complaint, the same was
resolved based on the complaint filed and answer/comment submitted, including the
evidence presented.

Respondent admitted having incurred said absences. However, he advanced various
reasons therefor, such as failure to receive court notices for the scheduled trial
dates, conflict of schedules, death threats on his life, flooded and damaged roads,
sickness, and attendance to other personal activities.

The Secretary of Justice found respondent guilty of gross neglect of duty and
recommended that he be dismissed from the service. The explanation given by the
Secretary pertinently reads:

“No less than two Municipal Trial Court Judges certify that respondent
was remiss in his duties as prosecutor. Precisely, it was the judges who
brought to the attention of the Provincial Prosecutor, the frequent
absences of the respondent.

“x x x

“Records also show that this is not the first time the Provincial Prosecutor
filed an administrative complaint against the herein respondent. In fact,
Prosecutor Liberato Reyes lodged, on June 8, 1990, an administrative
complaint against Prosecutor Maddela, charging him with various
offenses ranging from habitual absences, failure to attend preliminary
investigation, delay in disposition of cases, engaging in non-prosecutorial
jobs, insubordination, dismissing cases filed in court without the
knowledge of the provincial prosecutor, and non-payment of just debts.
Only the timely withdrawal of the complaint by the provincial prosecutor
saved the respondent from being penalized. However, such actuations on


