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FIRST DIVISION

[ A.M. No. RTJ-99-1509, August 08, 2002 ]

ASUNCION S. LIGUID, COMPLAINANT, VS. JUDGE POLICARPIO S.
CAMANO, JR., REGIONAL TRIAL COURT, BRANCH 58, TIGAON,
CAMARINES SUR, RESPONDENT.

RESOLUTION
YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

Complainant owned a furniture shop in San Antonio, Cavite City. Sometime in 1975,
she met respondent, who was then a First Lieutenant at the Judge Advocate
General’s Office in Sangley Naval Base, Cavite. As a lawyer, respondent represented
complainant in some legal matters affecting her business. Their close association
and constant communication led to a romantic relationship between the two. They
lived together as husband and wife and begot a child, whom they christened Joanne

L. Camano.[1]

After several years of cohabitation, complainant and respondent eventually
separated. Complainant went to the United States and married an American, Frank
Pecot of Incinitas, California. Meanwhile, respondent was appointed municipal judge
of Baao, Camarines Sur in 1983, and later as presiding judge of the Regional Trial
Court of Tigaon, Camarines Sur in 1995.

On November 7, 1997, complainant filed a complaint against respondent judge for
abandonment, dishonesty, oppression, deceit, immorality and misconduct in office.
She prayed that respondent be held administratively liable and that he be ordered to

give regular support to their child, Joanne.[2]

Complainant averred that respondent reneged on his promise to marry her and
support his child. Although he executed two special powers of attorney empowering

Joanne to collect his salaries,[3] she never received any support from respondent
except for one instance. Complainant alleged that respondent frequently took
unauthorized leaves of absence from work, which resulted in the postponement of
several cases pending in his sala; that respondent was maintaining illicit relations
and cohabiting with another woman; that complainant redeemed his mortgaged
house and lot, helped him acquire a passenger jeep, subsidized the studies of his
children, and bought him a Mitsubishi Lancer for his official use. She also claimed
that respondent withdrew her savings deposit in the Tigaon Rural Bank because her
passbook was in his possession.

Complainant further alleged that whenever she visited him in Bicol, he always got
mad and threw hollow blocks, footstools and rice at her. She also asserts that
respondent is widely referred to in Tigaon as a maniakis (lecher); that women who
went to him for assistance become his kabit (mistress); and that he had sexual
relations with a certain widow. Respondent’s secretary was even mistaken for his
wife because she was the one paying for the school fees of his daughter.



Respondent vehemently denied the charges. According to him, complainant knew
from the beginning that he was married; hence, it is not true that he promised to
marry her. Respondent claimed that he provided for Joanne’s basic necessities and
even executed two special powers of attorney empowering her to collect portions of
his salaries for her educational expenses, which powers of attorney he has not
revoked. Respondent narrates that when he was appointed judge in 1983, he
started to distance himself from complainant in view of the moral and ethical
obligations that came with the position. Thus, he decided to put an end to the
relationship. After complainant left for the United States and married Frank Pecot,
respondent took custody of Joanne.

After a little less than a year, complainant returned to the Philippines to work on her
petition for permanent residency in the U.S.A. She took Joanne with her back to
Cavite. With a heavy heart, respondent relinquished custody of his daughter
because of her minority. Despite this, he regularly took time out to visit his daughter
and provided financial support, which was deposited in different banks in Cavite
City.

Respondent refutes the charges of abandonment of office. He claims that when he
was appointed municipal judge of Baao, Iriga City, Lagonoy, San Jose Presentacion
and Tigaon-Sangay, he unclogged the court’s dockets and put it under manageable
levels. As RTC Judge of Tigaon, respondent was able to dispose of a substantial
number of cases, as shown by the monthly reports he submitted to this Court. For
his accomplishments, respondent was rated topnotcher MTC Judge of Camarines Sur
in 1985. In 1993, he was awarded a Plaque of Appreciation by the Municipality of
Tigaon, and in 1997, he received a Certificate of Recognition from the PNP Provincial
Office. Respondent clarified that he filed the requisite applications for leave
whenever he was absent.

On the charges of deceit and dishonesty, respondent claims that he lives a simple
life within his means and income; that the money used in building his house and
paying off its mortgage came from his earnings and loans obtained from the GSIS
and the SCSLA; and that he supported his children out of his earnings. He denied
that complainant bought him a Mitsubishi Lancer, claiming that he drove a Wrangler
Jeep to work. He also denied having withdrawn complainant’s savings deposits.
Respondent disclosed that complainant had a propensity to make false statements.
In fact, she was charged sometime in 1992 with two counts of perjury and false
testimony before the City Fiscal of Cavite.

Respondent likewise vehemently denied that he was a maniakis. He maintains that
he enjoys “a good and respected image in the community untainted by any

circumstance that might cast cloud[s] or aspersions to it.”[#] Reputable persons in
his place of residence attest to his being “well respected, admired and a person of
unquestionable integrity.”[>] His female staff likewise attested to his competence,
integrity, honesty and dedication to duty.[®] Indeed, when the National Bureau of

Investigation (NBI) did a background investigation in connection with charges of
abandonment of office, playing “tong-its”, cockfighting and womanizing against him,

it found no basis for the charges.l”] In a survey conducted by the IBP, Camarines
Sur Chapter, he garnered a “very satisfactory” personality and performance rating.
[8]



Respondent judge further denied that he threw hollow blocks or a wooden stool at
complainant. Finally, respondent alleges that complainant filed this complaint in her
desperation to maintain her relationship with him despite the legal and moral
proscriptions thereon.

In her “Reply to Comments of Respondent,”l°] complainant declared that
respondent’s claim that they had not cohabited for around twenty years was a lie,
the truth being that they started living together as man and wife on June 4, 1976.
Respondent stopped coming home on July 14, 1996, prompting her to file a
complaint on November 7, 1996. Complainant reiterated that she helped

respondent’s brother earn a living by operating a passenger jeep;[10] that she

purchased a Mitsubishi Lancer under the name Asuncion L. Camano;[11] and that
respondent requested her to repair the chapel beside his house in Sangay,

Camarines Sur.[12]

Complainant laments that she was not treated well when she went to live with
respondent in Bicol. She was subjected to physical violence and had to seek medical

treatment for chest pains when respondent hurled hollow blocks at her.[13] She
further alleged that when she attempted to retrieve her belongings from
respondent’s house on October 16, 1996, she was refused entry and was forced to

seek the intercession of the Mayor of Sangay, Camarines Sur.[l4] Later, she
discovered that respondent was living with another woman in the house.

Complainant alleged that respondent deviously coaxed her into transferring to him
all the properties she acquired with her husband consisting of real properties
covered by eight transfer certificates of title, a two-storey building and a Ford Pick-
up Van. This was done by respondent by means of a “Transfer of Administration of

Conjugal Property with Special Power of Attorney,”[15] which he himself notarized,
granting complainant the absolute authority to dispose of the conjugal assets. While
it appears that respondent was able to secure the consent of her husband,
complainant refused to sign the instrument because she wanted to preserve the
properties for her other children. It was after her refusal that respondent started to
maltreat her.

Complainant further averred that she accepted respondent’s proposition because he
confided to her that his wife committed adultery and that they were already
separated. When respondent became a judge, he began womanizing. At one time,
complainant caught respondent with one Salvacion Bien at home. Presently,
respondent is living with a certain Mabel or Maria Mercedes at NATO Beach, Sangay,
Camarines Sur. Complainant asserts it was respondent who convinced her to go to
the United States and marry an American so that she can petition for him and their
daughter. On the alleged criminal charges of false testimony, complainant explained

that the complaints against her were dismissed.[16] Lastly, complainant declared
that respondent wielded great influence, enabling him to procure the favorable
testimonials of his court personnel.

Subsequently, complainant filed a “Rejoinder and Counter-Comment,”[17] wherein
she denied that she went to the U.S. and married an American on her own volition;
that it was respondent, who was the lawyer of a travel agency, who devised ways
and means for her husband, Clorando C. Bonus, to go to the U.S.A. so there would
be no more impediment to his relationship with her; and that when her petition to



bring respondent and Joanne to the U.S. was denied, he began treating her cruelly
and continued his womanizing. She also averred that the money deposited in the
Royal Bank, Prudential Bank and the PNB allegedly for Joanne’s support were
actually her personal deposits. With regard to the Wrangler Jeep supposedly owned
by respondent, complainant asserts that the same is actually jointly owned by them

as shown by a Certification dated June 3, 1998 by Ogie S.A. Motor Works.[18]

It appears that during the pendency of the instant proceedings, respondent judge
filed an application for optional retirement, which was granted by the Court on June
10, 1997, without specifying the effectivity date thereof. Subsequently, the Court
fixed the date of respondent’s retirement at the close of office hours of May 31,
1998, and directed the OCA-Fiscal Management Office (OCA-FMO) to withhold his
retirement benefits pending the resolution of two (2) administrative complaints filed

against him docketed as OCA-IPI No. 96-228-RTJ[1°9] and OCA-IPI No. 96-250-RTJ.
[20]

On November 17, 1999, respondent’s request for the release of his retirement
benefits was granted, but the amount of Fifty Thousand Pesos was withheld pending
the resolution of the administrative complaints filed against him.

On November 24, 1999, the Court resolved to docket the case as a regular
administrative proceeding and required the parties to manifest if they are willing to
submit the case for resolution on the basis of the pleadings already filed therein.

Complainant filed a Comment on January 11, 2000, wherein she questioned
respondent’s retirement despite the pendency of the administrative charges against
him. On the other hand, respondent filed an Ex Parte Manifestation on January 27,
2000, expressing his willingness to have the case submitted for resolution on the
basis of the pleadings already filed.

Complainant thereafter filed an “Urgent Request” to be permitted to testify and
support her charges.

It must be stressed in this regard that complainant has already been given more
than adequate opportunity to explain her side. It would not only be superfluous to
allow her to further testify to support her charges, it would also further prolong an
already protracted proceeding. It must be remembered that the essence of due
process does not necessarily require a hearing, but simply a reasonable opportunity
or right to be heard or, as applied to administrative proceedings, an opportunity to

explain one’s side.[21]

Due process in an administrative context does not require trial-type proceedings

similar to those in the courts of justice.[22] A formal trial-type hearing is not at all
times and in all instances essential to due process. What is simply required is that
the party concerned is given due notice and is afforded an opportunity or right to be

heard.[23] It is enough that the parties are given a fair and reasonable opportunity
to explain their respective sides of the controversy and to present evidence on which

a fair decision can be made.[24] “To be heard” does not only mean verbal arguments
in court; one may also be heard through pleadings. Where opportunity to be heard,
either through oral arguments or through pleadings, is accorded, there is no denial

of procedural due process.[2°]



