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l·ur till~ Court's rcsollltion is the administrative complaint filed by 
\':\ l\il·i:tJI\) (i. f\JL!JJ!apaz (compiainunl) charging Judge ivl<.muel T. Sabillo 
(rl:\'/i(}/7(/L'!Il), l'vlllnicipal Circuit Tr_i<il Cuur·t, Lamitan, f3:.bilan, With serious 
:.li1d L!i'\lS~ llll~)COIHilll..'l. 

111 d vcrilicd complaint-allidavit dated .JuneS, 2009, 1 the complainant 
~llkgc:d tii:Jt somctiJile in I ')'Jl), the rc~;pu!ldcnt, then a practicing l:l\vyer, 
,jn;_T,~d lll sell tu him and his wik a house <tnd lot situated in ValerEuela 
( 'ity, t\ktro Manila l~Jr the pri1:e or F2,400,UOO.OO, payable in sixteen ( 16) 
Illllillil~. The complainant agre~d to buy the property, believing tklt they got 
ll l~til d\ ~d a::; the respcJtldcnt \V~1s unc of their wedding sponsor:_;_ He made an 
i1 til i,tl p<tVlllcllt or Jl)OO.OOO.!i~l. ;\ l\ .. ·1 p~1ying the total anwunt of 4.!920,000.00, 
th-.: t::llls<~ction W<IS di~cuntiPticd !(JJ' r,;,boits th~tl tl;e complainant <lllegcd to 
1~:: ··iilCill1sistent with gond litiil1 " 2 Th~.:' p:!rlies v~rhaily ;:tgreecl to krminate 

lk~i,:JJ;Jkd ;1, <lll,fitidlnillH.:Il.l'l'r io1 li, .. ,~ d.r i\ssuciatl· Justlcl: J\)Sl: l'ortugal l'..:rez per R;J11le dated 
h.: h. I lei,\ I i. :w I 1 
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or discontinue their agreement. The respondent undertook to return the 
amount of P920,000.00 the complainant had already paid him. 
 

The respondent reneged on his undertaking and failed to return the 
amount despite the complainant’s repeated demands. This prompted the 
complainant to file a complaint for sum of  money with damages with the 
Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Valenzuela City, Branch 75.3 In a decision 
dated June 15, 2003, the RTC ordered the respondent to refund to the 
complainant the amount of P920,000.00; to pay him  P100,000.00 as moral 
damages, P100,000.00 as exemplary damages, and P100,000.00 as 
attorney’s fees; and to pay the costs of the suit.4 
 
 The respondent appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA). In a resolution 
dated April 25, 2007, the CA dismissed the appeal for the respondent’s 
failure to pay the docket fees. The decision of the RTC became final and 
executory on November 21, 2007.5 
 

On October 21, 2008, a writ of execution was issued by the RTC.6  
The sheriff tried to implement the writ, but he discovered that there was no 
more property to levy on. The respondent had already sold the property on 
December 15, 2004 to a buyer who offered a higher price.7 
  

On the same date, the complainant, through his lawyer, sent a  
demand letter8 to the respondent, whom he learned is now an incumbent 
Judge of the Municipal Circuit Trial Court of Lamitan, Basilan.  The 
respondent agreed to meet the complainant. During the meeting with the 
complainant’s lawyers, the respondent paid the P100,000.00 attorney’s fees 
awarded by the RTC, but failed to settle the P920,000.00 and the amounts of 
awarded damages.9 
 

In his comment dated October 24, 2009,10 the respondent vehemently 
denied that his actions constituted misconduct. He claimed that the filing of 
the administrative case against him was intended merely to embarrass and 
harass him. He further stated that despite the fraudulent scheme against him, 
he promised the complainant that he would refund the amount as soon as the 
house and lot were sold. The complainant could not wait and sued him. He 
could have settled his obligation earlier, but the complainant refused to meet 
him. He offered payment in the form of a cashier’s check, but the 
complainant refused to accept it. 

 

                                                 
3  Id. at 9-11. 
4  Id. at 13-18; penned by Acting Presiding Judge Dionisio C. Sison.  
5  Order dated September 29, 2008, issued by Judge Trinidad L. Dabbay. Id. at 21 
6  Id. at 22-23. 
7  Id. at 30-32. 
8  Id. at 24. 
9  Id. at 5. 
10  Id. at 43-45. 
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The records further show that in a letter dated January 10, 2011, the 
Judicial and Bar Council required the complainant to comment on the 
respondent’s comment dated January 4, 2011 on the complaint. In his 
comment dated January 24, 2011,11 the complainant reiterated his allegations 
in his complaint. He maintained that the RTC judgment had not yet been 
fully satisfied. The respondent has paid only the attorney’s fees of 
P100,000.00 sometime in February 2009. 
 

The complainant further alleged that when he asked the respondent for 
the balance of the money judgment awarded by the RTC, the respondent 
“stubbornly” refused to pay and offered the meager amount of P400,000.00 
as full satisfaction of the money awarded to him. In a letter dated March 18, 
200812 sent by his lawyer, the complainant informed the respondent that he 
was not amenable to the latter’s offer. The complainant offered to waive the 
legal interests provided the respondent return the whole amount of 
P920,000.00. 

 
In its evaluation report13 dated April 8, 2010, the Office of the Court 

Administrator (OCA) found the respondent liable of willful failure to pay 
just debts classified as a light offense under Section 22(i) Rule XIV of the 
Omnibus Rules Implementing Book V of Executive Order No. 292, as 
amended by CSC Memorandum Circular No. 19, s. 1999.14 It recommended 
that (1) the complaint be redocketed as a regular administrative matter, (2) 
the respondent be ordered to pay his indebtedness to the complainant, and 
(3) the respondent be reprimanded and warned that a repetition of the same 
or similar offense would warrant the imposition of a more severe penalty. 

 
The respondent claimed that he had been in good faith in his 

willingness to return the amount paid by the complainant. The indications 
though  all  point  to  the  contrary.  

 
In the first place, the respondent failed to  deliver  the  property  he  

sold.  The respondent — apparently hoping to get out of an unwanted 
situation — agreed to restitute the amount paid as soon as he was able to sell 
the  property  to  another  buyer. The sale to another buyer came, but the 
respondent still failed to comply with his undertaking to the point that an 
RTC  judgment was entered against him.  

 
While the respondent eventually tried to settle his obligation when he 

offered to issue a cashier’s check dated October 22, 2009 to pay not only the  
P920,000.00  but  also  the  damages  awarded  by  the  RTC, the offer 
however appears to be an afterthought and was made only after the 
consequences of the RTC judgment became inescapable.  Previously, the 

                                                 
11  Id. at 72-77. 
12  Id. at 26. 
13  Id. at 56-59. 
14  Now Section 52, C(10) Rule IV of the CSC Memorandum Circular No. 19, s. 1999. 
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respondent showed other insincerities, such as when he offered to settle the 
indebtedness for only P400,000.00, and when he paid only the P100,000.00 
attorney’s fees but left the principal amount of P920,000.00 unsettled. These 
actions, taken together, indicate to us a pattern of willfulness to avoid 
payment of a just debt.   

 
The Court has repeatedly stressed that it is not a collection agency for 

the unpaid debts of its officials and employees,15 but has nevertheless 
provided for Section 8, Rule 140 of the Rules of Court that holds its officials 
and employees administratively liable in unpaid debt situations.  This 
Section provides that willful failure to pay a just debt is a ground for 
disciplinary action against judges and justices and should find full 
application in the present case.  

 
Just debts, as defined in Section 23, Rule XIV of the Omnibus Rules 

Implementing Book V of E.O. No. 292, refer to (1) claims adjudicated by a 
court of law; or (2) claims, the existence and justness of which are admitted 
by the debtor. Section 8, Rule 140 of the Rules of Court classifies willful 
failure to pay a just debt as a serious charge, penalized as follows: 

 
SEC. 11. Sanctions. – A. If the respondent is guilty of a serious 

charge, any of the following sanctions may be imposed: 

 

1. Dismissal from the service, forfeiture of all or 
part of the benefits as the Court may determine, and 
disqualification from reinstatement or appointment to any 
public office, including government-owned or controlled 
corporations. Provided, however, That the forfeiture of 
benefits shall in no case include accrued leave credits; 

 

2.  Suspension from the office without salary and 
other benefits for more than three (3) but not exceeding six 
(6) months; or 

 

3.  A fine of more than P20,000.00 but not 
exceeding P40,000.00.16 

 
While reference to a debt necessarily implies a transaction that is 

private and outside of official transactions, the rules do not thereby  intrude 
into public officials’ private lives; they simply look at their actions from the 
prism of public service and consider these acts unbecoming of a public 
official.17 These rules take into account that these are actions of officials 
who are entrusted with public duties and who, even in their private 
capacities, should continually act to reflect their status as public servants. 
Employees of the judiciary should be living examples of uprightness not 

                                                 
15  Villaseñor v. De Leon, A.M. No. P-03-1685, March 20, 2003, 399 SCRA 342. 
16  Rule 140 of the Rules of Court. 
17  Grio Lending Services v. Sermonia, A.M. No. P-03-1757, December 10, 2003, 417 SCRA 361. 
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,;11:>/ i1~ lile pcd\.)rnt;ll1CC of ;:JJ'it..:i~:J dulil~:..; but also i11 tht~ir jlt'rS0!18} and 
p; i' .11<~ dt.:~ditJgs with otilci jK'~•:1k :>u <Is tu prt~Ser.vc at all times the good 
!i~i!i!.:' ;tlhl ::ildiH.Jin~ olth·.:.' (\llilh i!1 the Ctlll1!1Hll1it\'.

1
'' . -

l:1 t!tc pn·s~.:·t,l ,:isc, t.lte c<Jmplainant's cL.:Ii!Jl ~1gai11st the respo11dent 
1 ~- ~: j u--.:1 tl.·bt, wll< ~~....-: l"\ i -:;kr;c..: ~~nd J u:;tnc:;s the respon' knt llir,1sel f ~1dtllit1.ecl. 
i IJ;,: ;:._:::,i'''ii,klll'~; wiill-~dr,,~--;..., i11 JtCt.\ payi:11:; hi:_; iust obligati,)ll is ~~hl\\'11 by 
1,;~ \.l'''tir,ucd ~-~~ilu!·,: iu :ot~itk it tk:>pit~:.· defll~md k:tt<::rs St~Jtl to him by the 

·:,;t;q,Liii:;tJli. lh: ]\_ n··s JiJi~ti d,·-:isiun in the co;npl<;inanl's E1vor rcnd~.::rs 

t!1~:.· 1<-:' .• i.l\ltl•kni\; uldit•<tli,>Il tu pay cunclw;i··.'C . 

.A..(IJtJittcdly, th~ rcspondcrd h1kr rcali;.-:ed his misdeeds and finally 
, ll krnl l<> pay his indebtedness tu th,..: ,:,)mplainant. This cleve!opment, 
IW\\·CVel, ,:ullJWl c.?L1S..: hi::; mis,'ondurt; it can only mitigate his culpability. 
l !ltt::-. \'.·c must hcdd the l·t:spondent :JCCOlltltaiJk and accordingly penalize 
l1im. Induing Sl), ho\'icvcr, we lli\ISl also ensure that public service i:" not 
Li1hkn:d :::l!;d thcr-~rore dc,~m it h~~st, fiJr this ptirfh)Sl', to mere!): impose on 
the re~pundcnl the peitJlly l)f Jinc'') instc~l<J (if 1ht~ suspension or dismissal 
th.tl lht-~ rtilc~; fuliv all<nv. 

\V fl f IU~ FO HE, the Cottrt tinds respondent Judge Manuel T. Sabi llo 
td tl1e fVIunicipal Circuit Trial Comt of I ,alllitan, Basilan GUILTY of willful 
li1iiLm:' to p~lY ajust debt under Section 8, Rule 140 ofthe Rules of Court. He 
is hcreby imposcd ~~ line uf Forty Thuus~md Pesos (P-40,000.00) \Vith the 
\V -\ IH~ INC tlwl a repetition of the same or similar offense shall be dealt 
will• Ill( II'\.' Sl:Verely. I k j~~ runher directed to pay his indebtedness to the 
~'011tpi:1iiJ~m1, if' he !lets not ~11 this time settled it, within thirty (30) days from 
lll'i i-:t.~ IH~r\.'uf. 

SO OF~DEHF.D. 
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