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Title: Office of the Court Administrator v. Judge Victor Teves, Sr., and Tito Valencia

Facts:
This case started from two judicial audits on the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Lapu-Lapu City,
Cebu-Branch 54, presided by Judge Victor Teves, Sr. The first audit happened between
February  22  and  March  3,  2016.  It  identified  multiple  procedural  lapses  which  were
addressed  to  Judge  Teves,  including  delays  in  resolving  motions  and  deciding  cases,
incomplete documentation in annulment cases, and improper courtroom management. In
response, Judge Teves cited reasons such as increased caseloads and understaffing. The
second judicial audit occurred on November 18-19, 2019, after Judge Teves filed for optional
retirement. It evaluated the status of 714 active cases under Judge Teves’s supervision. The
audits culminated in the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) recommending disciplinary
measures  against  Judge Teves  and Process  Server  Tito  Valencia  for  inefficiencies  and
procedural irregularities.

Issues:
The Supreme Court had to address several legal issues, including:
1. Whether Judge Teves was guilty of gross inefficiency and incompetence in failing to
resolve cases and motions within the mandated period.
2. Whether Tito Valencia was guilty of simple neglect of duty by improperly performing his
tasks, particularly related to the service of summonses.

Court’s Decision:
1. Gross Inefficiency and Incompetence – Judge Teves: The Court found Judge Teves guilty
of gross inefficiency and incompetence, noting his failure to resolve cases within prescribed
periods, sometimes extending to over thirteen years. The Court imposed a fine equivalent to
six months of his basic salary to be deducted from his retirement benefits, reflecting the
gravity of his delays and repeated non-compliance with the rules.

2. Simple Neglect of Duty – Tito Valencia: Valencia was adjudicated guilty of simple neglect
of  duty  for  not  adhering to  proper  procedures  in  serving summonses,  including using
substituted service without just cause and serving outside the court’s jurisdiction. The court
fined Valencia Php 20,000, with a stern warning against future infractions.

Doctrine:
1. Judges have a constitutional mandate under Section 15(1), Article VIII to resolve cases
within three months, emphasizing the judiciary’s commitment to swift justice.
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2. Process servers must strictly adhere to prescribed rules to ensure due process, as their
role is critical in notifying defendants and allowing the court to establish jurisdiction over
them.

Class Notes:
–  Elements  of  Judicial  Efficiency:  Compliance  with  reglementary  periods,  proper  case
management, and timely decision-making are crucial.
– Process Server Responsibilities: Strict adherence to proper service procedures, knowledge
of substituted service regulations, and territorial jurisdiction considerations are essential.

Historical Background:
This case is set against a backdrop where the Philippine judicial system is under pressure to
improve efficiency and timeliness in case resolution, reflecting broader efforts to enhance
public  confidence  and  reduce  case  backlogs.  The  deficiencies  highlighted  demonstrate
ongoing systemic challenges faced within the judiciary,  including staffing and resource
constraints. Office of the Court Administrator v. Guiling serves as a precedent emphasizing
the accountability of judges to manage dockets efficiently and underscores the importance
of procedural rigour in judicial operations.


