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YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

For alleged inaction on her complaint for Forcible Entry with Prayer for Preliminary Injunction, complainant sent
a Letter dated April 27, 1996[1] addressed to the Secretary of Justice, with a copy thereof furnished the Office of
the Court Administrator (OCA) and a Supplemental Complaint dated July 29, 1996[2] requesting that proper
disciplinary action be taken against the respondent Judge.

The factual antecedents of the case are summarized by the OCA in an Evaluation Report dated September 23,
1998:

In aletter dated 27 April 1996 and a verified supplemental complaint of 27 July 1996, complainant contended
that disciplinary sanction should be imposed against respondent judge for unreasonably delaying the
disposition of her case for almost seven (7) months.

As plaintiff in Civil Case No. 261-8 entitled "Flora Gallego vs. Algjandro Pelora, et al." for Forcible entry filed
before the sala of respondent last 19 December 1995, complainant prayed for the issuance of a Writ of
Preliminary Injunction and a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO). Respondent set hearing for the incident for
27 December 1995, 3 January 1996 and 10 January 1996. At the January meetings and with due notice to the
court, counsel for complainant was unable to appear, so that respondent reset the hearing to 19 February 1996.
Said counsel however moved to advance the date of hearing considering the urgency of the relief sought, but
this was denied by respondent. The hearing of 19 February 1996 was again reset to 4 March 1996 for "lack of
material time." At this March hearing, defendants and counsel failed to appear. The court deemed this as a
waiver on their part to present evidence. Respondent thereafter issued an order submitting the pending incident
for resolution. Defendants however filed a motion for reconsideration of this order which complainant
opposed. Since the pending matter remained unresolved for some time, complainant filed a Motion for
Immediate Resolution of the incident on 7 June 1996. This was acted upon by respondent only on 5 July 1996
or aimost a month thereafter by issuing an Order reconsidering his Order of 4 March 1996 and setting the
continuation of the hearing of the motion for 15 July 1996. On 12 July 1996 complainant filed a Motion for
Inhibition of respondent which was granted on the same day. She aso filed an Urgent Motion for
Postponement of the hearing set for 15 July 1996 pending the designation of another judge who would hear the
case. HTML

The records show that as early as 27 April 1996 complainant reported this irregular actuation of respondent to
the Department of Justice. However, the matter was referred to our Office only on 21 May 1996. Acting on our
Agenda Report dated 27 October 1997, the Court in its Resolution dated 3 December 1997 required respondent
to submit his Comment to the complaint.

In his Answer, of 19 January 1998, respondent admitted the delay in the disposition of the subject case but
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argued that the same was not intentional nor caused by ignorance of the law. He explained that he had to attend
to urgent and important matters involving other cases pending before the two (2) courts over which he
concurrently presides, i.e. his original station, the 9th MCTC, Zarragosa, New Lucena-Laganes, Iloilo where
he conducts sessions morning and afternoon every Tuesday and Thursday of each week and 16th MCTC of
Jordan, Buenavista and Nueva-Vaencia where he conducts sessions the rest of the week as acting presiding
judge.

Respondent also forwarded his observation that this administrative complaint is pure harassment resulting from
complainant's failure to obtain from his court a favorable resolution on her petition despite the intercession of
severa local officials.

In the Evaluation Report, Deputy Court Administrator Zenaida N. Elepano recommended that respondent be fined
Three Thousand Pesos (P3,000.00) with a stern warning that repetition of similar acts will be dealt with more
severely, justifying the penalty thus: CODES

An action for forcible entry is summary in nature and intended to provide an expeditious means of protecting
actual possession or the right to possession of property which must be restored as promptly as possible. It is
designed as a specia civil action governed by the Rules on Summary Procedure to disencumber the courts
from the usual formalities of ordinary actions. Hence, technicalities of procedure which may cause unnecessary
delays are avoided.

In the present case, complainant filed her case with a prayer for preliminary injunction and/or TRO to prevent
defendants from further destroying the property subject of the case and cultivating crops thereat. Section 3
Rule 70 of the Rules of Court provides that "The Court may grant preliminary injunction, in accordance with
the provisions of Rule 58 to prevent defendant from committing further acts of dispossession against the
plaintiff. A possessor deprived of his possession through forcible entry may within ten (10) days from the
filing of the complaint present a motion to secure from the competent court, in the action for forcible entry, a
writ of preliminary mandatory injunction to restore him in his possession. The court shall decide the motion
within thirty (30) days from filing thereof.

The records reveal that complainant completed presentation of her evidence as early as January 1996. The
resulting delay on account of several resettings of the hearing allowed by the court at lengthy intervals
effectively gave the defendants seven (7) months or two hundred eight (208) days to complete their
presentation of evidence. It is apparent that respondent allowed the defendants to practically control the
proceedings in his court through dilatory strategies. The complaint was lodged in December 1995 but no
concrete action was taken by respondent until July 1996. Clearly, he lost sight of the fact that "a judge should
a al times remain in full control of the proceedings in his sala and should adopt a firm policy against
improvident postponements more importantly he should follow the time limit set for deciding cases.”
(Hernandez vs. de Guzman, 252 SCRA 64). katarungan

The defenses interposed by respondent as to the delay are not meritorious. He attempted to excuse the delay by
citing his hectic schedule and heavy workload both as Presiding Judge of the 9th MCTC Zaragosa-L eganes,
New Lucena and as acting presiding judge of the 16th MCTC Jordan Buenavista-Nueva Valencia. However,
granting that this was so, under these circumstances the most reasonable course of action for him was to
request this Court to grant him an extension of time to act on the matter rather than agree to postponements
obviously planned by the defendants to gain time. In any event, this defense offered by respondent does not
totally justify his prolonged inaction considering that preliminary injunctions and TROs are extraordinary
remedies provided by law in support of the speedy adjudication of the case to save the dispossessed party, asin
this case, from further damage during the pendency of the original action. The failure of respondent to attach
importance to the standard and fundamental procedure mandated by the Rule on Summary Procedure
congtitutes gross inefficiency and ignorance of the law which renders him administratively liable. This is
likewise a clear violation of Canon 3.05 of the Code of Judicial Conduct which requires "ajudge to dispose of
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the court's business promptly and decide cases within the required periods.”

This Office sent a telegram on 13 July 1998 to both Complainant and Respondent asking whether they were
amenable to submit the present case for resolution of this Court based on the pleadings at hand. No response
was received from any of them hence a follow-up telegram was sent to both on 18 August 1998. On 7
September 1998, Gallego advised this Office by telegram that she is amenable to submit the case based on the
pleadings at hand. However, to date, despite notice, respondent has not communicated with this Office on the
matter. Since we have given him sufficient opportunity to answer our query and he has chosen not to, we
believe we can interpret this to mean his acquiescence that the case now be resolved.

We agree with the findings of the OCA but we consider the sanction imposed on respondent judge not
commensurate to the gravity of the offense committed.

It bears repeating that the public's faith and confidence in the judicial system depends, to a large extent, on the
judicious and prompt disposition of cases and other matters pending before the courts.[3] "The failure of a judge
to decide a case within the reglementary period constitutes gross dereliction of duty. The gravity of this offense
depends on several factors, including the number of cases not decided on time, the damage suffered by the parties
as a result of the delay, and the presence of other aggravating and mitigating circumstances."[4] As we
emphatically stated in Sanchez v. Vedtil:[5] yacats

This Court has constantly impressed upon judges the need to decide cases promptly and expeditiously, for it
cannot be gainsaid that justice delayed is justice denied. Delay in the disposition of cases undermines the
people's faith and confidence in the judiciary. Hence, judges are enjoined to decide cases with dispatch. Their
failure to do so constitutes gross inefficiency and warrants the imposition of administrative sanction on
them.[6]

Rule 3.05 of Canon 3 enjoins all judges to attend promptly to the business of the court and decide cases within the
time fixed by law.[7] A judge is mandated by law to render judgment not more than ninety (90) days from the
time the case is submitted for decision. This Court has held that the failure of ajudge to render the decision within
the prescribed period of ninety (90) days from the submission of a case for decision constitutes serious
misconduct, to the detriment of the honor and integrity of his office and in derogation of the speedy
administration of justice.[8] Inability to decide a case within the required period is not excusable and constitutes
grossinefficiency.[9] haideem

As pointed out by the OCA, complainant completed the presentation of her evidence as early as January 1996.
The resulting delay on account of several resettings of the hearing allowed by the court at lengthy intervals
effectively gave the defendants seven (7) months or two hundred eight (208) days to complete their presentation
of evidence. Apparently, respondent judge allowed the defendants to practically control the proceedings in his
court through dilatory strategies. The complaint was lodged in December 1995 but no concrete action was taken
by respondent judge until July 1996.

A judge should, at al times, remain in full control of the proceedings in his sala and should adopt a firm policy
against improvident postponements - more importantly, he should follow the time limit set for deciding cases.[10]
The speedy resolution of forcible entry and unlawful detainer cases is a matter of public policy, hence, respondent
judge's inaction for seven (7) months on complainant's action rendered nugatory the whole purpose of summary
proceedings : to promote a more expeditious and inexpensive determination of cases.

We can not countenance such undue delay by a judge especially at a time when the clogging of court dockets is
still the bane of the judiciary whose present leadership has launched an all-out program to minimize, if not totally
eradicate, docket congestion and undue delay in the disposition of cases. Judges are called upon to observe utmost
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diligence and dedication in the performance of their judicial functions and duties.[11]

Being designated Acting Presiding Judge in another sala in addition to his original station is no refuge for
respondent's judge's delay in promptly deciding complainant's case. In Re: Report on the Judicial Audit of Cases
in the RTC, Br. 35, Iriga City,[12] we said that being designated Acting Presiding Judge in two (2) other salas is
insufficient reason to justify delay in deciding a case for he could have asked for an extension of the period within
which to decideit. hustisya

To reiterate, judges are bound to dispose of the court's business promptly and to decide cases within the required
period.[13] We have held in numerous cases that the failure to decide cases and other matters within the
reglementary period constitutes gross inefficiency and warrants the imposition of administrative sanctions against
the erring magistrate.[14] If they can not do so, they should seek extensions from this Court to avoid
administrative liability.[15] Pursuant to current jurisprudence[16] a fine of P10,000.00 would be more
appropriate given the prevailing facts of this case.

WHEREFORE, Judge Arturo G. Doronilais hereby found guilty of GROSS INEFFICIENCY and FINED in the
amount of P10,000.00. He is further ADMONISHED to be more circumspect in the performance of his judicial
functions and STERNLY WARNED that a repetition of the same or similar acts in the future will be dealt with
more severely.

SO ORDERED. Jksm

Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman), Puno, Kapunan, and Pardo, JJ., concur.
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