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PER CURIAM:

Before this Court is a verified letter-complaint, dated April 20, 1993, filed by complainant Bonifacio I. Guintu
charging respondent Judge Aunario L. Lucero of the 13th Municipa Circuit Trial Court (MCTC) of
Alilem-Sugpon, llocos Sur (as then Presiding Judge of the 12th MCTC, Tagudin-Suyo, llocos Sur) with culpable
failure to decide a case within the 90-day reglementary period. Complainant was the complaining witness in a
case for grave oral defamation (People vs. Serafin R. Battad, Criminal Case No. 2105) filed before the MCTC of
Tagudin-Suyo which was then presided over by respondent judge.

Complainant avers that the aforecited crimina case was submitted for decision, after trial on the merits, on
October 25, 1988. On January 24, 1989, he personally inquired about the status of the case and respondent judge
told him that "I could not expedite the promulgation of the decision because we are short of typewriter." On June
30, 1989, when complainant again followed up the matter, respondent judge told him "Mr. Guintu, you should
understand that there are many criminal cases being filed with this Office and that | could not give preferential
attention to your case. One thing more, | am in the process of correcting stenographic transcriptions.”

This prompted complainant to bring the matter to the attention of the Office of the Court Administrator through a
letter dated July 7, 1989.[1] Accordingly, in a 1st Indorsement dated July 12, 1989 by then Deputy Court
Administrator Juanito C. Ranjo, complainant’s letter was referred to respondent judge for appropriate action and
"requesting assistance towards the expeditious disposition of Criminal Case No. 2105 which was submitted for
decision on October 25, 1988." Respondent judge was further directed to "return by indorsement these papers
with the action taken therein within ten (10) days from receipt hereof."[2]

When after the lapse of amost five (5) months respondent still had not acted on the case, complainant sent
another follow-up letter dated January 25, 1990 to then Deputy Court Administrator Juanito C. Ranjo. The latter
thereafter sent afirst tracer letter dated February 6, 1990 to respondent judge, inviting the latter’ s attention to the
1st Indorsement of July 12, 1989, with a warning that "preferential attention is hereby enjoined. Failure to do so
will constrain usto bring this matter to the attention of the Honorable Court."[3]

On March 15, 1990, respondent judge sent a 2nd Indorsement informing the Deputy Court Administrator that "the
decision in Criminal Case No. 2105 has been personally written and drafted by the Presiding Judge and the fina
copy of the same, as edited and revised by him personadly, is being personaly finalized and would soon be
promulgated.”[4] (Italics ours)

Despite such assurance, however, the case obviously remained dormant for a long period of time because on
August 20, 1992, or more than two (2) years after respondent’s last written communication with the Office of the
Court Administrator, complainant sent another letter addressed this time to Chief Justice Andres R. Narvasa
stating that, despite several follow-ups and requests for the immediate resolution of his case, the same had
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remained pending for three (3) years, nine (9) months and twenty-four (24) days from the date it was deemed
submitted for decision.

Said letter was subsequently referred to respondent judge, in a 1st Indorsement of former Deputy Court
Administrator Juanito A. Bernad dated September 9, 1992, for appropriate action within ten (10) days from
receipt thereof.[5] In his letter-reply dated November 16, 1992, respondent judge manifested that "the decision in
Criminal Case No. 2105 entitled ‘People vs. Serafin Battad’ is undergoing finalization (editing, retyping, and
rechecking of authorities cited) in time to be included for promulgation in the December calendar of the 12th
Municipal Circuit Trial Court, Tagudin-Suyo Circuit, Province of Ilocos Sur."[6]

Respondent judge again reneged on his undertaking, as a consequence of which then Deputy Court Administrator
Bernad, apparently realizing the futility of it all, decided to refer the aforestated administrative complaint to this
Court, with the recommendation that respondent judge be required to comment thereon. On May 31, 1993, the
Court issued a resolution requiring respondent judge to file his comment within ten (10) days from notice.
Respondent judge twice moved for extension of time totaling ten (10) days from expiration of the reglementary
period within which to file comment,[7] which motions were granted in the Court’s resolution of August 11,
1993.

Considering that the 10-day extended period had lapsed without a comment having been filed by respondent
judge, another resolution was issued by the Court on November 24, 1993, requiring respondent judge to show
cause why he should not be disciplinarily dealt with or held in contempt for failure to file comment as ordered in
the resolution of May 31, 1993, and to comply with said resolution, both within ten (10) days from notice.

For almost a year, that show-cause order, as well as the resolution of May 31, 1993, remained unheeded. In
exasperation, on March 21, 1994, the Court "resolved to impose upon respondent Judge Lucero a fine of P500.00
payable to this Court within ten (10) days from notice hereof or to suffer imprisonment of five (5) days if such
fine is not paid within the prescribed period" and, for the third time, "to require him to comply with the resolution
of May 31, 1993 by submitting to this Court also within ten (10) days from notice hereof, his comment on the
administrative complaint."[8] The fine was paid on May 2, 1994, but no comment was filed.

On May 11, 1994, this Court received a telegraphic motion from respondent judge requesting an extension of
fifteen (15) days from May 5, 1994 to file comment due to the death of hisfather.[9] On May 17, 1994, the Office
of the Court Administrator received another letter from respondent judge, dated April 25, 1994, requesting for an
extension of at least ten (10) days from expiry date on the ground that he had yet to receive his salary for the first
half of April and that he was preparing a resolution in connection with a criminal case filed with the Court.[10]
Consistent with his nonfeasance in the previous incidents, these representations of respondent judge never
materialized.

Once again, in a resolution dated January 11, 1995, respondent judge was required for the fourth time to fully
comply with the resolution of March 21, 1994 by submitting, within ten (10) days from notice, his comment on
the administrative complaint. Also, once again, nothing was received or heard from respondent judge.

In a letter dated February 25, 1995 and received by this Court on March 17, 1995, complainant Bonifacio |I.
Guintu requested information "on any further action taken in the present case, it appearing that the latest action
taken on the matter is the resolution of March 21, 1994."[11] Accordingly, the Clerk of Court of the Second
Division replied in a letter to the complainant dated April 21, 1995, apparently with a copy thereof furnished to
respondent judge, informing the former that the case was still awaiting the comment of said respondent.[12] A
handwritten note appearing thereon indicates that respondent judge personally received his copy of said letter on
June 27, 1995.
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Another show-cause-and-comply order was issued by the Court on July 3, 1995, on which respondent judge again
reguested and was granted an extension of ten (10) days within which to file his comment. On February 26, 1996,
complainant Guintu filed an Urgent Motion to Resolve the present administrative case. A third
show-cause-and-comply order was issued by the Court on March 13, 1996, after which the case referred to this
Office of the Court Administrator for appropriate action, report and recommendation.

In a Memorandum dated April 17, 1996, Deputy Court Administrator Bernardo P. Abesamis recommended that
respondent judge be dismissed from the service with forfeiture of al benefits and disqualification from
reinstatement or appointment to any public office including government-owned or controlled corporations. In the
meantime, another telegraphic motion was received by the Court wherein respondent judge requested an
extension until the middle of June within which to comply.

To recall, the criminal case was due for decision as early as January 25, 1989, this administrative matter
commenced on July 7, 1989, and appropriate action or comment was first required from respondent judge on July
12, 1989. Yet, up to the present, the decision and the comment are nowhere in sight. It is evident, therefore, that
up to this late hour respondent judge has not as yet made any decision in Criminal Case No. 2105, for none has
been submitted or presented nor has any manifestation to that effect been made before this Court.

It has repeatedly been held that delay in resolving motions and incidents pending before a judge within the
reglementary period of ninety (90) days fixed by the Constitution and the law is not excusable and constitutes
gross inefficiency.[13] The judge is likewise guilty of a violation of Rule 3.05, Canon 3 of the Code of Judicia
Conduct which mandates that a magistrate shall dispose of the court’s business promptly and decide cases within
the required periods.

This Court cannot countenance such undue delay of a judge especially now when there is an all-out effort to
minimize, if not totally eradicate, the twin problems of congestion and delay which have long plagued our courts.
Thus, judges are called upon to exercise the utmost diligence and dedication in the performance of their duties. A
member of the bench cannot pay mere lip service to the 90-day requirement for deciding a case but should, in fact,
persevere in its implementation. The people's faith in the administration of justice would be greatly impaired if
decisions are long in coming, more so from trial courts which, unlike collegiate tribunals where there is a need for
extended deliberations, could be expected to act with dispatch.[14] Respondent judge knew or should have known
that if his caseload absolutely prevented the disposition of a case or cases within the reglementary period, al he
had to do was to request from this Court a reasonable extension of time to dispose of the cases involved.[15]

Worse, respondent judge continually failed to comply with the various orders of this Court requiring him either to
file his comment or to show cause and comply. This contumacious conduct and his blatant disregard of the
Court’s mandate should merit no further compassion. Respondent’s continued refusal to abide by the lawful
directives issued by this Court can mean no less than his own utter lack of interest to remain with, if not his
contempt of, the system to which he has all along pretended to belong.[16] His conduct in these incidents over the
years amounts to studied defiance and downright insubordination.

In the case of Longboan vs. Hon. Poalig,[17] the respondent judge therein was dismissed from the service for his
repeated failure to comply with the orders of the Court and which held that:

"After acareful perusal of the records of the instant administrative case coupled with painstaking deliberations,
we are convinced that the respondent judge’s continued silence as to the status of Civil Case No. 641 despite
repeated written queries from one of the parties, his failure to reply to the tracers of the Office of the Court
Administrator, and his willful disobedience and disregard to our show-cause resol utions constituted grave and
serious misconduct affecting his fitness and the worthiness of the honor and integrity attached to his office.
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Once again, we hold with great emphasis that the judge is the visible representation of the law of justice. From
him, the people draw their will and awareness to obey the law.

"How can the respondent judge expect others to respect the law when he himself cannot obey orders as simple
as the show-cause resolution?"

We likewise note the sarcastic tone of respondent’s second indorsement dated March 15, 1990 wherein he
emphasized that he was personally writing, editing and finalizing the decision for promulgation, implying that
other members of the judiciary do not do so personally. Respondent judge ought to know that decision-making,
among others, is the primordial and most important duty of a member of the judiciary. He cannot, therefore, boast
that he is the one personally preparing and drafting the much delayed decision, thereby giving the false impression
that he is giving complainant’s case preferential treatment when, in truth and in fact, that is precisely what is
mandated and expected of him with regard to all cases pending in his court. It goes without saying that since heis
not authorized to relegate this duty to his court personnel, he has no reason to underscore that fact.

WHEREFORE, respondent Judge AUNARIO L. LUCERO is hereby DISMISSED from the service with
forfeiture of al his accrued retirement benefits, leave and other privileges, if any, and with prgjudice to
re-employment in any branch, agency or instrumentality of the government, including government-owned or
controlled corporations. This judgment isimmediately executory.

SO ORDERED.

Narvasa, C.J., Padilla, Regalado, Davide, Jr., Romero, Melo, Puno, Vitug, Kapunan, Mendoza, Francisco,
Panganiban, and Torres, Jr., JJ., concur.

Bellosillo and Hermosisima, Jr., JJ., are on leave.
[1] Rallo, 10.
[2] Ibid., 12.
[3] Ibid., 15.
[4] Ibid., 16.
[5] Ibid., 18.
[6] Ibid., 19.
[7] Ibid., 21-22.
[8] Ibid., 25.
[9] Ibid., 26.
[10] Ibid., 29.
[11] Ibid., 35.
[12] Ibid., 39.

[13] Ubarra vs. Tecson, A.M. No. R-4-RTJ, January 17, 1985, 134 SCRA 4; Cruz vs. Basa, A.M. No.
MTJ91-598, February 9, 1993, 218 SCRA 551; Ancheta vs. Antonio, A.M. No. MTJ91-560, March 11, 1994,
231 SCRA 75.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 6
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. MTJ-93-794. August 23, 1996

[14] Sabitsana, Jr. vs. Villamor, etc., RTJ No. 90-474, October 4, 1991, 202 SCRA 435.
[15] Cruz vs. Basa, supra, fn. 13.

[16] Parane vs. Reloza, A.M. No. MTJ-92-718, November 7, 1994, 238 SCRA 1.

[17] A.M. No. R-704-RTJ, June 14, 1990, 186 SCRA 557.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. MTJ-93-794. August 23, 1996

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 6
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



