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PUNO, J.:

In asworn complaint dated December 28, 1993, complainant Bank of the Philippine Islands thru its counsel, Atty.
Alfonso B. Verzosa, charged respondent Judge Joselito Sd. Generoso, Presiding Judge, Metropolitan Trial Court
(MeTC), Branch 34, Quezon City with gross inefficiency and neglect of duty for his failure to render his decision
in Civil Case No. 5447[1] within the thirty-day period prescribed by the Revised Rules on Summary
Procedure.[2]

The records show that on February 17, 1992, complainant filed a complaint for Unlawful Detainer against a
certain Salve de Jesus docketed as Civil Case No. 5447 and raffled to Branch 34 of the MeTC presided by
respondent judge. At the pre-trial conference, the parties failed to settle amicably their case. They were given ten
(10) days to submit their position papers, affidavits of witnesses, and other evidence. The case was then deemed
submitted for resolution.

Civil Case No. 5447 was submitted for decision on August 24, 1992. Four (4) motions to resolve the case were
filed on February 16, April 15, May 25, and October 18, 1993. They were |eft unheeded by respondent judge.

Complainant contends that respondent judge delayed the disposition of Civil Case No. 5447 for an unreasonable
length of time, or for one (1) year and four (4) months. It also avers that respondent judge violated Rule 3.05 of
the Code of Judicial Conduct.

In his Comment, dated April 4, 1994, respondent judge states that Civil Case No. 5447 was decided in October
1993.[3] He admits delay in the disposition of the case but claims that the delay was unintentional, thus:

XXXXXXXXX

"2. Upon receipt by the undersigned of this case, | caused a review of our records and found out that subject
case was among those cases misplaced inadvertently due to the transfer/resignation of several personnel of
MeTC, Q.C. Br. 34,

3. Due to the above, the draft of the decision was not finalized and released, until only recently;

4. The undersigned respondent would like to invite the attention of this Honorable Tribunal that he had been
the presiding night court judge since 1991 and had finished serving as such only last March 31, 1994,

5. Likewise, there are only thirteen (13) Metropolitan Trial Courts in Quezon City and the volume of work is
rather great;
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6. Nonetheless, the undersigned takes full responsibility for the delayed decision although there was no
slightest intention to incur such delay."[4]

In a Manifestation, complainant branded as false respondent judge's allegation that Civil Case No. 5447 has been
decided in October 1993.[5]

The records show that in a Decision dated March 4, 1994, respondent judge dismissed the complaint for lack of
cause of action and ordered complainant to maintain the defendant in possession of the premises, to desist from
committing further acts, and to pay the costs of suit.[6]

We find merit in the administrative complaint.

Speedy resolution of unlawful detainer cases is a matter of public policy. Section 10, Rule Il of the Revised Rules
on Summary Procedure provides that the court shall render judgment within thirty (30) days after the receipt of
the last affidavit and position paper, or the expiration of the period for filing the same. Rule 3.05 of Canon 3 of
the Code of Judicial Conduct further admonishes all judges to dispose of the court's business promptly and decide
cases within the periods fixed by law.[7] These requirements implement section 16, Article |11 of the Constitution
which provides that "All persons shall have the right to a speedy disposition of their cases before all judicial,
quasi-judicial, or administrative bodies." Delay in the disposition of cases erodes the faith and confidence of our
people in the judiciary, lowersits standards, and bringsit into disrepute.[8]

Respondent judge's explanation of his delay in deciding Civil Case No. 5447 is unacceptable. He did not notify
this Court of his supposed predicament. Nor has he asked for an extension of time to decide Civil Case No. 5447.
Indeed, he was insensitive to complainant's four (4) motions for early resolution of the case. A judge is expected
to ensure that the records of cases assigned to his sala are safe and intact. The proper administration and
management of respondent judge's branch is his obligation and his staffs are not the guardians of his
responsibilities.[9] He should have anticipated the problems attendant to the transfer or resignation of his staffs.
He should have taken the necessary precautions to eliminate the possibility of loss or misplacement of records
during such transfer or resignation. His omission to discharge this basic obligation proves his inefficient and
disorderly system.

The lapse of one (1) year and six (6) months from the time Civil Case No. 5447 was submitted for decision until it
was actually resolved and promulgated is too long to be ignored. The delay hinders our efforts to eradicate docket
congestion and frustrates the purpose of the Revised Rules on Summary Procedure. It contributes to the growing
perception that speedy justiceisan illusion in thisjurisdiction.

But that is not all. Respondent judge alleged in his Comment that Civil Case No. 5447 was decided in October
1993. The allegation is a misrepresentation, an aggravation of his fault in delaying the disposition of the
aforementioned case. Making false representation is a vice which no judge should imbibe. As the judge is the
visible representation of the law and, more importantly of justice, he must, therefore, be the first to abide by the
law and weave an example for the othersto follow.[10]

IN VIEW HEREOF, we hold that respondent Judge Joselito Sd. Generoso is guilty of serious misconduct for his
failure to render the decision in Civil Case No. 5447 within the prescribed period of thirty (30) days from the time
the same was submitted for decision. Accordingly, respondent judge is ordered to pay a FINE of Ten Thousand
Pesos (P10,000.00),[11] with stern warning that a repetition of the same or similar acts in the future shall be dealt
with more severely by this Court. Let a copy of this decision be attached to respondent judge's personal records.
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SO ORDERED.

Narvasa, C.J., (Chairman), Regalado, Mendoza, and Francisco, JJ., concur.

[1] Entitled, "Bank of the Philippine Islands v. Salve de Jesus."

[2] Revised Rules on Summary Procedure, Rule 1, section 10.

[3] Rollo, p. 17.

[4] Id.

[5] The Court received the Manifestation/Motion on July 15, 1994.
[6] MeTC Decision, p. 4.

[7] Re: Report on Audit and Physical Inventory of the Records and Cases in the RTC, Branch 120, Kaloocan City,
A.M. No. 94-3-115-RTC, November 21, 1994, 238 SCRA 248; Bongcaron v. Eisma, A.M. No. 94-1216, October
27,1994, 237 SCRA 793.

[8] Re: Inventory of Cases in the Regional Tria Court, Branch 11, Balayan, Batangas, A.M. No.
93-11-1311-RTC, July 26 1994, 234 SCRA 502.

[9] Supra, Re: Report on Audit of the Records and Cases in the RTC, Branch 120, Ka oocan City.
[10] See Castillov. Cortes, A.M. No. RTJ93-1082, July 25, 1994, 234 SCRA 398.
[11] Damacio Celino, v. Judge Zeus C. Abrogar, A.M. No. RTJ-95-1317, June 27, 1995.
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