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TINGA, J.:

This is an administrative complaint filed against respondents Judge Fransciso S. Lindo (Judge Lindo), Presiding
Judge of Metropolitan Trial Court (MeTC), Branch 55, Judge Edison F. Quintin (Judge Quintin), Presiding Judge
of MeTC, Branch 56, and Fe Brenda J. Travino (Ms. Travino), Branch Clerk of Court of MeTC Branch 55, al of
Malabon City, for Dishonesty; Gross Misconduct; Gross Ignorance of the Laws, Rules and Procedures; Violation
of Section 3(e) of Republic Act No. 3019 (Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act); Violation of Articles 171, 172,
206 and 220 of the Revised Penal Code; and Violations of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Canons of Judicial
Ethics and the Code of Professional Responsibility in relation to Civil Case No. JL00-128 (the Civil Case) for
damages entitled "Remberto C. Kara-an v. Hector Villacorta, et al."

In a Complaint-Affidavit[1] dated 8 March 2004, complainant Remberto C. Kara-an aleges that respondent Judge
Lindo issued an Order[2] dated 6 March 2002 voluntarily inhibiting himself from trying the Civil Case. On even
date, the order of inhibition was transmitted to and was received by Branch 56, presided over by respondent Judge
Quintin who was then the Executive Judge of Malabon MeTC.[3]

Complainant claims that although Judge Quintin's office received a copy of Judge Lindo's order of inhibition on
the same date, Judge Quintin did not take any action thereon until 3 February 2004.[4] Complainant contends that
Judge Quintin violated his constitutional right to a speedy disposition of his case within three (3) months from 6
March 2002, citing Section 16, Article Il and Section 15 (1) of Article VIII of the 1987 Philippine
Congtitution.[5]

Complainant moreover alleges that Judge Lindo and Ms. Travino violated Articles 207 (malicious delay in the
administration of justice) and 220 (illegal use of public funds or property) of the Revised Penal Code. He avers
that it took Judge Lindo and Ms. Travino from 6 March 2002 to 28 January 2004 to transmit the records of the
case from Branch 55 to Branch 56 upon Judge Lindo's inhibition.[6]

Complainant also assails the Order dated 6 March 2002 issued by Judge Lindo and the Order dated 3 February
2004 issued by Judge Quintin for treating the motion to dismiss filed by the defendants in the Civil Case as a
"pending incident" even if said motion does not contain any notice of hearing and is therefore a mere scrap of

paper.[7]

Complainant aleges that when the respondent judges committed the illegal acts, they took advantage of their
positions and illegally used public funds and properties which are intended only for lawful purposes.[8]
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Complainant Kara-an thus charges the respondents with the following:

- Violation of Article 171 (falsification by public officer, employee); Article 172 (use of falsified document);
Article 206 (knowingly rendering an unjust interlocutory order or negligently rendering such interlocutory
order); Article 207 (malicious delay in the administration of justice); Article 220 (illegal use of public funds or
property), al penalized under the Revised Penal Code:

- Dishonesty and violation of the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act (R.A. No. 3019);
- Willful violation and/or gross ignorance of the law, rules and procedure;

- Violation of Supreme Court rules, directives and circulars,

- Untruthful statementsin the narration of facts which violates the lawyer's oath;

- Gross misconduct constituting violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Lawyer's Oath, Canons of Judicial
Ethics, Code of Professional Responsibility and the Canons of Professional Ethics, such as:

- Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 1, Rule 1.01- A judge should be the embodiment of competence, integrity,
probity and independence;

- Code of Judicia Conduct, Canon 1, Rule 1.02- A judge should administer justice impartialy;

- Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2, Rule 2.01- A judge should at all times promote public confidence in the
integrity and the impartiality of the judiciary;

- Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2, Rule 2.03- A judge should not allow family, social or other relationships
to influencejudicial conduct or judgment;

- Code of Judicia Conduct, Canon 3, Rule 3.09- A judge should organize and supervise the court personnel to
ensure the prompt and efficient dispatch of business, and require at all time the observance of high standards of
public service and fidelity;

- Compliance with the Code of Judicial Conduct;
- Lawyer's Oath;

- Code of Professional Responsibility, Canon 1, Rule 1.01- A lawyer should not engage in unlawful, dishonest,
immoral or deceitful conduct;

- Code of Professional Responsibility, Canon 1, Rule 10.01- A lawyer shall not do any falsehood nor consent
to the doing of any, nor shall he mislead, or alow the Court to be misled by any artifice;

- Code of Professional Responsibility, Canon 10, Rule 10.03-A lawyer shall observe the rules of procedure and
shall not misuse them to defeat the ends of justice;

- Canons of Judicial Ethics (Administrative Order No. 162) Canon 3- Avoidance of Impropriety;

- Canons of Judicial Ethics (Administrative Order No. 162) Canon 22 — Infractions of Law;

- Canons of Judicial Ethics (Administrative Order No. 162) Canon 30- Social Relations; and

- Canons of Judicial Ethics (Administrative Order No. 162) Canon 31- Summary of Judicial Obligations.

- Violation of Republic Act No. 3019, Sec. 3 (e) — " xxx causing undue injury to any party (complainant), or
giving any private party (the defendants in the Civil Case) any unwarranted benefits, advantage or preference
in the discharge of respondent's official, administrative or judicial functions through manifest partiality,
evident bad faith or gross inexcusable negligence."[9]
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Complainant prays that judgment be rendered against respondents ordering their disbarment and dismissal from
public service[10]

In his Comment[11] dated 12 April 2004, Judge Lindo avers that simultaneous with the filing of the instant
complaint, complainant filed with the Office of the City Prosecutor of Malabon a complaint aleging violation by
the respondents of Articles 171, 172, 206, 207 and 220 of the Revised Penal Code arising from Judge Lindo's
disposition of the Civil Case.[12]

Judge Lindo next states that complainant had previously filed on 26 February 2002 an administrative complaint
against Judge Lindo, Ms. Travino and Deputy Sheriff Ruben C. Tan for their acts performed in connection with
the Civil Case. The case, docketed as A.M. OCA 1.P.I.-02-5203-MTJ, was dismissed by the Second Division of
the Court on 8 September 2003.[13]

Judge Lindo avers that such acts amount to willful and deliberate forum shopping which is a ground for the
summary dismissal of the instant complaint with prejudice. He also asserts that such acts constitute direct
contempt and calls for administrative sanction.[14] Judge Lindo contends that complainant is a losing and
disgruntled litigant, acting as counsel for himself, who filed the instant unfounded and malicious case and the
criminal cases before the prosecution office to put him to shame, public ridicule or contempt.

With regard to the charge of making untruthful statements in violation of Article 171 (falsification by public
officer) of the Revised Penal Code, Judge Lindo contends, in refutation, that he cannot find any order or orders
issued by him that violate said provision.[15]

Concerning the charge of violation of Article 172 (falsification by private individual and use of fasified
documents) of the RPC, Judge Lindo asserts that the charge is not only preposterous but also without sense. Judge
Lindo also denies giving unwarranted benefits or causing injury to any person. He likewise claims that the orders
he issued in the Civil Case were in accord with law and procedure.[ 16]

Further, Judge Lindo argues that he cannot be faulted for the delayed transmittal of the records of the Civil Case.
He points to the Court's Circular No. 10, dated 22 May 1987 which states that "with respect to multiple sala
courts, only the order of inhibition shall be forwarded to the Executive Judge for appropriate action. The records
of the case shall be kept in the docket of the court concerned while awaiting instruction and/or action of the
Executive Judge thereon."[17]

Finally, Judge Lindo states that complainant should have resorted to judicial review of the orders instead of filing
the instant complaint which is not a substitute for such review.[18]

By way of a 2nd Indorsement[19] dated 14 April 2004, Judge Quintin contends that complainant's charges stem
from two (2) acts attributed to him, viz: (1) his alleged failure, as Executive Judge of MeTC, to timely act on the
order of inhibition; and (2) his issuance of an Order dated 3 February 2004 setting the Civil Case for further
proceedings, as there was a pending motion to dismiss filed by defendants which had not been acted upon by
Judge Lindo.[20]

Judge Quintin states that although the order of inhibition had been received by his office on 6 March 2002, the
same did not reach his personal attention until Judge Lindo asked him to duly act on it. Since the order could not
be located, Judge Quintin requested the transmittal of the records of the Civil Case. Upon receipt of the records on
28 January 2004, he issued the assailed Order dated 3 February 2004.[21]

Judge Quintin claims that he had no alternative but to set the Civil Case for hearing to tackle the pending motion
to dismiss. Judge Quintin maintains that even if the notice in the motion is defective for failing to state the date of
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hearing, the defect is cured by the court's cognizance thereof and by the fact that the adverse party had been
notified of the existence of the pleading.[22]

Lastly, Judge Quintin submits that there is no probable cause against him for malicious delay in the administration
of justice. For delay to be malicious, there must be a deliberate intent to inflict damage on the complainant and
there is none shown in this case.[23] Judge Quintin thus prays that the instant complaint be dismissed for lack of
merit.

For her part, Ms. Travino categorically denies all the accusations against her. She claims that the charges were
intended to harass her as the first administrative complaint had been dismissed by

the Court.[24] Ms. Travino aso stresses that she is not guilty of delay in the transmittal of the records of the Civil
Case. She had merely relied on the Circular which states that only the order of inhibition should be transmitted to
the Executive Judge.[25]

Thereafter, complainant filed his Reply and five (5) more supplemental replies reiterating his previous
submissions.

Records show that the case started when complainant, as attorney-in-fact for Teofila Beduya Cinco, filed a claim
for survivorship with the Philippine Veterans Affairs Office (PVAO). Because of the aleged delay in the
processing of Cinco's claim, complainant filed a case against Hector Villacorta, Ferdinand Paler and John Does,
with the Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for the Military, for violation of R.A. No. 3019 and R.A. No. 6713. In
August 2000, the Ombudsman dismissed the complaint for lack of probable cause.

As aresult, complainant filed the Civil Case against Villacorta and Paler of the PVAO and Alan Cafares, Rudiger
Falcis Il and Orlando Casimiro of the Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for the military. The case was raffled to
Branch 55 of the MeTC of Malabon presided over by Judge Lindo. Summonses issued by said court were served
only on Cafares, Falcis || and Casimiro. The other two defendants connected with the PVAO could not be served.
Then, Canares, Falcis |1 and Casimiro filed a motion to dismissfor lack of cause of action. The motion was set for
hearing by Judge Lindo on 1 March 2002 but complainant filed an ex-parte motion for inhibition. Judge Lindo
issued the assailed Order dated 6 March 2002 voluntarily inhibiting himself from hearing the Civil Case. The
order of inhibition was sent to and received by Branch 56 presided over by Judge Quintin. However, it appears
that Judge Quintin did not act on it until 3 February 2004, when he issued the Order of even date noting the
inhibition and setting the mation to dismiss for hearing on 5 March 2004.[26]

In its Report[27] dated 30 June 2004, the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) recommended that the instant
case be re-docketed as an administrative matter and that Judge Quintin be fined in the amount of P5,000.00 for his
delayed action on the order of inhibition. With respect to Judge Lindo, the OCA recommended that he be
reprimanded as his failure to devise an efficient recording and filing system in his sala contributed to the undue
delayed action on his inhibition. The OCA likewise recommended that Ms. Travino be fined for her falure to
report the inactive status of the Civil Case to the presiding judge.

The matter was thereafter referred to Judge Benjamin M. Aquino, Jr., Vice-Executive Judge of the RTC of
Malabon City for investigation, report and recommendation. Judge Aquino, however, failed to terminate the case
as complainant moved for his inhibition. Upon receipt of the motion, Judge Aquino voluntarily inhibited himself
from trying the administrative case. Thus, the Court referred the case to a consultant at the OCA for investigation,
report and recommendation. Justice Romulo S. Quimbo was designated as Hearing Officer of the case.[28]

In his Report dated 2 March 2007, Justice Quimbo recommended that Judge Quintin be held guilty of delay in the
resolution of the inhibition of Judge Lindo and that a fine of One Thousand Pesos (P1,000.00) be imposed on him.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 8
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. NO. MTJ-07-1674 [FORMERLY OCA I.P.I. NO. 04-1550-MTJ]. ...

Justice Quimbo further recommended that the case be dismissed against Judge Lindo and Ms. Travino.[29]

Justice Quimbo held that Judge Lindo and Ms. Travino were not under any obligation to follow up on the status of
the order of inhibition after they have duly transmitted the same to Judge Quintin.[30]

Notably, Justice Quimbo opined that respondents are "charged with alitany of imagined sins without evidence to
support the same except the vivid imagination of the complainant and his self-serving and dogmatic interpretation
of thelaw and rules."[31]

In the course of his investigation, Justice Quimbo suspected that the Civil Case may not be the only case where
complainant was appearing. A cursory look at complainant's stationery (envelop) would lead one to assume that
he is practicing law. Thus, Justice Quimbo recommended that the first level courts, particularly in Metro Manila,
be asked to report to the Court whether complainant has any other appearancesin their salas.[32]

After a careful study, the Court is of the opinion that Judge Quintin is guilty of delay in resolving the order of
inhibition.

Record reveals that Judge Lindo's order of inhibition dated 6 March 2002 was received by Judge Quintin's sala on
the same day. Records also show that no action had been taken on the order until 3 February 2004. It appears that
the order of inhibition was misplaced and could not be found as Judge Quintin required the transmittal of the

records of the Civil Case. Nevertheless, Judge Quintin cannot escape liability simply because the order was not
brought to his personal attention.

If indeed the order got lost or misplaced, Judge Quintin should have conducted an inquiry into the matter. While it
may be true that the instant he received the records of the Civil Case on 28 January 2004, he immediately issued
an order 3 February 2004, still hisinaction on the order for almost two (2) yearsis not excused.

Judge Quintin likewise cannot escape liability by ascribing blame to his court employees in that the order was
never brought to his attention. Judges are ultimately responsible for order and efficiency in their courts. They
cannot be allowed to use their staffs as shields to evade responsibility for mistakes and mishaps in the course of
the performance of judicial duties. The subordinates are not the guardians of the judges responsibilities.[33]

It is the duty of judges to devise an efficient recording and filing system in their courts to enable them to monitor
the flow of cases and to manage their speedy and timely disposition.[34] In Ricolcol v. Camarista,[35] the Court
aptly ruled:

A judge ought to know the cases submitted to her for decision or resolution and is expected to keep her own
record of cases so that she may act on them promptly. It isincumbent upon her to devise an efficient recording
and filing system in her court so that no disorderliness can affect the flow of cases and their speedy disposition.
Proper and efficient court management is as much her responsibility. She is the one directly responsible for the
proper discharge of her official functions.[36]

The Court however increases the amount of the fine imposed to Three Thousand Pesos (P3,000.00) pursuant to
jurisprudence.[37]

With respect to Judge Lindo and Ms. Travino, the Court is also of the opinion that after duly transmitting the
order of inhibition to Branch 56, they were under no obligation to inquire into its status. However, had both
closely supervised the preparation of the trial court's semestral docket reports, they would have noticed the
pending incident and would have promptly called the attention of Judge Quintin on the matter. Thus, the Court
reminds Judge Lindo and Ms. Travino of their duty to closely supervise and monitor the semestral docket
inventories to forestall future occurrences of this nature. Pertinently, the Court held in Gordon v. Lilagan:[38]
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The physical inventory of cases is instrumental to the expeditious dispensation of justice. Although this
responsibility primarily restsin the presiding judge, it is shared with the court staff. This Court has consistently
required Judges for a "continuous inventory of cases on a monthly basis so that a trial judge is aware of the
status of each case. With the assistance of the branch clerk of court, a checklist should be prepared indicating
the steps to be taken to keep the cases moving. In Juan v. Arias [72 SCRA 404 (1976)], the Court underscored
the importance of this physical inventory stressing i¢%4t is only by this that the judge can keep himself abreast
of the status of the pending cases and informed that everything isin order in his court."[39]

Finaly, the Court adopts Justice Quimbo's recommendation to require the first level courts, particularly in Metro
Manila, to report whether complainant has made any appearances therein.

WHEREFORE, respondent Judge Edison F. Quintin of Metropolitan Trial Court of Malabon, Branch 56, is
hereby found guilty of GROSS INEFFICIENCY and FINED in the amount of three thousand pesos (P3,000.00).
He is further ADMONISHED to be circumspect in the performance of his judicial functions. A repetition of the
same or similar actsin the future will be dealt with more severely.

The complaint against Judge Francisso S. Lindo Presiding Judge of Metropolitan Trial Court of Malabon, Branch
55, and Fe Brenda J. Travino Branch Clerk of Court of MeTC of Malabon, Branch 55 is DISMISSED for lack of
merit. However, they are REMINDED of their duty to diligently supervise the preparation of their semestral
docket inventories.

The First Level Courts of Metro Manila are hereby directed to report to the Court whether complainant Remberto
C. Kara-an has any other appearancesin their salas.

SO ORDERED.

Quisumbing, (Chairperson), Carpio, and Carpio-Morales, JJ., concur.
Velasco, Jr., J., No part dueto prior action in OCA.
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