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Title: Atty. Eddie U. Tamondong v. Judge Emmanuel P. Pasal

Facts:
In Cagayan de Oro City, Atty. Eddie U. Tamondong filed an administrative complaint against
Judge Emmanuel P. Pasal of Regional Trial Court (RTC) Branch 38 for gross ignorance of
the law, gross incompetence, gross inefficiency, and neglect of duty. The subject matter of
this complaint is connected to Special Civil Action No. 2013-184, Henmar Development
Property, Inc. v. Judge Michelia O. Capadocia, et. al.

1. On June 21, 2012, the heirs of Enrique Abada submitted a case for quieting of title,
recovery of possession, annulment of TCT, and annulment of extrajudicial settlement with
Atty. Tamondong’s client, Henmar Development Property Inc., at the Municipal Trial Court
in Cities (MTCC), Opol, Misamis Oriental.
2. Represented by Atty. Tamondong, Henmar filed an omnibus motion to dismiss the case on
grounds of lack of jurisdiction over the person of Henmar, lack of jurisdiction over the
subject matter, and prescription.
3. The MTCC denied Henmar’s motion on March 26, 2013. Henmar sought reconsideration,
but the motion was denied again on July 4, 2013.
4.  Henmar  escalated  the  matter  by  filing  a  petition  for  certiorari,  prohibition,  and  a
preliminary injunction seeking the dismissal of the MTCC case before the RTC, now under
Judge Pasal.
5. Judge Pasal dismissed the petition on December 23, 2013, maintaining that the MTCC
exercised its jurisdiction appropriately.
6. Henmar filed a motion for reconsideration of Judge Pasal’s dismissal. Despite the passage
of over six months, Judge Pasal had not acted on said motion.
7. Consequently, Atty. Tamondong filed the administrative complaint against Judge Pasal,
challenging  both  the  decision  and  the  undue  delay  in  resolving  the  motion  for
reconsideration.

Issues:
1.  Whether  Judge Pasal  demonstrated  gross  ignorance  of  the  law or  incompetence  in
dismissing Henmar’s petition.
2. Whether Judge Pasal is guilty of gross inefficiency or neglect of duty due to the delay in
resolving Henmar’s motion for reconsideration.

Court’s Decision:
1. On the issue of gross ignorance of the law, the Supreme Court dismissed this charge.
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Atty. Tamondong’s complaints related to matters within Judge Pasal’s judicial discretion.
Legal errors, if they occurred, should be remedied through proper judicial channels like
appeal or certiorari, not through administrative measures absent proof of malice or bad
faith.
2. The charge of gross inefficiency and neglect of duty was upheld. The Court found Judge
Pasal responsible for a delay in resolving the motion for reconsideration, far exceeding the
30-day  period  mandated  by  law.  His  failure  to  provide  an  explanation  for  this  delay
constituted a breach of his duties.

Doctrine:
1.  Administrative  proceedings  cannot  substitute  judicial  remedies  available  for  alleged
judicial errors; legal remedies through higher courts must first be pursued.
2. Judges are mandated to resolve cases within a specified timeframe. Failure without valid
reason constitutes administrative negligence or inefficiency.

Class Notes:
– Elements impacting judicial administrative cases:
– Gross ignorance of the law requires evidence of clearly erroneous and deliberate decisions
unattributable solely to legal error.
– Gross inefficiency pertains to unexplained delays breaching legal timeframes.

Pertinent Legal Provision (for gross inefficiency):
– Rule 37, Section 4 of the Rules of Court: Motions for new trial or reconsideration must be
resolved within 30 days.

Historical Background:
The context  revolves  around the  principle  of  judicial  efficiency  in  the  Philippine  legal
system. Issues of  jurisdiction and procedural  compliance remain pivotal  in adjudicative
processes, emphasizing the judiciary’s role in fair and timely justice delivery. This case
underscores the balance between exercising judicial discretion and adhering to procedural
mandates to avert potential administrative accountability.


