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Title: Concerned Trial Lawyers of Manila vs. Judge Lorenzo B. Veneracion

Facts:
The case concerns retired Judge Lorenzo B. Veneracion of Branch 47, RTC Manila, facing
consolidated administrative complaints. The complaints involved allegations of misconduct,
inefficiency, and tardiness, primarily in handling cases for declaration of nullity of marriage
and inefficiency in court management.

1. **Complaint by Concerned Trial Lawyers – February 8, 1999**: The Office of the Court
Administrator  (OCA)  received  allegations  of  misconduct  and  tardiness  against  Judge
Veneracion.  The  complaint  alleged  his  reluctance  in  granting  petitions  for  nullity  of
marriage, focusing on technicalities, and encouraging Bible reading during proceedings.

2.  **First  Indorsement  –  September  20,  1999**:  OCA  referred  the  complaint  for
investigation,  which revealed that Judge Veneracion encouraged Bible readings and 27
cases for nullity were withdrawn.

3.  **Judge  Veneracion’s  Comment  –  October  21,  1999**:  He  denied  the  allegations,
asserting the benefit  litigants expressed from Bible readings.  Furthermore,  cases were
withdrawn primarily by Atty. Simbillo, whom Judge Veneracion previously asked to amend
his petition for annulment.

4. **Judicial Audit Report – June 2000**: An audit and inventory highlighted inefficiencies in
case  management,  including  delays  in  decision-making,  unissued  warrants,  unserved
summons, and overall poor case tracking and docket management in Branch 47.

5. **Judge Veneracion’s Response**: He cited personnel shortages, heavy caseload due to
Branch  47’s  special  assignments,  and  a  mild  stroke  affecting  his  performance  and
necessitating reliance on stenographic notes.

Issues:
1. Whether Judge Veneracion engaged in misconduct and inefficiency in handling annulment
cases and with general court management.
2. Whether his practice of reading Bible verses in court hearings constituted inappropriate
judicial behavior.
3. The appropriateness of sanctions in light of these allegations, considering his request for
optional retirement.
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Court’s Decision:
1. **Misconduct Charge Dismissal**: The Court found no sufficient evidence of misconduct
in  Judge  Veneracion’s  Bible  readings  or  tardiness.  His  approach  to  encourage  Bible
reflection didn’t interfere with his judicial functions, given no litigants were compelled and
some expressed appreciation.

2.  **Gross  Inefficiency  Finding**:  The  Court  found  Judge  Veneracion  liable  for  gross
inefficiency due to his failure to decide cases within the reglementary period. It highlighted
the  necessity  of  efficient  case  management,  referencing  unfiled  case  resolutions  and
lackluster docket organization.

3. **Sanction and Retirement**: Imposing an administrative fine of P11,000 deducted from
his  retirement  benefits,  the  Court  acknowledged  procedural  inefficiencies  warranted
corrective action but refrained from punitive retirement conditions.

Doctrine:
– Judges have a duty to perform judicial duties efficiently, reflecting public faith in judiciary
competence.
–  Gross  inefficiency,  exemplified  by  delayed  decisions  beyond  constitutional  deadlines,
warrants administrative sanctions.
– Judges are entitled to personal beliefs, but must ensure these do not interfere with judicial
duties or inject perceived bias into proceedings.

Class Notes:
–  Elements  of  Gross Inefficiency:  Delay beyond prescribed case decision periods,  poor
docket management, failure to act on pending case actions/requests.
–  Canonical  Rule:  Section  6,  Canon  4  –  Judges  express  personal  beliefs  without
compromising judicial function.
– Constitutional Mandate: Article VIII, Section 15(1), 1987 Constitution – Decision timelines
for courts (three months for trial courts).

Historical Background:
This case reflects tension in the Philippine judiciary over personal belief impact in judicial
conduct and underscores the priority for judicial efficiency. It was pivotal in emphasizing
administrative accountability among judges while respecting individuals’ rights to personal
belief  expression,  striking  a  balance  between  religious  freedom  and  secular  judicial
responsibility.


