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FIRST DIVISION

[ A.M. NO. RTJ-04-1830, January 17, 2005 ]

OFFICE OF THE COURT ADMINISTRATOR, COMPLAINANT, VS.
JUDGE JAIME T. HAMOY, REGIONAL TRIAL COURT, BRANCH 130,

CALOOCAN CITY, RESPONDENT.
  

DECISION

YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

On July 11, 2003, the Office of the Court Administrator, through Deputy Court
Administrator Christopher O. Lock, issued a memorandum directing respondent
Judge Jaime T. Hamoy to:  (a) Explain within 30 days from notice his failure to
render within the mandatory period the decisions in 83 cases and the resolutions of
the motions in 13 cases; (b) Inform the OCA [1] whether the decisions in 25
criminal cases were promulgated as scheduled, [2] whether the decisions in 52
criminal cases and the resolutions on the motions in 21 cases have already been
rendered; (c) Submit copies of the decisions and/or resolutions in the
aforementioned 98 cases, if any; (d) Take appropriate action [1] on the 98 cases
which were not acted upon and/or without further settings, [2] on the 10 cases with
warrants of arrests and summons, [3] on the bail bonds of the accused in 60
criminal cases, and [4] on the 22 cases where the accused jumped bail but have
already been arraigned.[1]

Judge Hamoy received the memorandum on August 7, 2003.  On September 3,
2003, he requested for an extension of 30 days because he found it    difficult to
prepare his report “due to the daily court hearings being conducted and other
pressing matters being attended to.”[2]

Eventually, respondent submitted on September 23, 2003 his report on partial
compliance but claimed he could not fully comply with the directives within the
given time “due to the number of cases being tried everyday.”[3]  The following day,
he submitted a list of 5 cases with corresponding copies of his decisions.

On October 6, 2003, respondent submitted another report in partial compliance.  At
the same time, he requested for another 30 days extension within which to act on
the remaining pending matters.  He advanced    that despite serious efforts on his
part, he still could not fully comply with the OCA memorandum “due to the number
of cases being tried everyday.”[4]

On October 10, 2003 and October 17, 2003, respondent submitted partial reports. 
On both dates, he also informed the OCA of his failure to completely comply with its
directives “due to the number of cases being tried everyday.”[5]

On October 22, 2003,[6] October 29, 2003, respondent submitted partial reports. 



Finally, on November 19, 2003,[7] respondent submitted his final report and at the
same time furnished the OCA with copies of his decisions, orders and resolutions.

All told, respondent has fully complied although belatedly, with the OCA directives. 
In its evaluation, the OCA noted that respondent had been previously admonished
to be more efficient in the management of his docket and warned of a more severe
penalty in case of failure to decide motions and pending incidents within the
reglementary period.[8]

Thus, the OCA recommended that:  (1) the matter be re-docketed as an
administrative complaint; (2) the letters of compliance of Judge Hamoy be noted;
(3) Judge Hamoy be fined P20,000.00 for undue delay in rendering decisions in 83
cases and delay in the resolution of 13 cases with pending motions; (4) Judge
Hamoy be sternly warned to henceforth properly observe the 90-day mandatory
period within which to decide cases/motions otherwise appropriate and more
stringent disciplinary measures shall be taken; and (5) the matters treated therein
with respect to Judge Hamoy be considered closed and terminated.

A trial judge is expected to act with dispatch[9] and to dispose of the court’s
business promptly and to decide cases within the required periods.[10] The main
objective of every judge, particularly trial judges, should be to avoid delays, or if it
cannot be totally avoided, to hold them to the minimum and to repudiate manifestly
dilatory tactics.  Thus, all cases or incidents must be decided or resolved within
twelve months from date of submission by all lower collegiate courts while all other
lower courts are given a period of three months to do so.[11]    All Presiding Judges
must endeavor to act promptly on all motions and interlocutory matters pending
before their courts.[12]

Members of the bench have always been reminded that the unreasonable delay in
resolving a pending incident is a violation of the norms of judicial conduct and
constitutes a ground for administrative sanction against the defaulting magistrate.
[13] The need to decide cases promptly and expeditiously has been consistently
impressed upon judges on the principle that justice delayed is justice denied.[14]

Delay in the disposition of cases erodes the faith and confidence of our people in the
judiciary, lowers its standards and brings it into disrepute.[15] Inability to decide a
case within the required period is not excusable and constitutes gross
inefficiency[16] warranting the imposition of administrative sanctions on them.[17]

If respondent judge knew that he could not decide the cases within the
reglementary period, he should have requested for additional time to decide the
cases.  However, respondent judge never asked for an extension.  It was only after
receipt of the July 11, 2003 OCA Memorandum that he began asking for extensions. 
It appears that the requests were all belatedly filed after expiration of the 90-day
reglementary period for deciding said cases.

Undue delay in rendering a decision is a less serious charge under Section 9(1), Rule
140 of the Rules of Court, as amended, for which a fine of more than P10,000.00
but not exceeding P20,000.00 is imposable.  Hence, the fine of P20,000.00
recommended by OCA is commensurate under the    circumstances.


