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HON. MELCHOR E. BONILLA, PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE 16TH

MCTC, JORDAN-BUENAVISTA-NUEVA VALENCIA, PROVINCE OF
GUIMARAS, COMPLAINANT, VS. HON. TITO G. GUSTILO,

EXECUTIVE JUDGE, BRANCH 23, REGIONAL TRIAL COURT,
ILOILO CITY, RESPONDENT. 

  
R E S O L U T I O N

KAPUNAN, J.:

A judge, being a public servant who plays an indispensable role in the speedy and 
impartial delivery of justice, should organize and conduct the business of his court
with a view to prompt and convenient dispatch of court affairs.

In a sworn letter-complaint dated June 15, 1998, Judge Melchor E. Bonilla charged
Judge Tito A. Gustilo with Undue Delay in the disposition of AM No. MTJ-94-923
(Elena E. Jabaco v. Judge Melchor Bonilla, 16th MCTC, Jordan-Buenavista-Nueva
Valencia, Guimaras),[1] and Grave Abuse of Authority.

Complainant, who is respondent in the administrative case, assails respondent's
delay in resolving said case.   He cites a resolution issued by this Court dated March
23, 1998 directing respondent to conduct an investigation, report and
recommendation within sixty (60) days from receipt of the records.  Despite the
lapse of four (4) years, it is claimed that Judge Gustilo failed to submit his report
and recommendation.  Complainant further alleges that the investigation of the case
had long been terminated on August 16, 1996.[2]

In the charge of grave abuse of authority as Executive Judge, complainant avers
that respondent ordered his relief as Presiding Judge of Branch 16, MCTC, Jordan
Buenavista-Nueva Valencia, Guimaras and designated him as Acting Presiding Judge
of MTC, Barotac, Iloilo against his will and without any authority from the Supreme
Court or the Court Administrator.

Complainant asseverates that on September 8, 1995, he filed a motion to be
reinstated to his original station but the same was unacted upon by respondent
despite the Indorsement dated October 2, 1995 by then Deputy Court Administrator
Bernardo Abesamis.

Complainant contends that after the newly appointed judge of MTC, Barotac Nuevo,
Iloilo assumed office, respondent issued the Memorandum dated August 2, 1996
requiring him to decide the two (2) remaining civil cases in Barotac Nuevo. 
According to complainant, he has already decided said cases, and requested that he
be allowed to resume his office in 16th MCTC, Jordan-Buenavista-Nueva Valencia,



Guimaras considering that he has no more  work to do in Barotac Nuevo since he
has decided all the cases tried by him while detailed in said court.

Complainant maintains that all these acts of respondent have caused him so much
inconvenience, hardships and worries, having to travel a long distance from
Guimaras to Barotac Nuevo and Sara, Iloilo. For instance, on September 7, 1994
while on his way to MTC, Barotac Nuevo where he was detailed by respondent, he
met a vehicular accident where he suffered injuries.[3]

In the comment filed by respondent judge on September 23, 1998, Judge Gustilo
explained that AM No. MTJ-94-923 constitutes an administrative case filed by Elena
Jabao, Clerk of Court of 16th MCTC, Jordan Buenavista-Nueva Galencia, Guimaras,
Iloilo against Judge Bonilla of the same court, and a subsequent administrative
complaint (AM No. 95-11-125 MCTC) filed by Judge Bonilla against Clerk of Court
Elena Jabao. The case is thus a charge and countercharge between Judge Bonilla
and his Clerk of Court.[4]

On the charge of Unjust Delay, respondent justifies the delay on the fact that the 
charge and countercharge produced voluminous records, and cited the numerous
postponements by both parties including the suspension of hearing when Judge
Bonilla met a vehicular accident on September 7, 1994.[5]

Anent the charge of Grave Abuse of Authority, respondent explains that the deep-
seated resentment and misunderstanding between Judge Melchor Bonilla and his
Clerk of Court Elena Jabao, which he finds prejudicial to the service if the two were
to work together in one court, was the sole consideration which guided him in
ordering complainant's detail to other courts until the charge and countercharge
between them shall have been finally decided by the High Court.[6]

It appears that the last hearing of the case was conducted on August 16, 1996. 
Respondent finally submitted a Report and Recommendation, dated June 18, 1998
but which was actually received by the Court only on August 11, 1998.  The Report
and Recommendation was thus completed after a lapse of one (1) year and ten (10)
months from the last date of hearing of the investigation.  From the foregoing, it is
evident that a considerable period of time had lapsed before the report and
recommendation was submitted.

A judge should perform official duties honestly, and with impartiality and diligence.
[7] He should administer justice impartially and without delay.[8] A magistrate
should dispose of the court's business promptly and decide cases within the required
periods.[9] For justice delayed is often justice denied, and delay in the disposition of
cases erodes the faith and confidence of the public in the institutions of justice,
lowers standards and brings them into disrepute.[10] It has been held that every
judge must cultivate a capacity for quick decision. He must not delay by slothfulness
of mind or body, the judgment which a party justly deserves.[11] For the public trust
character of a judge's office imposes upon him the highest degree of responsibilty in
the discharge of his obligation to promptly administer justice.[12]

No less than the fundamental law requires that cases be decided with dispatch.[13]

The requirement that cases be decided within a specified period from their


