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THIRD DIVISION

[ A.M. No. RTJ-02-1704 (formerly A.M. No. 01-10-
569-RTC), March 18, 2003 ]

OFFICE OF THE COURT ADMINISTRATOR, COMPLAINANT, VS.
JUDGE TOMAS B. NOYNAY, REGIONAL TRIAL COURT, BRANCH

23, ALLEN, NORTHERN SAMAR, RESPONDENT.
  

D E C I S I O N

PANGANIBAN, J.:

Delay in the rendition of judgments diminishes the people’s faith in our judicial
system. If, for some valid reasons, judges cannot comply with the deadlines
prescribed by law, they should apply for extensions of time to avoid administrative
sanctions.

The Case and the Facts

This administrative case stems from a Certification[1] dated July 13, 2001, written
by Judge Salvador L. Infante of the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 23, Allen,
Northern Samar. He reported therein that at least 56 criminal and civil cases[2] had
been left undecided by Judge Tomas B. Noynay, the former acting presiding judge of
the same RTC. Of the 56 cases, 22 remain in the possession of the latter, while 34
are in the custody of the RTC clerk of court.

Prior to his optional retirement on December 21, 2000 -- approved by this Court’s
First Division in its Resolution dated July 25, 2001[3] -- Judge Noynay served as the
regular presiding judge of the RTC of Laoang, Northern Samar, Branch 21; and as
acting presiding judge of the RTC of Allen, Northern Samar, Branch 23.

When Judge Infante assumed his duties and functions as the regular judge of the
RTC of Allen, Northern Samar, Branch 23, on February 1, 2000, he made an
inventory of the cases he inherited from Judge Noynay. On April 13, 2001, he issued
the aforesaid Certification.

In a letter dated September 17, 2001,[4] Judge Noynay submitted a Certification,[5]

this time issued by Atty. Emerenciana O. Manook, clerk of court of the RTC of Allen,
Northern Samar, Branch 23. The Certification stated that respondent judge had
already turned over to Atty. Manook all the records of the criminal and the civil
cases in the former’s possession, except those of Criminal Case No. A-1264, which
had been misplaced. However, photocopies of the complete records of that case,
which was on file with the Office of the Public Prosecutor, is now in the possession of
the clerk of court.

In a Report[6] dated October 9, 2001, the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA)



directed Judge Noynay to explain, among others, why a portion of his retirement
benefits should not be forfeited as a result of his failure to decide the 56 cases.

In his Explanation[7] dated December 3, 2001, respondent gave several reasons
why he had failed to decide the cases during his stint as acting presiding judge. We
reproduce his Explanation as follows:

“(1) That the undersigned Acting Presiding Judge of RTC, Branch 23,
Allen, N. Samar had inherited more or less twenty (20) cases from then
retired Judge Clemente C. Rosales[,] the regular Presiding Judge of RTC,
Branch 23, Allen, N. Samar;

 

“(2) That the district of RTC, Branch 23, Allen N. Samar covers seven (7)
municipalities with only one (1) RTC, Branch 23 as compared to the
district of Catarman RTC which covers eight (8) municipalities with two
(2) RTC Courts and the district of Laoang RTC, all of Northern Samar
which covers nine (9) municipalities with also two (2) RTC Courts. x x x;

 

“(3) Pressure of work – considering the heavy turn out or load of cases x
x x;

 

“(4) [I]ntermittent electrical brownouts;
 

“(5) [H]ealth and/or physical indisposition due to age and the
undersigned operation of both eyes at the Chong Hua Hospital, Cebu City,
with doctor’s advice not to overburden them (eyes) x x x;

 

“(6) Sometimes when reading/studying, undersigned suffers mental
blackout.”[8]

 
Findings and Recommendations of the OCA

 

In its April 17, 2002 Memorandum to the chairman[9] of the Third Division of this
Court, the OCA belittled respondent’s explanation for his failure to resolve the 56
cases. It explained: “When health condition, heavy workload, or other factors hinder
[judges], it is incumbent upon them to request the Court through this Office x x x
additional time to decide the cases which they could not reasonably act upon and
decide.”[10] Without any justifiable reason, respondent failed to do so.

 

In addition, the OCA found that this was the second time he had been asked to
explain his delay in rendering decisions. As to the lost records of Criminal Case No.
A-1264, his negligence may be tempered. After all, he was able to secure a copy of
those records and to immediately turn them over to the clerk of court, resulting in
no actual prejudice reported.

 

Since respondent had already retired from the service, the OCA recommended
leniency in the penalty to be imposed: a fine in the amount of P25,000, which would
be taken from the P100,000 ordered withheld from his retirement benefits in this
Court’s Resolution dated October 24, 2001.[11]

 

This Court’s Ruling
 


