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THIRD DIVISION

[ A.M. No. RTJ-02-1724, June 12, 2003 ]

RODOLFO O. MACACHOR, COMPLAINANT, VS. JUDGE ROLINDO D.
BELDIA JR., ASSISTING JUDGE, REGIONAL TRIAL COURT,
BRANCH 272, MARIKINA CITY, RESPONDENT.

RESOLUTION

PANGANIBAN, J.:

Judges should dispose of court business promptly within the period prescribed by
law, or the extended time granted them by this Court. Undue delay in resolving a
notice of appeal and a pending motion constitutes gross inefficiency.

The Case

In a sworn Complaintl!] received by the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) on
June 25, 2001, Judge Rolindo D. Beldia Jr. — assisting judge of the Regional Trial
Court (RTC) of Marikina City, Branch 272 — was charged by Rodolfo O. Macachor
with gross ignorance of the law and neglect of duty.

The Facts

In 1996, complainant and his wife were plaintiffs in a case for rescission of a
contract of sale entitled Spouses Maria Isabel Macachor and Rodolfo Macachor v.
Libella Dimaano and Unique Star Agri-business Corporation. The Complaint was
docketed as Civil Case No. 2000-611-MK before the RTC of Marikina City, Branch
272 on January 29, 2001. It was dismissed by Judge Beldia because, allegedly, no
substantial breach had been committed by defendant to warrant the rescission of
the agreement. Respondent likewise held that Defendant Libella Dimaano, as
corporate officer, could not be held personally liable, because, in issuing the check
that was subsequently dishonored, she had not exceeded her authority. Moreover,
in accordance with Section 5 of PD No. 902-A, jurisdiction over the case rested with
the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), not the regular courts.

Thereafter, plaintiffs appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA) by filing a Notice of

Appeall2] with the RTC on February 28, 2001. They paid the appellate fees on the
same day.

However, after more than three months, the Notice of Appeal remained unresolved
and the case records were not elevated to the CA. On May 22, 2001, complainant
filed with the RTC an Urgent Ex Parte Motion to Transmit Original Records to the
Court of Appeals.[3] Respondent again failed to act upon this Motion. His
intransigence impelled complainant to file this administrative case.

Complainant contends that respondent was grossly ignorant of the law, because



Section 5 of PD No. 902-A had already been repealed by RA No. 8799 (the
Securities Regulation Code on July 19, 2000). His Honor allegedly erred in
dismissing the case, because RA No. 8799 had in fact conferred jurisdiction to the
RTC over cases listed under Section 5 of PD No. 902-A. He likewise disregarded
evidence attesting to a substantial breach of the agreement. Furthermore, by his
failure to act upon the Notice of Appeal and the subsequent Motion, he violated
complainant's right to due process.

In his Comment[4] dated July 31, 2001, respondent maintained that complainant's
allegations were the proper subjects of an appeal. According to him, he should not
be administratively sanctioned for whatever errors in judgment he may have
committed. The proper remedy was an appeal of the case. However, he was silent
on the charge regarding his inaction on the Notice of Appeal and the Urgent Motion.

Report and Recommendation of the OCA

In its August 28, 2002 Report,[>] the OCA argued that respondent could not be held
administratively liable for his alleged errors of judgment. Because a judicial remedy
was available, the filing of an administrative complaint was not the appropriate
action to correct his Decision. It also also noted that complainant, as the appellant
in the appealed case, had not even filed his brief before the CA.

The OCA, however, faulted respondent with undue delay in the issuance of the Order
approving the Notice of Appeal and directing the transmittal of the case records to
the CA. He issued the Order only after the lapse of 106 days from the day the
appeal had been perfected.

Accordingly, the OCA recommended that respondent be admonished to be more
circumspect in the performance of his duties and sternly warned that a repetition of

the same or a similar act in the future would be dealt with more severely.[®]

This Court's Ruling

We agree with the OCA that respondent is guilty of gross inefficiency. However, the
recommended penalty should be modified pursuant to the Rules on the matter.

Administrative Liability of Respondent

Not every error or mistake of judges can be sanctioned unless it is soiled with fraud,
dishonesty, corruption or malice. They may not be subjected to disciplinary action
for errors of judgment unless these are shown to have been done with deliberate

intent to cause an injustice.[”]

In the same vein, disciplinary proceedings against judges do not complement,
supplement or substitute judicial remedies. Their civil, criminal and administrative
liability arising from alleged gross errors of judgment may be ascertained only after

the available judicial remedies have been exhausted and decided with finality.[8!

Respondent's alleged errors of judgment are proper subjects of an appeal.
Evidently, no final ruling on the case of complainant has been reached, because his
appeal is still pending before the CA. Thus, his contention that respondent was



