
Sirs/Mesdames: 

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 
SUPREME COURT 

Manila 

SECOND DIVISION 

NOTICE 

Please take notice that the Court, Second Division, issued a Resolution 
dated 28 February 2022 which reads as follows: 

"A.M. No. RTJ-20-2601 (Formerly OCA IPI No. 16-4604-RTJI (Joy 
Ann 0. Sese and Lerma 0. Sese v. Hon. Manuel 8. Sta. Cruz, .Jr., Presiding 
Judge, Regional Trial Court of Quezou Ci1)1, Branch 226 [RTC]). -

RESOL llT ION 

The Court NOTES the letter 1 dated March 5, 2021 of respondent Presiding 
Judge Manuel B. Sta. Cruz, Jr. (respondent). manifesting that he is willing to 
submit the instant case for <lecision/rcsolution on the basis of the pleadings already 
filed, in compliance with the Resolution·•! dated Decemher 9. 2020. 

For the Court's resolution is a Complaint3 dated .T uly 22, 2016 filed by 
complainants Joy Ann 0. Sese (Joy) and Lerma 0. Sese (Lerma; collectively, 
complainants) charging respondent \-vitli Gross Ignorance of the Law, Gross 
Dereliction of Duty, and Evi.dent Bins. 

T he Fact's 

Complainants averred that Joy is the regis t(~red owner of a parcel of land 
located in Project 8, Bahay Toro, Quezon Cily. which is the subject property in an 
unlawful detainer case pending before tile Metropolitan Trial Court in Quezon 
City, B ranch 33 (MeTC)., ,,vhere she is ·the-plaintiff and spouses Jimmy Angeles 
and Ma. Lu isa Baetiong-Angeles (Spouse:;; Angeles) are the defendants.4 To 
counter the said case, Spousc-s Angeles tik\l a comp.laint for reconveyance of title 
and issuance of writ of prclimindry injunction and/or temporary restn1ining order 
before the salo of respondent.5 ln an Urder6 dated July 22, '.2.015. respondent 
granted the writ of preliminary injunction and acc(1rdingiy. enjoined complainants 

--··--- - -----·--------. 

N.ollo. p. 130. 
Id. at 128~129.· . 

Tit led · vcri ficd Complaint/Letter A fficlavit; · id. at 1-8. 
Id. at 2. 
Id. 
Id. at 83 -87. 
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from further proceeding with the ejectrnent case pending before lhe MeTC. 6n 
September I I, 2015, compla.inants fi led a motion for reconsideration of the Order 
dated July 22, 2015.7 Eager to rule on the motion, on October 27, 2015 , 
complainants fi led a Mosl Respectfu l MQtion to Resolve,8 and on December 14, 
2015, filed a Second Most .Respedful Motioi1 to Resolve.Ii However, instead of 
acting on the motions, on March 11, 2016, respondent issued an Order10 noting the 
motions and refe1Ting the case to the same comi for pre-trial after the judicial 
dispute resolution (JD.R) fa iled and thus, complainants filed a Molion to Refer 
Case to the Office of the Clerk of Court11 for re-raffling. The foregoing prompted 
complainants to file a complaint before the Office of the Court Admin istrator 
(OCA), charging respondent with Gross Jgnorancc of the Law; Gross Dereliction 
of Duty, and Evident Bias.12 

For his part, respondent contended that in several cases, the Supreme Court 
has recognized the necessity to suspend unlawful detainer proceedings in whatever 
stage these may be found to await the final judgmei\t in a more substantive case 
involving possession or ownership. With respect to the unresolved motions. 
respondent posited that he already ruled on the Motion for Reconsideration to the 
Order dated July 22, 20 I 5 in an Order dated August 30, 2016. Moreover, he stated 
that all documents pertaining to the case were only brought to his attention on 
March l 1, 2016, when the case folder was returned to the court, and thus, he . 
issued an order the same day noting the motions and setting the C<lse for pre-trial. 
During the semeslral inventory on .July 2016, it was discovered that complainants 
already filed a Comment/Opposition to the motion for reconsideration as early as 
October 5, 20 15, and thus, respondent issued the Order 13 dated August 1, 2016, 
submitting the incident for resolution. He admitted the delay and took fu ll 
responsibility for it. He explained that he is a paraplegic. and with the condition of 
his office being located in the Annex Building_ he is having a very difficult time to 
roam around his office. Moreover, despite of not having a clerk of court since July 
20 15, he struggled to manage to dispose the case assigned to him ,vith dispatch. If 
lhere might have been any lapse on his pati, the same was not, in anyway, 
purposely done to cause prejudice to cornplainants. 14 As regards the re-raffling of 
the case, respondent maintained that both parties were aware that the case shall be 
transmitted back to his court in case the JDR fai ls, as shown in the Order elated 
September 18, 2015, 15 which is in accordance with the Operations Manual for 
Dispute Resolution. 16 

The Office of the Court Administrator Report and Recommendation 

Jn its Memorandum
17 

dated October 8, 2020, the Office of the Court 
Administrator (OCA) re1.:ommended that respondent be found guilty of Gross 

Id. at 5 1-60. 
Id. at 62-63. 
Id. at 64-65. 

10 Id. at 66. 
11 Id. at 67-70. 
I? See id. at 1-8. 
13 lei. at 99. 
14 Id. at 79-80 . . 
15 Id. o.t 95. 
1
'' See id. 

17 
Id. at 120- 126. Signed by Court Administrator Jose Midas P. Marquez (now a Member of the Court) 
and Assistant Court Administrator Li l i,rn C. Rarrihal-Co. 
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Inefficiency and Delay in the Administration of Justice, and be fined in the amount 
of 'Pl 1,000.00 payable within thirty (30) days from receipt of notice, with a 
warning that the commission of the same or similar offense shall be dealt with 
more severely; and the charges for Gross Ignorance of the Law and B ias be 
dismissed for lack of merit and for being _judicial in nature. 18 

The OCA stressed that its office is in charge of administrative supervision 
of courts and is not a venue for interpretation and determination of the propriety of 
a court's order, resolution, or decision, which complainants sought in this case. 19 

With regard to the charge of Gross Ignorance of the Law, the OCA stated that 
while the charge was anchored on judicial arguments and bases, complainants 
failed to demonstrate that respondent was motivated by bad faith , fraud, 
corruption, dishonesty, or egregious errors in rendering his orders. Moreover, the 
OCA noted that complainants failed to substantiate the charge of Bias with 
substantial evidence. However, the OCA found that respondent should be 
sanctioned for delay, as it took twelve (12) months for him to rule on the motion 
for reconsideration and around ten ( l 0) months to issue his order submitting said 
pending incident, including the Motion to Refer the Case to the Office of the C lerk 
of Court, for resolution. It explained that respondent's excuses (i.e., discovery of 
the pleadings only on semestral inventory, equally important administrative and 
judicial obligations, and sheer volume of work) cannot be used as justifications to 
avoid liability.20 

The Issue Before the Court 

The issue for the Cou1i's resolution is whether or not respondent should be 
held administratively liable. 

The Court's Ruling 

After a judicious study of the case, the Court adopts the findings and the 
recommendation of the OCA except as to the recommended penalty. 

Gross ignorance of the law is the disregard of basic rules and settled 
jurisprudence. A judge may also be administratively liable if shown to have been 
motivated by bad faith , fraud, dishonesty or corruption in ignoring, contradicting 
or failing to apply settled law and jurisprudence. Though not every judicial error 
bespeaks ignorance of the law and that, if committed in good faith, does not 
warrant administrative sanction, the same applies only in cases within the 
parameters of tolerable misjudgment.21 For liability to attach for ignorance of 
the law, the assailed order, decision or actuation of the judge in the 
performance of official duties must not only be found erroneous but, most 
importantly, it must also be established that he was moved by bad faith, 
dishonesty, hatred, or some other like motive.22 (Emphases supplied) 

18 ld.at126. 
19 Id. at 123. 
10 Id. 
21 DOJ v. Judge A1islang, 791 Phil. 2 19. 227 (~O 16). 
22 Id. 
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Here, as correctly found by the OCA, complainants failed to demonstrate, 
through substantial evidence, that resporident was motivated by bad faith, fraud. 
corruption, or dishonesty in rendering the subject orders. Neither were 
complainants able to substantiate their claim of evident bias. As such, respondent 
cannot be held administratively liable for Gross Ignorance of the Law and Evident 
Bias. 

However, as also found by the OCA, respondent must be held 
administratively liable for undue delay in rendering a decision or order. 

Under R ule 3.05 , Canon 3 of the Code of Judicial Conduct, ' [a] judge shall 
dispose of the court's business promptly and decide cases within the required 
periods.' This is echoed in Section 5, Canon 6 of the New Code of Judicial 
Conduct for the Philippine Judiciary which provides that 'Li]udges shall perform 
all judicial duties, including the delivery of reserved decisions, efficiently, fairly. 
and with reasonable promptness.' 

As explained by the Court in Dulang v. Judge Regencia, 13 ' [p ]rompt 
disposition of cases is attained basically through the efficiency and dedication to 
duty of judges. If judges do not possess those traits, delay in the disposition of 
cases is inevitable to the prejudice of the litigants. Accordingly, judges should be 
imbued with a high sense of duty and responsibility in the discharge of their 
obligation to administer justice promptly. ' 24 

Here, records show that it took twelve (12) months for respondent to rule 
on · the motion for reconsideration and around ten ( 10) months to issue his order 
submitting said pending incident, including the Motion to Refer the Case to the 
Office of the Clerk of Court, for resolution. This is way beyond the reglementary 
period of ninety (90) days, within which judges must resolve motions or incidents 
pending before them. 25 As such, as the OCA properly observed, respondent is 
administratively liable for gross inefficiency and undue delay in rendering a 
decision or order, which is ·considered as a less· serious charge under Section 23 of 
Rule 140

26 
of the Rules of Court, and - during that time the OCA issued its 

recommendation - was punishable by either (a) suspension from office without 
salary and other benefits for not less than one (I) month nor more than three (3) 
months; or (b) a fine of more than Pl0,000.00 but not exceeding P20,000.00.27 As 
such, the OCA recommended a penalty of fine in the amount of P l J ,000.00. 

This notwithstanding, the Court deems it proper to mitigate the penalty by 
lowering the fine to P9,000.00, in view of humanitarian considerations. Among 
others, respondent has asserted that his health condition (i.e., being a paraplegic), 
direly affecled the performance of Ii.is work. Further, as per existing case law, 
'humanitarian considerations' may include remorse and acknowledgment of 
guilt, 

28 
which respondent has expressed in the case at bar. Thus, a fine in the 

amount of P9,000.00 is reasonable to be imposed. 

2
' 734 Phi I. 559, 566 (20 14). 

24 Id. 
15 

See ti tty. Esturas v . .Judge Lu, A.M. No. RT.I- I 1-2281. September 16, 20 I 9. 
:G See A.M. No. 18-01-05-SC, promulgated on October 2, 201 8. 
27 

Pursuant to A.M. No. 2 1-03- 17-SC, the fine provided in Section 25, paragraph B of Rule 140 o f the 
Revised Ku !es of Court is increased to ' not less than F'35.000.00 but not exceeding-PI 00,000.00. ' 

28 
(See Cuchn v. Naya. A.M. No. RTJ- 19-2564, December 10. 2019: /\4ahinav ,·. Daomi/as, Jr. , 833 Ph il. 
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WHEREFORE, the Court finds respondent Presiding Judge Manuel B. 
Sta. Cruz, Jr. of the Regional Trial Court of Quezon City, Branch 226 GUILTY of 
Gross Inefficiency and Delay in the Administration of Justice, and is thus meted 
with a FINE in the amount of P9,000.00, payable within thirty (30) days from 
receipt of notice, with a STERN WARNING that a repetition of the same or 
similar offense shall be dealt with more severely. The charges of Gross Ignorance 
of the Law and Evident Bias are hereby DISMISSED for lack of meri t. 

SO ORDERED." (Marquez, J., no parL due to his prior part1c1pation as 
Court A~ministrator; ·D imaampao, J., designated additional member per R.aflle 
dated February 23, 2022.) 

HON . RAUL B. VILLANUEVA (x) . · 
Office of the Court Administrator 

HON. D EPUTY COURT ADMINISTRATOR 
Jenny Lind Aldecoa-Delorino (x) 
Leo T. Madrazo (x) 

ASSISTANT COURT ADMINISTRATOR 
Hon. Lilian C. Baribal-Co (x) 
Hon. Maria Regina Adoracion 
Filomena M. Ignacio (x) 

Legal Office (x) 
Court Management Office (x) 
Financia l Management Office (x) 
Docket & C learance Division (x) 
Office of Administrative Services (x) 
Office of the Court Administrator 
Supre me Court, Mani la 

JUDICIAL AND BAR COUN C IL SECRETARIAT (x) 
Supreme Court, Mani la 

By authority of the Court: 

6 
INOTUAZON 
k of Court ",$p, 

2 9 MAR 2()72 

JOY ANN 0. SESE AND LERMA 0. SESE (reg) 
Complainants 
Bagong Pag-asa Subdivision, Brgy. San Vicente 
Apa lit, Pampanga 

HON. MANUEL B. STA CRUZ, JR. (reg) 
Presiding Judge 
Regional Trial Court, Branch 226 
Q uezon C ity 

PUBLIC fNFORMATION OFFICE (x) 
LIBRARY SERVICES (x) 
[For uploading pursuant to A.M. No. 12-7-SC] 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ATTORNEY (x) 
OFFICE OF THE REPORTER (x) 
PHILIPPINE JUDIC IAL ACADEMY (x) 
Supreme Court, Manila 

Please notify the Court of any clumge i11 your address. 
AM RTJ-20-2601. 02/28/2022(95)URES 
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