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BY TIHE PRESIDE

O

IMIPANCE OF

REQUIRING  JUD

W

My Jfﬁ,l’f“ PO DISIGN .

s¢ Filed by the Solicitor (leneral
Masbate

This is en admindstrative cas
against Jud pe L

scual wantos of the Court of Pirst Instance of

Tor lous misconduct and inefficic ency in of [ice for all Ly ("L) .Jubw
mitbing monbhly statements, required for the collection of his salary
f’alml“' cer tu**mw that all proceedings, 1i hom“ petitions,
motions and cases of all kinds, ted sion or determing-

tion Tor a pe .L"ui of 90 days oy more, had bf 1determined and decided
and elgning faloe monthly rep

and (2) approvin g aig orbe of his clerk of
vt bhat responds i' d no cages 'ﬂe‘f\d‘?n'r deciad For
J’ e Chur, lnvestigated by Juctice ube (

ihe dnvestipatl
tificate in hig monbhly
14 1954 that all eases
of cach certification
during said period sever AEeieH
to wits Civil ses Nos, 140 and
and 1409 for HLL L June 1953,
Koo 4 »’7 Loy ) wusust 1953
and 432 for September,
caseas, supra, and Civil Oases
Case No. 1479 for Decembor 1953

Ly 1953 to
oY mors tor to the date
and dee Hcd by hiwm, he had
decigion for over 90 ”‘{a,ys,
Criminal Cases Noeg. 1375
supra, and ivi“f Case

s LRY

53 Hos, ;
ic wer 1953 sane civi]_
Se Y9, 300 amd 461 and Criminal |
% "'”1(.3. January 1954;° Civil Cases Nos, ‘
lw 12.2 299, 300 and 461 and Crimival Case No. 1/ L4779 for Tebruary
C first five :n,m,u, subra, for March 1954; same first five !
agen, ~:uj't» o, and Criminal @ase o, 1446 for April 1954 and Civil ‘
e los. 142, 299, 300 and 461 amd Criminal Case uo. 1LLS For !
1954,

liespondent claimed that during the period in question he shayed
cortinuously in Hasbate whereas his wife rocided in Manila; that to
ezmb_!;e.hez* to collect his salary he executed a power of attorney in
her favor ard coused to be prepared and signed, simult aneously and
in ad.vance » certificates of work co 2ted by him (New Judicial Form
No, 86), ard then forwarded the rostdated certificates to HMrs., Smtos
in Manila prior to the months to whic h the certificates referred 3
that she filed the certificates with the Den partment of Justice at
the end of the respective monthe in order to collect his salary;
that every time she was informed that 7 pondent had cases pending
decieion for more than 90 dsys she refrained from receiving or cashing
espondent's salary warrant; aml thet when respondent came to know
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4 he had cases pending decision for over 90 davs he structed
‘Tl_L@ not to collect his szlary, as in fact he did not collect
sadary for t;.e month of July 1954,
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I find I(‘UyO‘ﬂ”]GZ'Jb' explanation unsatisfactory. As Ob»;c@VCQ by
e is no evidence thabt he advised @

2

the Suprems Court, 5. Santos

ot anv bime betwecen Hay 1953 and dHay 1954 to re >frain from either
£iling his said certificates of work done or collecting his salary.

e fach that che filed those certificates and collected hig salary
for 4 pericd indicates that she had received no such advice from
he spondent., Hence the firet count has been duly proven as fourd
by the ﬂnvc*“u_uiov and the Supreme Oourt.

Ls resards the secoml count, it is not dispubed that respondent
approved the h ¥ te of his clerk of court for

and January, sruary, April
sald reports bearing the
end of the month," was

wreh 19593, which uaplied
the ond of the months

arch, July
and Jul.y off
capbion #VIT. | u‘nboz"’ oi cases I
cmup__et@,ly blank, ,mm,pi in the
that there were no cases pending
above mentioned.

| that he approved

oume, without checliing

bLha ad a statenent that uue?‘“

The @kpl&l’lﬂulbfl is nou ¢
the ’

o .
no detailed scrubiny to see whether or nov t ere we entries in the
£

ilfi\,ren'“ columng of the report, particulerly in tha Lalllnw for
s stabement of the number of cases pending decision ab the “time of

ration of such reports, He must have been aware that he
had cases long submitted and still undecided. At a zlance he should
wnow bhat the absence of any entry to that eifect, de cating that
there were no such cases, was misleading and erroneous.

JIn his
cumshbances
only one st
mm[w of hic decisions in lon
ehronic ;

investisg atbention to the cir
2 sondent was Laboriry 21+ bhe handicap of h
oy fu,phv,., so wmch so thab scuetimes h@ had to prepare

: that he has been Wu{‘!’ev‘.m; from
2, 4in view of which he has been

aving

>
<o

advi s heavy menbal exertion; that
evcept for ces involved in this case, he has shown

arded

by the press for being
“:mOT‘,Oi ionately the

warked CjL:_i_lcieflcy ol has even boesn ool
one of the ten judges of
sreatest number of decislons pifirmed courts from

1951 to 1953 and thaet, on the other | la(,L "‘z".z{'ﬁ) he was able
to hurn oub such oo am,nf' able worl, both in volume snd guality, would
seem Lo sralize his plea bhat the del in the disposition of the
cases subject of this investigation wae rdue Lo the shato of bils health

Jfo recuired
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and to his having only one stenographer.

After a careful consideration of the above circumstances, I
agree with the Supreme Court that respondent was still grossly
negligent in approving and signinz the reports of his clerk of
court. What is worse, ih signing and sending advanced certificates
of" work completed which obviously did not reflect the truth, res- .
pondent showed, as observed by the court, serious disregard not
only of the truth but also of the veracity that should characterize
official records. ‘the pravity of his acts is not minimized by his
allegation that every time lirs. Santos was informed that the res-
pondent had cases peneing decision for more than 90 days she refrained
from receiving or cashing his salary warrant. Indeed, the fact that
she cashed respondent's salary warrants for the period from May 1953
to May 1954 shows that respondent had not informed her of the pen-
dency of the cases above referred to, thus sanctioning the filing
of the false certificates in gussbion. ‘

In view of the foregoing, end it appearing that the respondent
has already been warned previously by the Supreme Court for reprehensi-
ble acts, I am constrained to take drastic action against him in the
interest of the public service.

WHEREFORE, and upon the recommerdation of the Supreme Court, Judge
Pascual Santos is hereby required to tender his resignation within
five days from receipt of copy hereof. sShould he fail to do so, he
would be considered removed from office effective on the day follow-

.

ing the expiration of said periocd.
Done in the City of Manila, this 29th day of Mawreh )

in the year of Qur Lord, ninebeen hundred and fifty-seven, and of

the Independence of the Philippines, the eleventh.
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