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neglect in the p

. for
erformance of duty.

’Tbe charge against respondent stemmed from the
official communication of two municipal Judges of
Bulacan, namely, Hon. Romeo A. Quilantang and Hon.
Philbert 1.

Iturralde, stating that
no less than 13 instances f

Municipal Trial Court of Obando, and for 6
settings from his court duty at the

Municipal Trial
Court of Dofia Remedios Trinidad which eventually led
to the dismissal of a criminal case.

absent in

respondent was
duty at the

rom his court

Since respondent did not elect a formal
investigation of the complaint, the same was resolved

based on the complaint filed and answer/comment
submitted, including the evidence Presented.

Respondent admitted having incurred said absences.
However, he advanced various reasons therefor, such as
failure to receive court notices for the scheduled
trial dates, conflict of schedules, deatb threats on
his 1life, flooded and damaged roads, sickness, and
attendance to other personal activities.

The Secretary of Justice found respondent guilty
of gross neglect of duty and recommended.that. he be
dismissed from the service. The explanation given by
the Secretary pertinently reads:

“"No less than two Municipal Trial Court
. i in
certify that respondent was remiss 1
ivdgeguties as prosecutor. Pre01sely, it was
tés judges who brought to the attention of the
Privgnoial Prosecutor, the frequent absence;/
of the respondent. >
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"Records also

first time the ProviShow Fhat this is not the

- ; ncial Prosec t filed
admi 1 utor file an
resprc?;sz:;itlve complaint against the herein
Reyes log N fact, Prosecutor Liberato

=S odged, on June 8 1990 an
administrative ’ ’

_Complaint against Prosecutor
?:ddgla, charglng'him wWith various offenses
nging from habitual absences, failure to
a?tend' breliminary investigation, delay in
dlSpOSlthp of cases, engaging in  non-
p?os§cupor1al Jobs, insubordination,
dlsm1881ng cases filed in court without the
knowledge of the provincial Prosecutor, and
non-payment of just debts. Only the timely
withdrawal of the complaint by the provincial
bProsecutor saved the respondent from being
renalized. However. such actuations on the
rart of the respondent prosecutor do not speak
well of his attitude towards his Job, as well
as his position as a government official."

At the outset. it must be stressed that the
findings of the Secretaryv of Justice is only

recommendatorv in nature ( Cuvegkeng vs. Cruz, 108
Fhil. 1147, since the Fresident has
administrative disciplinary authorityv aver

respondent. who is a presidential appointee.

This brings to the fore the core issue of
whether respondent should he held
administrativelv liabkle Tor agross neglect of
dutyv.

I zoncur with the findings of the 3ecretary
ot Justic

t

(U

The treguent absence; ot respondent
constitute  serious neglect of dutyv  and conquct
rrejudicial to the best interest of the se?Vlcéi
Such conduct is not oply .d?plorable, it is
likewise condemnable for it violates the norm of
public accountability.

WHEREFORE. premises considered, respondent

i i i tor Manuel M.
3rd Assistant Provincial Prosecu a //G/
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Maddela of Bulacan

effective immediately.

Done in the ¢

is here

ity of M

in the year of our Lorgq,
three.
By the President:

T

ISTO ¥. GU ONA, JR.
Executive Secretary

by dismissed from the service

anila, this {otday of /Jy

nineteen hundred and ninet
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