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### **Title:** *De la Cruz et al. vs. Judge Crisanto C. Concepcion*

### **Facts:**

The case centers around Judge Crisanto C. Concepcion of the Regional Trial Court, Branch
12, in Malolos, Bulacan, who was administratively charged for gross ignorance of law and
knowingly rendering an unjust judgment. The charges stemmed from his decision to acquit
Loreto Estrella, Jr., accused of acts of lasciviousness against four young girls – Elisa Ratilla
de la Cruz, Edeline Cuison, Ana Maria Cruz, and Lolita Santiago – who were members of a
volleyball team he coached.

The girls alleged that on 16 November 1988, Estrella, under the pretense of complying with
Ministry of Education and Culture (MEC) guidelines for physical examination, inspected and
touched their private parts inappropriately. During the joint trial, the girls, assisted by their
guardians, testified against Estrella, describing the incidents in detail.

In his verdict, Judge Concepcion concluded that the girls consented to the examination and
found no evidence of lewd design on Estrella’s part, emphasizing the lack of outcry and the
procedural  context  (MEC directives)  within  which  the  physical  inspections  took  place.
Consequently, Estrella was acquitted, leading to the administrative charges against Judge
Concepcion.

### **Issues:**

The principal legal issues deliberated by the Supreme Court were:
1.  Whether  Judge  Concepcion  exhibited  gross  ignorance  of  the  law  and/or  knowingly
rendered an unjust judgment in acquitting Estrella.
2.  The  application  of  “reasonable  doubt”  in  criminal  acquittals  and  its  administrative
implications on judicial officers.

### **Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court dismissed the administrative charges against Judge Concepcion for lack
of merit. The Court found that the decision to acquit was based on a reasonable doubt
regarding the  lascivious  nature  of  the  acts,  given the  context  of  MEC guidelines  and
absence  of  lewd  design.  The  Court  emphasized  that  for  judicial  errors  to  warrant
disciplinary action, they must stem from bad faith, dishonesty, corruption, or evil motive,
none of which were present in the case at hand. The Court also highlighted the importance
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of maintaining judicial independence, particularly in cases where judges must apply their
discretion and interpret the law.

### **Doctrine:**

The principal  doctrine reiterated in this case is  the standard of  “reasonable doubt” in
criminal law. A defendant must be acquitted if, after the full consideration of the evidence, a
reasonable doubt of guilt remains. This standard aims to prevent erroneous convictions,
affirming the presumption of innocence until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

### **Class Notes:**

– **Reasonable Doubt:** A fundamental principle in criminal law. Guilt must be proven
beyond a reasonable doubt, failing which the defendant is entitled to acquittal.

– **Judicial Discretion:** Judges have the latitude to interpret the law and evidence. Errors
made  in  good  faith  are  not  subject  to  disciplinary  action  absent  fraud,  dishonesty,
corruption, or ill will.

– **Presumption of Innocence:** Every person is presumed innocent until proven guilty. This
presumption  underpins  the  criminal  justice  system  and  guides  the  application  of  the
reasonable doubt standard.

– **Administrative Liability of Judges:** For an administrative charge of gross ignorance of
law or knowingly rendering an unjust judgment to prosper, it  must be shown that the
judicial  act was motivated by bad faith,  fraud, dishonesty,  corruption, or a similar evil
motive.

### **Historical Background:**

This case highlights the significant challenges and pressures faced by judges in rendering
decisions, particularly in sensitive cases involving moral issues and the protection of minors.
It underscores the importance of judicial discretion and the presumption of innocence, while
also  reflecting  the  evolving  legal  and  moral  standards  within  the  Philippine  society,
especially concerning the protection of children and the responsibilities of educators.


