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### Title:
**Judge Arturo Juliano and Renato Vera Cruz vs. The Sandiganbayan and The People of the
Philippines**

### Facts:
The case revolves around spouses Romeo de la Cruz and Salvacion Erese, lessees of a
portion of land in Biñan, Laguna, and owners of a two-storey commercial building on it. Due
to the failure of  their  lessees to  pay rents  for  August  to  October 1983,  they filed an
ejectment case with the Municipal Trial Court of Biñan, Laguna, presided over by Judge
Arturo Juliano, with Renato Vera Cruz as Clerk of Court. An ex-parte motion to withdraw
consigned rentals of P10,000 by de la Cruz led to allegations of extortion against Judge
Juliano and Vera Cruz after a delay in acting on the motion. A complaint filed against them
with the Office of the Tanodbayan (now Ombudsman) led to their prosecution before the
Sandiganbayan under the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act. They were found guilty and
petitioned the Supreme Court for review.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Sandiganbayan erred in finding Judge Arturo Juliano and Renato Vera Cruz
guilty beyond reasonable doubt.
2. The legitimacy and effects of the 116-day delay in acting on de la Cruz’s motion to
withdraw consigned rentals.
3. The credibility of witnesses, specifically, the complainant de la Cruz, Judge Juliano, and
Vera Cruz, and their impact on the case’s outcome.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the Sandiganbayan, finding no error in the
factual or legal basis for the conviction of Judge Arturo Juliano and Renato Vera Cruz. The
Court dismissed the petitions for review based on:
– The positive testimony of de la Cruz and the absence of a credible motivation for false
accusations.
– Failure of the petitioners to provide a convincing explanation for the delay in resolving the
motion to withdraw consigned rentals.
– Non-corroboration of petitioners’ claims and defense by credible evidence compared to the
substantial accounts provided by the complainant and additional witnesses.

### Doctrine:
The case reaffirms the precedent that **proof beyond reasonable doubt requires moral



G.R. No. 100487. March 03, 1997 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

certainty**,  which is defined as “that degree of proof which produces conviction in an
unprejudiced mind.” It also underlines the principle that **judicial officials are held to high
standards regarding the prompt and fair resolution of cases** to prevent corrupt practices,
as stipulated in Section 3(f) of the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act.

### Class Notes:
– **Proof Beyond Reasonable Doubt**: Requires not absolute certainty but moral certainty,
sufficient to produce conviction in an unprejudiced mind.
– **Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act (Section 3(f))**: Outlines various corrupt practices,
including the delay or refusal without justification by public officials to act on matters
pending before them, for personal gain or advantage.
– **Credibility of Witnesses**: The credibility assessment by trial courts is given the highest
degree  of  respect  due  to  their  unique  position  to  observe  witnesses’  demeanor.
Inconsistencies on minor details do not necessarily discredit a witness if  the testimony
remains credible on material points.

### Historical Background:
This  case  occurred during a  period  of  increased scrutiny  on judicial  conduct  and the
integrity of public officials in the Philippines. It reflects the efforts to combat corruption and
maintain  integrity  within  the  Philippine  justice  system,  particularly  emphasizing
accountability  for  public  officials,  including  those  in  the  judiciary.


