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Title: In Re: Petition for the Dismissal from Service and/or Disbarment of Judge Baltazar R.
Dizon

Facts:
The core factual premise of this case involved Judge Baltazar R. Dizon, presiding over the
Regional Trial Court of Pasay City, Branch 113. The contention arose from Judge Dizon’s
handling of Criminal Case No. 86-10126-P, titled “People of the Philippines v. Lo Chi Fai,”
wherein he acquitted Lo Chi Fai of the crime of violation of Central Bank Circular No. 960 in
spite of the accused being apprehended with a substantial amount of foreign currencies
exceeding the legal limit while attempting to board a plane for Hong Kong. Judge Dizon
ruled that the State must first prove criminal intent, a decision that was deemed manifestly
erroneous as special laws like the one in question do not require proof of malice or intent
for conviction. Further, Judge Dizon’s order to return a part of the seized amount to the
accused based on a misinterpretation of the law aggravated the situation. This led to his
dismissal by the Supreme Court on February 23, 1988, for “grave misconduct prejudicial to
the interest of sound and fair administration of justice.”

Following his dismissal, Judge Dizon filed a motion for reconsideration, invoking good faith
in his judicial misjudgment and highlighting his long years of service and personal hardships
due to his dismissal.

Issues:
1. Whether the erroneous decision rendered by Judge Dizon constitutes gross incompetence
and ignorance of the law justifying his dismissal.
2. Whether Judge Dizon’s misinterpretation of the law was done in good faith, and if such
faith negates the grounds for dismissal.
3. Whether mitigating factors such as long service, good faith, and personal hardship are
sufficient to reconsider the penalty of dismissal.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court, upon a thorough review, recognized that while Judge Dizon’s decision
was egregiously erroneous, it was not inspired by any corrupt motives or a deliberate desire
to  pervert  justice.  Acknowledging  his  good  faith  and  the  absence  of  ill  intent  in  his
misjudgment, the Court found grounds to reconsider the harshness of the penalty previously
imposed. It regarded Judge Dizon’s long government service and the personal consequences
of the dismissal as factors meriting leniency.
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Hence, the Court granted the motion for reconsideration, modifying its earlier resolution.
Instead of dismissal,  Judge Dizon was deemed suspended from office without pay from
February 23, 1988, until the promulgation of the resolution, after which he was eligible for
reinstatement.

Doctrine:
The  Supreme  Court  reiterated  the  doctrine  that  a  judge  cannot  be  held
accountable—criminally,  civilly,  or administratively—for erroneous decisions rendered in
good faith. This highlights the judicial safeguard against the penalization of judges for mere
errors in judgment, provided those errors aren’t made with malfeasance or delivered with
corrupt motives.

Class Notes:
– Ignorance of Law: Judges are expected to have a fundamental understanding of the laws
they apply; however, errors committed in good faith do not necessarily warrant dismissal.
– Malice or Intent: In the context of special laws (mala prohibita), proving malice or intent is
not necessary for conviction.
– Good Faith in Judicial Errors: Demonstrating good faith and absence of corrupt motives
can mitigate disciplinary actions against judges.
– Judicial Discretion and Misjudgment: Judicial misjudgments, while not excusable, can be
mitigated by factors like long service, the lack of a corrupt motive, and personal hardships
stemming from disciplinary actions.

Historical Background:
The case underlines the high standards to which judges are held in the Philippine judiciary
system,  emphasizing  the  balance  between  accountability  for  judicial  errors  and  the
protection of judges from grave penalties for decisions made in good faith. It reflects the
judiciary’s  ongoing struggle  to  maintain  fairness  in  its  ranks while  acknowledging the
human  element  within  the  judicial  decision-making  process.  This  decision  also
acknowledges  the  reality  of  judicial  workloads  and  environmental  difficulties  faced  by
judges, especially in a bustling metropolis like Metro Manila, and how these conditions can
sometimes lead to lapses in judgment.


