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**Title:** Nestor F. Dantes vs. Judge Ramon S. Caguioa, A.M. No. RTJ-03-1743, December
29, 2003

**Facts:**

– This is an administrative complaint filed by Atty. Nestor F. Dantes against Judge Ramon S.
Caguioa for gross misconduct.
– Eduardo R. Tulfo and Wilma Galapin, represented by Dantes, filed a complaint to nullify a
deed of sale with right to repurchase against Norma Yap Ong and Elanio Ong at the RTC
Olongapo (Civil Case No. 96-0-2001).
– The complaint was dismissed by Judge Iturralde in 2001 due to res judicata, having been
addressed in Civil Case No. 14-0-94, and fined the plaintiffs and Dantes P5,000 each for
forum-shopping.
– Plaintiffs filed for reconsideration on May 28, 2001, denied by respondent Judge Caguioa
on June 18, 2002.
– However, Judge Caguioa set aside the direct contempt finding against Dantes for lack of
evidence.
– Dantes filed a motion for clarification and later required Judge Caguioa to specify the
allegedly disrespectful language.
– Judge Caguioa found Dantes in contempt for intemperate language, ruling on October 18,
2002, with a penalty of five days imprisonment and a P2,000 fine.
– Dantes was arrested without being allowed to post bail.
– Dantes spent four days in detention before release.
– On December 2, 2002, Dantes filed an administrative complaint for gross misconduct
against Judge Caguioa.

**Issues:**

1.  Whether  Judge  Caguioa  acted  with  serious  misconduct  in  citing  Dantes  for  direct
contempt.
2. Whether Judge Caguioa deprived Dantes’ due process rights by not allowing a hearing for
the contempt order and denying bail.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Direct Contempt Citation:**
– The Court upheld Judge Caguioa’s use of direct contempt, as it can be summarily punished
without a hearing per Rule 71, Section 1 of the Rules of Court.
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– Objectionable language used by Dantes was found to rightly trigger direct contempt but
should follow established procedural safeguards.

2. **Denial of Bail:**
– The Court found Judge Caguioa grossly ignorant of the law for denying Dantes the right to
post bail, critical to due process under Rule 71, Section 2 of the Rules of Court.
– The right to avail of certiorari or prohibition remedies should accompany a bond option,
which was neglected by Judge Caguioa.

**Doctrine:**
– **Direct Contempt:** Rule 71, Section 1 asserts summary punishment for direct contempt
without prior notice and hearing.
– **Due Process in Contempt Cases:** An adjudged contemnor must be allowed to post bail
while pursuing legal remedies (Rule 71, Section 2).

**Class Notes:**

1. **Direct Contempt:**
– Summary punishment is allowable for misbehavior or disrespectful actions in court.
– No notice or hearing is required before punishment.

2. **Due Process in Summary Contempt:**
– While direct contempt allows for summary punishment, the contemnor must be allowed to
post bond for provisional liberty if contesting the order.

3. **Rule 71 Provisions:**
– **Section 1:** Framework for direct contempt actions by the court.
– **Section 2:** Remedies and rights accessible to a contemnor, including posting of bond.

**Historical Background:**
–  This  case underscores  the balance between judicial  authority  to  maintain  courtroom
decorum and the procedural rights of attorneys. It indicates historical interplay between
safeguarding  judicial  dignity  and  ensuring  legal  practitioners’  rights  are  not  unduly
compromised.


