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QUISUMBING, J.:

In an administrative complaint received on November 18, 1996, by the Office of the Court Administrator
complainant Evelyn De Austria charged respondent Judge Orlando D. Beltran, Acting Presiding Judge of Branch
IV of the Regional Trial Court of Tuguegarao, Cagayan, with “gross ignorance of the law and/or negligence, and
manifest partiality” for the accused in Criminal cases No. 6263, 6264, and 6315.

Complainant is the sister of Evangeline and Eduardo, both surnamed De Austria, who were killed on September 3,
1993 allegedly by one Tomas Bariuan. A complaint for double murder was filed against Bariuan for the killing of
the De Austria siblings. Another complaint for frustrated murder against him was filed for the wounding of
Marico Bassig during the same incident.

Preliminary investigation of the complaint for double murder was conducted by the Municipal Trial Court of
Tuguegarao, which also issued a warrant for the arrest of Bariuan for whom no bail was recommended. Later on
Bariuan was allowed to post bail in the amount of P200,000.00, after he filed a petition for bail.

Bariuan failed to submit a counter-affidavit and supporting evidence to the MTC in his defense. The court then
forwarded the record of the case to the Office of the Provincial Prosecutor with the finding that Bariuan is
probably guilty of double murder.[1]

The provincial prosecutor filed before the RTC two separate information against Bariuan inasmuch as he
allegedly committed two separate and distinct murders.[2] A warrant for the arrest of Bariuan was issued for
Criminal Case No. 6264 for murder on April 7, 1994 by RTC Judge Hilarion L. Aquino.* No bail was
recommended. Bariuan filed a motion to quash the warrant on the ground that he had earlier posted bail. He also
moved for a joint trial of Criminal Cases No. 6264 and 6263 for murder, and Criminal Case No. 6315 for
frustrated murder. The motion to quash was denied.[3] The court ruled that what he earlier posted was bail for one
crime, the complex crime of double murder with which Bariuan was charged by chief of police of Tuguegarao
and for which a preliminary investigation was conducted. However, upon review of the record of the preliminary
investigation by the provincial prosecutor, the latter filed two separate informations for two distinct crimes of
murder. No bail was recommended in the latter cases. Thus, it could not be said that Bariuan had already posted
bail for said cases.

Bariuan moved for reconsideration of the resolution denying his motion to quash and reiterated his motion for
joint trial. Judge Aquino granted the motion for joint trial[4] and ruled that the motion for reconsideration of the
denial of the motion to quash should be resolved by Branch IV, presided over by respondent as acting judge, to
which the consolidated cases had been assigned.
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On October 11, 1994, Bariuan filed a motion for substitution and reduction of bail bond, alleging that he was
granted bail in the three criminal cases and that the bail bond he posted had already expired, thus, the need for
substitution. He asked for reduction of the amount of the bail since he could not come up with sufficient funds to
cover the amount fixed by the court.

Asked to comment on Bariuan’s motion, Asst. Provincial Prosecutor Fred Q. Andres did not interpose any
objection. Respondent granted the motion and reduce the amount of bail to P50,000.00 for each of the three
cases.[5]

On May 22, 1996, public prosecutor Amador T. Arao filed a motion for the immediate issuance of a warrant of
arrest against Bariuan. He noted that there is a standing warrant against him issued by Judge Aquino, and that the
motion for reconsideration of the resolution denying Bariuan’s motion to quash had not yet been resolved.
Prosecutor Arao also pointed out that no bail had been recommended for Criminal Case No. 6264 and no bail had
been posted for Criminal Case No. 6315.

In an order dated June 28, 1996, respondent ruled that there was no need to issue another warrant of arrest because
of the standing warrant against Bariuan. Respondent cancelled the bail bond amounting to P50,000.00 erroneously
approved for the provisional liberty of Bariuan. The latter surrendered to the police three days later and moved
that he be allowed to post bail in the amount of P75,00.00 for the three cases.

In an order dated August 16, 1996, respondent granted bail in the amount of P200,000.00 for each of the murder
cases. That same day, Bariuan was released from detention per an order of release respondent signed.
Complainant’s brother Ernesto De Austria saw Bariuan participating in the town fiesta of Tuguegarao on that
day. He made inquiries at the provincial jail and was informed that Bariuan had indeed been released. This fact
was verified from the personnel of the RTC, Tuguegarao, Branch IV, on August 19, 1996. They showed Ernesto
two orders of release, one dated August 16, 1996, and another dated August 19, 1996.

Complainant filed her complaint on November 18, 1996. She alleged that the order of release dated August 16,
1996, was anomalous and irregular since Bariuan had not yet posted bail on that date, and that the order had not
yet become final and executory as the prosecution had 15 days to move for reconsideration. She also stated that
respondent was grossly negligent in granting Bariuans’s motion for reduction of bail when, in fact, no bail was
recommended and, thus, no bail was posted in Criminal Case No. 6264. Moreover, she added, the motion for
reconsideration of the denial of Bariuan’s motion to quash his warrant of arrest was not yet resolved.

In his comment[6] on the complaint, respondent stated that he was never made aware of the pending motion for
reconsideration, even if complainant was represented by both public and private prosecutors who could have
called his attention. However, respondent was candid enough to admit that he must have overlooked Judge
Aquino’s directive for Branch IV to resolve the pending motion for reconsideration. He added that if he were
duty-bound to examine the records of cases before him, the prosecution was all the more required to call his
attention to pending incidents.[7]

As regards his order granting reduction of bail, respondent stated that it was the then trial prosecutor himself who
asked that the motion be granted. Thus, he did not deem it necessary to inquire further, as the prosecutor’s act
was an admission that the prosecution’s evidence was weak.

Respondent averred that he did not intend to cause injury to complaint or to the State, and that, if indeed he had
erred, it was without any corrupt motive or improper consideration.[8] He urged this Court to apply in his case our
ruling in Guillermo v. Reyes,[9] that:

“xxx (a) judge may not be held administratively accountable for every erroneous order or decision he renders.
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To unjustifiably hold otherwise, assuming that he has erred, would be short of harassment and would make his
position doubly unbearable, for no one called upon to try the facts or interpret the law in the process of
administering justice can be infallible in his judgment. The error must be gross or patent, malicious, deliberate
or in evident bad faith. It is only in this latter instance when the judge acts fraudulently or with gross
ignorance, that administrative sanction are called for as an Imperative duty of this Court.

... Good faith and absence of malice, corrupt motives or improper considerations are sufficient defenses in
which a judge charged with ignorance of the law can find refuge.”

Respondent denied having exhibited manifest partiality in favor of Bariuan. He claimed to be unaware of having
issued an order to release dated August 16, 1996; he said he only issued one dated August 19, 1996. He stated that
Bariuan posted a cash bond on the latter date for P150,000.00 for each of the murder cases. These, according to
him, were in addition to the P50,000.00 earlier posted for each case, which, though later canceled, was still on
deposit with the court.

Respondent took exception to complainant’s claim that the order of release is not final and executory until after
the lapse of 15 days, stating that there is no rule providing for this requirement.

On November 24, 1997, this Court referred this matter to Court of Appeals Justice Marina L. Buzon for
investigation, report, and recommendation.

During the hearings conducted in connection with this case, Rey Camarao, Records Custodian of the Cagayan
Provincial Jail, presented certified photocopies of two orders of release, one dated August 16, 1996, and another
dated August 19, 1996; a certified photocopy of two pages of the Provincial Jail Detention Logbook with the note
that Bariuan was released from detention on August 16, 1996, after having posted bail; a certified photocopy of
page 317 of the Provincial Prisons Diary showing that Bariuan was released on August 16, 1996; and certified
photocopies of Official Receipt No. 4193078 -- dated August 19, 1996 -- indicating that Bariuan had posted a
cash bond of P150, 000.00 each for Criminal Cases No. 6263 and 6264.

When the documents were shown to respondent, he admitted having signed the two orders of release and
acknowledged the posting of the cash bonds on August 19,1996.

Alfonso Gorospe, legal researcher of Branch IV, stated in his affidavit that an order granting bail to Bariuan was
issued on August 16, 1996. That same day, Bariuan’s parents arrived to post bail for his release. Since most of the
court personnel had gone for the day, having been allowed to take the afternoon off as it was the town fiesta,
Gorospe requested the clerk in charge of criminal cases, Josephine Jose, to accept the amount of P100,000.00 as
cash bond for Criminal Case No. 6264. Jose issued a temporary receipt to Bariuan’s parents. According to
Gorospe, respondent’s instruction was not to serve the order of release until bail was also posted for Criminal
Case No. 6263. Thus, Gorospe clipped the order of release dated August 16, 1996, on the cover of the folder
containing the records of Criminal Case No. 6264 and left the folder, along with the folder with the records of
Criminal Case No. 6263, on his table before he went home.

In his affidavit, Manuel Magummun, Branch IV sheriff, stated that he went back to the court office on the
afternoon of August 16, 1996, and saw Bariuan's parents; they were asking if the bail bond for Bariuan’s release
had been approved. Upon inquiry with Josephine Jose, Magummun learned that the amount deposited was with
her. Magummun then found the records of the two murder cases as well as the order of release dated August 16,
1996. Believing it to be in order, Magummun served the order to the provincial jail that same day. He was
informed by Gorospe of the instruction not to serve the order only on August 19, 1996.

Gorospe and Magummun stated that they tried to retrieve the order on August 19, 1996. However, they were

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. RTJ-98-1406. September 01, 1999

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 7

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



informed that Bariuan had already posted bail for Criminal Case No. 6263 so they did not anymore inform
respondent that the first order of release was served on August 16, 1996. Unaware of such service, respondent told
Gorospe to disregard the first order and issued another order of release dated August 19, 1996. This order was
again served at the provincial jail.

Respondent admitted having signed the first order of release after a cash bond of P100,000.00 was deposited with
Josephine Jose.[10] He stated that he instructed Gorospe not to release the order until after bail was posted for the
other murder case.[11] On August 19, 1996, Bariuan posted bail in the additional amount of P200,000.00.
Respondent then issued the second order of release, with instruction to Gorospe to disregard the first order.[12]

Respondent discovered the service of the first order on March 23, 1998, after the administrative complaint against
him had been filed, and after he and his counsel went to verify matters at the provincial jail. He added that at the
time he made his comment to the administrative complaint, in which he stated that he was unaware of an order of
release having been issued on August 16, 1996, he was of the belief that the first order was not served, per his
instruction.[13]

Respondent admitted having authorized Josephine Jose,[14] who was not a bonded official, to accept the
P100,000.00 cash bond posted by Bariuan on August 16, 1996, due to the absence of the RTC clerk of court and
the cash clerk.[15] The branch clerk of court, on the other hand, was on leave.

Respondent also admitted that he issued the order of release without requiring the submission of a proper
certificate of cash deposit and a written undertaking showing compliance with Section 2, Rule 114 of the Revised
Rules of Court.[16]

After completing the investigation, Justice Buzon found respondent administratively liable for the following acts:
(1) authorizing Josephine Jose to accept a cash bond notwithstanding the fact that she is not a bonded official; (2)
failure to comply with Section 14, Rule 114 of the Revised Rules of Court, which requires submission of a
certificate of cash deposit and a written undertaking before an accused may be released on a cash bail; and (3)
issuing an order of release despite the insufficiency of the amount deposited as bail with the court.

Now, after a thorough review of the records of this case, we see no reason to disagree with the findings and
conclusion of Justice Buzon. Her findings are supported by the records and her conclusion fully grounded on the
pertinent Rules of court. The flimsy defense tendered by respondent could not withstand damning evidence on
record against him.

The rules are clear as regards the requirements for posting bail and for releasing an accused on bail. Thus Rule
114 provides:

“SEC. 3. No release or transfer except on court order or bail. – No person under detention by legal process
shall be released or transferred except upon lawful order of the court or when he is admitted to bail as
prescribed in this rule.”

Further,

“SEC. 14. Deposit of cash as bail. -- The accused or any person acting in his behalf may deposit in cash with
the nearest collector of internal revenue, or provincial, city or municipal treasurer the amount of bail fixed by
the court or recommended by the fiscal who investigated or filed the case, and upon submission of a proper
certificate of deposit and of a written undertaking showing compliance with the requirements of Section 2
thereof, the accused shall be discharged from custody...”

As respondent admitted in his testimony before Justice Buzon, he authorized Josephine Jose to accept the cash
deposit made by Bariuan’s parents. Yet clearly, Jose is not among the persons authorized to accept such deposits.
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Moreover, respondent did not require the submission of a proper certificate of deposit and a written undertaking
when Bariuan posted bail purportedly because “there was no time”,[17] in contravention of the requirements in
Rule 114. The temporary receipt issued by Jose is definitely not a proper certificate of deposit, nor could it validly
substitute for the written undertaking required by the Rules.

Furthermore, respondent issued an order of release on August 16, 1996, despite the fact that, at the time,
Bariuan’s cash deposit was still insufficient to cover the amount of the bail fixed by the court for the two murder
cases filed against him. That respondent knew that Bariuan could not yet be released on that date could explain his
supposed instruction to his legal researcher not to serve the order of release dated August 16, 1996. It strains our
credulity, however, to see why respondent judge issued an order of release that he knew was useless.

None of the incidents complained of in this case would have happened if respondent had only been more vigilant
and mindful of the law and the rules in the performance of his judicial duties.

Respondent now asks us to apply in his case our ruling in Guillermo v. Reyes,[18] that “(a) judge may not be held
administratively accountable for every erroneous order or decision he renders...” Indeed, but only within the
boundaries of tolerable misjudgment.[19]

Indeed in Guillermo, we said that “(t)he error must be gross or patent, malicious, deliberate or in evident bad
faith” for administrative sanctions to be justified. Here, respondent could not deny nor justify the erroneous act he
committed. They constitute gross and patent violations of law and the rules. As already cited, the rules on bail are
clear. Respondent is expected to have more than a cursory acquaintance with them in his post as a trial judge.
Failure to follow basic legal commands embodied in the law and the rules constitutes gross ignorance of the
law[20] from which no one may be excused, not even a judge.[21]

Justice Buzon recommended the imposition of a P20,000.00 fine on respondent. However, considering that this is
his first administrative case before us, we deem the amount of P10,000.00 as a reasonable fine under the
circumstances.

ACCORDINGLY, respondent Judge Orlando D. Beltran, Acting Presiding Judge of Branch IV of the regional
Trial Court of Tuguegarao, Cagayan, is hereby declared GUILTY of gross ignorance of the law, and is hereby
ordered to pay a FINE of P10,000.00.

SO ORDERED.

Bellosillo, (Chairman), Mendoza, and Buena, JJ., concur.

[*] Now Court of Appeals Associate Justice.

[1] Rollo, pp. 43-44.

[2] Id. At 48-49.

[3] Id. at 57.

[4] Id. at 61.

[5] In an order dated March 1, 1995; Rollo, p. 112.

[6] Dated March 31, 1997; Rollo, pp. 87-104.

[7] Rollo, p. 95.
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[8] Id. at 95-96.

[9] 240 SCRA 154, 161 (1995)

[10] TSN, April 2, 1998, p. 21.

[11] Id. at 16.

[12] Id. at 35.

[13] Supra, note 11.

[14] Id. at 41.

[15] Id. at 25. These officials had gone home early to participate in the Tuguegarao town fiesta.

[16] Re conditions of the bail. The certificate and written undertaking are required by the Revised Rules of Court,
Rule 114, Sec. 14.

[17] TSN, April 2, 1998, p. 30.

[18] Supra, at note 9.

[19] DBP v. Llanes, Jr., 266 SCRA 212, 233 (1997)

[20] Del Rosario, Jr. v. Bartolome, 270 SCRA 645, 649 (1997); Aurillo, Jr. v. Francisco, 235 SCRA 283, 289
(1994); Agcaoili v. Ramos, 229 SCRA 705, 710 (1994).

[21] Ualat v Ramos, 265 SCRA 345, 358 (1996).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. RTJ-98-1406. September 01, 1999

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 7

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. RTJ-98-1406. September 01, 1999

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 7

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org


