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TINGA, J.:

For resolution is an administrative case filed by Angeles Mangubat (Mangubat) against Joel Francis C. Camino
(Camino), Sheriff III, Municipal Trial Court in Cities (MTCC), Island Garden City of Samal, Davao for gross
misconduct, dishonesty, and violation of Republic Act No. 3019, also known as the Anti-Graft and Corrupt
Practices Act.

Complainant Mangubat was convicted of slander in Criminal Case No. 854[1] entitled "People of the Philippines
v. Angeles Mangubat" and sentenced to suffer imprisonment of thirty (30) days of arresto menor and to pay
private complainant therein, Eduardo Plaza (Plaza), the amount of P10,000.00 by way of moral damages.[2]
Subsequently, she was granted probation. On 16 December 2003, a writ of execution was issued directing
respondent Sheriff Camino to execute the award of moral damages.[3]

Mangubat alleges that on 8 January 2004, Camino went to her house, showed her the writ of execution, and
inquired for goods and chattels that can be levied upon. He was at that time accompanied by a livestock buyer.
Having found no other goods or chattel, Camino turned to her only carabao, which her husband used in the farm
where they worked as tenants. Camino allegedly warned that if she could not pay the moral damages, she may be
imprisoned. Out of fear, Mangubat was allegedly forced to sell her carabao to the livestock buyer who paid her
P12,500.00. Camino then took the P10,000.00 and issued her a temporary receipt.[4]

On 29 January 2004, Mangubat filed the instant administrative complaint with the Office of the Ombudsman
which was later referred to this Court for appropriate action. She assailed Camino's act on the ground that her
carabao was exempt from execution under paragraph (c), Section 13, Rule 39 of the 1997 Rules of Civil
Procedure.[5] She further alleged that he did so to unduly favor Plaza by ensuring her payment of moral damages
to the latter.

In his Comment[6] dated 27 May 2004, Camino denies the charges against him. According to him, he went to
Mangubat's house on 7 January 2004 purposely to implement the writ of execution issued in Criminal Case No.
854. On the way thereto, he met Florian Rebong, the Process Server of MTCC-Branch 1, who was also going to
her residence to serve an order of the court. They then went together to Mangubat's house.

When they arrived at Mangubat's residence, Camino tendered to her a copy of the Sheriff's Letter of Demand[7]
pursuant to the writ of execution after the latter refused to receive it. He claims that he did so in a courteous
manner, explaining and interpreting to her the contents of the writ. After conferring with her husband, Mangubat
conveyed to Camino her willingness to comply with the court order and requested him to come back the following
day as they would still look for means to pay the P10,000.00 moral damages stated in the writ.
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In the morning of 8 January 2004, Camino went back to Mangubat's house. However, her husband instructed him
to come back in the afternoon as they had decided to sell one of their livestock that day. Camino claims that prior
thereto, he had no knowledge that the spouses would sell their carabao. When he returned, Mangubat readily
handed to him the amount of P10,000.00 and he, in turn, issued the corresponding receipt. Thereafter, he
proceeded to Barangay San Isidro to locate Plaza, to whom he turned over the amount of P10,000.00 for which
the latter issued and signed the corresponding temporary receipt.[8] Camino attached to his comment the
affidavits[9] of Florian Rebong and Miguel Cuberos, the livestock buyer who bought the Mangubats' carabao.
They essentially corroborate Camino's statement that Mangubat sold her carabao to satisfy the writ of execution
voluntarily and without any intervention from Camino.

In her Reply[10] dated 11 June 2004, Mangubat admits that respondent went to her house on 7 January 2004
together with process server Florian Rebong and policeman Antolin San Juan of the Samal City Police Station.
However, she denies asking Camino to come back the next day. She claims that it was he who suggested that he
would come back the following day together with a livestock buyer.

Mangubat assails Camino's act of delivering the amount of P10,000.00 to Plaza as illegal because it violates par.
2, Sec. 9(a), Rule 39 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure on execution of judgments for money enforced through
immediate payment on demand.[11] She opines that it is another indication of his giving undue favor and
advantage to Plaza.

In his Rejoinder[12] dated 2 July 2004, Camino points out alleged lies and inconsistencies in Mangubat's
statements. First, while her affidavit-complaint skirted the 7 January 2004 incident, when Camino first went to her
house, she subsequently admitted the same in her reply. Second, Mangubat's stress on the 30-kilometer distance
between his and Plaza's residence was misleading. He points out that although Plaza's residence was far from his
station, the former was only two (2) kilometers away from Mangubat's house so that he deemed it more
practicable to give the money personally to Plaza than to turn it over to the Clerk of Court that very same day due
to distance and time constraints. He submits that although there may have been a shortcut in the procedure, he
never intended to violate it. Camino likewise professes that he learned of the name of Miguel Cuberos only after
he made inquiries to aid him in filing his comment.

On 15 February 2005, the Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) rendered a report[13] to this Court which the
Second Division noted in a Resolution[14] dated 27 April 2005. In the same Resolution, this Court required the
parties to manifest whether they were willing to submit the case for decision on the basis of the pleadings already
filed and submitted. Camino complied on 2 June 2005 while Mangubat did so only on 2 December 2005. Hence,
this resolution.

The Court Administrator, through Retired Justice Narciso Atienza,[15] found Camino's version of the facts to be
more credible compared to Mangubat's. He concluded that Mangubat voluntarily sold her carabao in order to
satisfy the writ of execution against her. However, he found Camino's act of delivering the P10,000.00 personally
to Plaza as illegal. Under the second paragraph of Sec. 9 (a), Rule 39 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure,[16] if
the judgment obligee or his authorized representative is not present to receive payment, the judgment obligor shall
deliver the aforesaid payment to the executing sheriff who shall turn over all the amounts coming into his
possession within the same day to the clerk of court of the court that issued the writ, or if the same is not
practicable, deposit said amounts to a fiduciary account in the nearest government depository bank of the
Regional Trial Court of the locality. Justice Atienza further made the following findings:

Respondent's deviation from the afore-quoted provision merits no justification. In fact it was risky for
respondent to go out of his way to seek the judgment obligee whose residence he did not even know. His
recourse is not sanctioned by law, for which appropriate sanction is warranted. However, as no bad faith or
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malice was established, and that respondent was apparently pressed by the circumstances, it is deemed that the
sanction be accordingly tempered.[17]

The Court Administrator recommended that Camino be reprimanded for neglect of duty by failing to strictly
follow the procedure required by law for the execution of judgments for money.

We agree with the findings of the Court Administrator.

The nature of a sheriff's duty in the execution of a writ issued by a court is purely ministerial such that he
exercises no discretion as to the manner of executing the same.[18] He has the duty to perform faithfully and
accurately what is incumbent upon him and any method of execution falling short of the requirement of the law
deserves reproach and should not be countenanced.[19]

While Camino did not strictly adhere to the required procedure, Mangubat failed to establish malice on his part in
so doing. Neither did he cause delay in the execution of the final judgment in Criminal Case No. 854. In fact, the
judgment obligor received the amount on the very same day Mangubat paid Camino. In addition, Camino made a
return[20] of the writ of execution and reported to the court which issued the writ the manner and circumstances
by which the said judgment was satisfied. Considering the foregoing, there was substantial compliance with the
requirements of the rules of procedure.

Although Camino's departure from Sec. 9(a), Rule 39 appears excusable under the circumstances, we find that he
committed other violations which, if taken together with the rest, merit a stiffer penalty than reprimand.

First, the writ of execution clearly commanded Camino to cause the execution of the money judgment pursuant to
the procedure outlined in Rule 39 by demanding from Mangubat the immediate payment of the full amount stated
therein, or by levying her personal properties, and in case the same is insufficient, by levying so much of her real
property as sufficient to satisfy the judgment.

Camino admitted that he went to Mangubat's house on 7 January 2004 to execute the writ. He further admitted
that he came back the following day at her request, as she will still look for means to pay the amount. When he
returned on 8 January 2004, he again agreed to come back in the afternoon to collect the payment.

In Torres v. Cabling,[21] we held that a sheriff is not required to give the judgment debtor some time to raise
cash. Otherwise, the property may be placed in danger of being lost or absconded. After Mangubat refused to
receive Camino's letter of demand and to pay the amount stated in the writ, he should have levied on whatever
personal properties he found in her house and in default thereof, her real properties. By coming back to her house
twice, he risked the possibility that the judgment may not be satisfied.

Second, although he made a return of the writ, he did so belatedly and in clear violation of Sec. 14, Rule 39 which
provides, viz:

The writ of execution shall be returnable to the court issuing it immediately after the judgment has been
satisfied in part or in full. If the judgment cannot be satisfied in full within thirty (30) days after his receipt of
the writ, the officer shall report to the court and state the reason therefore. Such writ shall continue in effect
during the period within which the judgment may be enforced by motion. The officer shall make a report to the
court every thirty (30) days on the proceedings taken thereon until the judgment is satisfied in full, or its
effectivity expires. The returns or periodic reports shall set forth the whole of the proceedings taken, and shall
be filed with the court and copies thereof promptly furnished the parties. (Underscoring ours.)

The raison d' etre behind this requirement is to update the court on the status of the execution and to take
necessary steps to ensure the speedy execution of decisions. [22]

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. NO. P-06-2115 (FORMERLY OCA-IPI NO. 04-1897-P). Februa...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 6

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



The judgment in Criminal Case No. 854 was fully satisfied when Camino received Mangubat's payment on 8
January 2004 and turned it over to the judgment obligor on the same date. However, his Sheriff's Return was
dated 26 February 2004 and was received by the MTCC only on 11 March 2004. Camino had the duty to make
the return immediately. However, it took him two (2) long months to comply thereto. He had evidently been
negligent.

We have held before[23] that sheriffs and deputy sheriffs play a significant role in the administration of justice.
They are primarily responsible for the execution of a final judgment which is "the fruit and end of the suit and is
the life of the law."[24] Thus, sheriffs must at all times show a high degree of professionalism in the performance
of their duties. As officers of the court, they are expected to uphold the norm of public accountability and to avoid
any kind of behavior that would diminish or even just tend to diminish the faith of the people in the judiciary.

In sum, we find that Camino disregarded the rules on execution of judgment which is tantamount to neglect or
dereliction of duty. Section 22, Rule XIV of the Omnibus Rules Implementing the Civil Service Law considers
simple neglect of duty as a less grave offense punishable by suspension for one (1) month and one (1) day to six
(6) months. Meanwhile, this offense is punishable with suspension from six (6) months and one (1) day to one (1)
year under Sec. 52 (B), Rule IV of the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service.

WHEREFORE, judgment is rendered finding respondent Joel Francis C. Camino GUILTY of neglect or
dereliction of duty and is hereby meted the penalty of SUSPENSION from office for two (2) months.

SO ORDERED.

Quisumbing, (Chairman), Carpio, and Carpio-Morales, JJ., concur.

[1] Raffled to the Municipal Trial Court in Cities, Island Garden City of Samal, Davao del Norte, Branch 1.
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A.M. No. P-90-474, June 19, 1991, 198 SCRA 245; Vda. de Tisado v. Tablizo, et al., A.M. No. P-94-1025,
February 20, 1996, 324 Phil. 1 (1996); Portes v. Tepace; Sps. Biglete v. Deputy Sheriff Maputi, Jr., supra.

[24]Eduarte v. Ramos, A.M. P-94-1069, November 9, 1994, 238 SCRA 41 citing Tan v. Herras, A.M. No.
P-90-904, March 11, 1991, 195 SCRA 1.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. NO. P-06-2115 (FORMERLY OCA-IPI NO. 04-1897-P). Februa...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - 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. P-06-2115 (FORMERLY OCA-IPI NO. 04-1897-P). Februa...

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

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


