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TINGA, J.:

This is an administrative complaint against Nicolas C. Ramos (Ramos), Deputy Sheriff, Regional Trial Court
(RTC), Branch 126, Caloocan City.

The instant complaint stemmed from an Order[1] dated 24 September 2001 issued by Judge Luisito C. Sardillo,
RTC Branch 126 of Caoocan City relative to the aleged misconduct of respondent Sheriff Ramos in the
implementation of the Writ of Execution[2] in Civil Case No. C-19664 entitled Milagros A. Lopez, represented
by his Attorney-in-Fact, Victor A. Lopez v. Lydia B. Bautista (the Civil Case). The Office of the Court
Administrator (OCA) was furnished with a copy of this Order which readsin part:

Thisrefers to the allegations against Nicolas C. Ramos, Branch Sheriff of this Court as contained in a pleading
entitled “Ex-Parte Motion To Remand Records Of Case To Court Of Origin And Comment (on Sheriff’s
Partial Return)” filed by plaintiff-appellee thru counsel that Sheriff Ramos received on July 9 and 10, 2001
from plaintiff-appellee’ s representative the amount of P1,000.00 and P600.00 respectively; that Sheriff Ramos
asked the sum of P5,000.00 for his services, and by way of counter-offer, plaintiff-appellee through her
representative offered 50% of the money judgment upon complete enforcement of the Writ of Execution; that
when plaintiff-appellee who is quite old, unemployed and financially incapable failed to produce Sheriff
Ramos asking price of P5,000.00, the latter lost appetite in having the Writ of Execution fully satisfied.

Considering the seriousness of the alegations above-stated against Sheriff Ramos, let copy of this Order
together with copy of the aforesaid pleading furnish the Honorable Preshitero J. Velasco, Jr., Court
Administrator, Supreme Court for whatever action the Office of the Court Administrator may deem proper
under the circumstance.[ 3]

The above-quoted Order was referred to Hon. Silvestre H. Bello, Jr., Executive Judge, Regional Trial Court,
Caloocan City for Investigation, Report and Recommendation.[4]

On 21 January 2002, a formal complaint was filed by complainants Victor A. Lopez and Milagros A. Lopez
(complainants) before the Office of the Executive Judge of the RTC of Caloocan City, charging Sheriff Ramos of
RTC Branch 126 of Caloocan City with Misconduct for violation of R.A. 3019[5] and R.A. 6713.[6]

Complainants in their Complaint[7] aleged that through their counsel, Atty. Eladio B. Abquina Jr. (Atty.
Abquina) they gave Ramos P1,000.00 for which they were issued a Receipt[8] dated 10 July 2001.[9] They aso
asserted that Ramos had demanded P5,000.00 from them in exchange for the immediate and full implementation
of the Writ of Execution issued in their favor in the Civil Case. By way of counteroffer, they allegedly promised
Ramos fifty percent (50%) of the money judgment. When Ramos insisted on getting the amount of P5,000,
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complainants instead gave him P600.00.[10]

In his Answer,[11] Ramos maintained his innocence. He vehemently denied the alegations against him and
postulated that the “unpleasant scenario projected of him in the complaint was merely fabricated and that the
Lopez family might not be aware that they are only being used by someone who has an axe to grind against the
undersigned for accidentally exposing an anomaly committed in the implementation of the aforesaid decision
through a writ of execution.”[12] And while he admitted having received the amount of P1,000.00 from
complainants, he clarified that the same had been handed to him near the vicinity of the property subject of the
Writ of Execution and not in his place of work.[13] Ramos likewise belied the allegation that he had demanded
P5,000.00 from complainants and that he had been offered instead fifty percent (50%) of the money judgment. He
argued that “no Sheriff in his right mind would demand something illegal from a party litigant in the presence of
witnesses and especially in full view of the party’s lawyer.”[14]

Complainants in their Reply[15] reiterated their submissions.

In a Resolution[16] dated 19 January 2005, Executive Judge Myrna Dimaranan Vidal (the Executive Judge)[17]
found that except for the bare allegation of Victor Villapando (Villapando), the liaison officer of Atty Abquina,
complainants failed to present any other witness to support their alegation that Ramos had demanded P5,000.00
from them.[18] The Executive Judge also held that there is no showing in the records that Ramos had agreed to
complainants proposal to give him fifty percent (50%) of the money judgment to be collected through the
enforcement of the Writ. The alegations that Ramos was given an initial amount of P1,000.00 by Villapando
during the first week of July 2001 and that the latter requested money for photocopying, certification fees, cost of
camera film, the typist’s mobile phone prepaid card were likewise unsubstantiated.[19]

Moreover, the accusation that Ramos lost interest in having the Writ satisfied was disproved by the evidence
extant in the records.[20]

However, the Executive Judge ruled that with respect to his receipt of P1,000.00 from complainants on 10 July
2001,[21] Ramos failed to observe the requirements of the Rules of Court regarding the collection, receipt,
disbursement and liquidation thereof. But for such neglect for which Ramos was reprimanded, the Executive
Judge recommended the dismissal of the complaint against the latter.[22]

The OCA in its report[23] agreed with and adopted the findings of the Executive Judge. However, it
recommended that Ramos be suspended for one (1) month for his failure to comply with the procedure for
determining, disbursing and liquidating sheriff’ s expenses.[24]

We agree with both the findings of the Executive Judge and the OCA but we find their respective recommended
penalties of reprimand and suspension for one (1) month too light a penalty for the violation respondent has
committed.

The second paragraph of Section 9, Rule 141 of the Rules of Court prescribes the procedure regarding the
payment of expenses that might be incurred in the implementation of the writ. It providesin part:

In addition to the fees hereinabove fixed, the party requesting the process of any court, preliminary, incidental,
or final, shal pay the sheriff’s expenses in serving or executing the process, or safeguarding the property
levied upon, attached or seized, including kilometrage for each kilometer travel, guard’ s fees, warehousing and
similar charges, in an amount estimated by the sheriff, subject to the approval of the court. Upon approval of
said estimated expenses, the interested party shall deposit such amount with the clerk of court and ex-officio
sheriff, who shall disburse the same to the deputy sheriff assigned to effect the process, subject to the
liquidation within the same period for rendering a return on the process. Any unspent amount shall be refunded
to the party making the deposit. A full report shall be submitted by the deputy sheriff assigned with his return,
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and the sheriff’s expenses shall be taxed as costs against the judgment debtor.

In the case of Sandoval v. Ignacio, Jr.,[25] we restated what should be common knowledge to court personnel,
thus:

The rule requires the sheriff executing writs or processes to estimate the expenses to be incurred. Upon the
approval of the estimated expenses, the interested party has to deposit the amount with the Clerk of Court and
Ex-officio Sheriff. The expenses shall then be disbursed to the executing Sheriff subject to his liquidation
within the same period for rendering a return on the process or writ. Any unspent amount shall be refunded to
the party who made the deposit.[26]

It is clear then that a Sheriff in the performance of his duties is not precluded from collecting additional sums
from arequesting party. He is however mandated by the Rules to follow certain steps; first, to make an estimate of
the expenses to be incurred by him; second, to obtain court approval for such estimated expenses; third, the
approved amount shall be deposited by the interested party with the Clerk of Court and Ex-Officio Sheriff; fourth,
the Clerk of Court shall disburse the amount to the executing Sheriff; and fifth, the executing Sheriff shall
liquidate his expenses within the same period for rendering areturn on the writ.[27]

Sheriff Ramos ignored the procedures set forth in the Rules of Court. He failed to observe faithfully his duty as a
sheriff. There is nothing on record to indicate that Ramos made an estimate of the expenses to be incurred for
execution and had the estimate approved by the court. What does appear on record is the fact that he asked for and
received the amount of P1,000.00 from complainants, allegedly for expenses in connection with the
implementation of the writ; for which he issued a mere handwritten Receipt.[28] Granting arguendo that it were
so, respondent should submit a full report of the estimated expenses for approval of the court, deposit the amount
with the Clerk of Court and Ex-officio Sheriff and render an accounting thereof. Ramos did not. He failed to
comply with what was incumbent upon him. Ramos likewise should not go on accepting money from a party,
much less requesting for it.[29]

As responsible officer of the court, Sheriff Ramos is bound to discharge his duties with prudence, caution and
attention which careful men usually exercise in the management of their affairs. Upon him depends the execution
of afinal judgment of the court; as a sheriff he must be circumspect and proper in his behavior. His neglect and
failure to comply faithfully with the provisions of Rule 141 created a negative impression and placed the sheriff’s
office aswell asthe court itself in abad light.[30]

Sheriffs play an important role in the administration of justice and as agents of the law, high standards are
expected of them. They are duty-bound to know at least the very basic rules relative to the implementation of
writs of execution.[31]

Ramos ought to be reminded that as an officer of the court, he should at al times show a high degree of
professionalism in the performance of his duties. By failing to observe the proper procedure, respondent showed
very little regard in upholding the law. As front-line representative of our justice system, he should be more
vigilant in the execution of the law, for once he loses the people’s trust, he diminishes the people’s faith in the
judiciary.[32]

Ramos's issuance of a handwritten Receipt also constitutes a violation of Section 113, Article |11, Chapter V of
the National Accounting and Auditing Manual which provides “that no payment of any nature shall be received
by a collecting officer without immediately issuing an official receipt in acknowledgment thereof.” [33]

In view of the foregoing, the recommended penalties of reprimand and suspension for one (1) month are evidently
too light. In Bercasio v. Benito,[34] involving similar infractions by a sheriff, we imposed the penalty of
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suspension for aperiod of three (3) months without pay on the respondent.

The Court finds that respondent’s actuations calls for a more severe penalty. As officer of the court, Ramos is
required to live up to strict standards of honesty and integrity in public service. His conduct of unilaterally
demanding sums of money from a party-litigant purportedly to defray expenses of execution, without obtaining
the approval of the trial court for such purported expenses and without rendering an accounting therefor
constitutes dishonesty and extortion and falls short of the required standards of public service. Such conduct
threatens the very existence of the system of administration of justice.[35]

At the grassroots of our judicial machinery, sheriffs and deputy sheriffs are indispensably in close contract with
the litigants, hence, their conduct should be geared towards maintaining the prestige and integrity of the court, for
the image of a court of justice is necessarily mirrored in the conduct, official or otherwise, of the men and women
who work thereat, from the judge to the least and lowest of its personnel; hence, it becomes the imperative and
sacred duty of each and everyone in the court to maintain its good name and standing as a temple of justice.[36]
Respondent’s behavior which erodes the faith and confidence of our people in the administration of justice
warrants the imposition of a heavier sanction.

WHEREFORE, respondent SHERIFF Nicolas C. Ramos is hereby SUSPENDED for a period of three (3) months
without pay with a stern warning that any further infraction of the Rules of Court shall be dealt with severely.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, (Chairman), AustriaMartinez, Callgjo, Sr., and Chico-Nazario, JJ., concur.

[1] Rallo, p. 2.

[2] Id. at 13-14.

[3] Id. at 2.

[4] In 1st Indorsement dated 5 November 2001, Rollo, pp. 1 and 310.
[5] The Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act.

[6] “An Act Establishing A Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards for Public Officials and Employees, to
Uphold the Time-Honored Principle of Public Office Being A Public Trust, Granting Incentives and Rewards for
Exemplary Service, Enumerating Prohibited Acts and Transactions and Providing Penalties for Violations
Thereof and for Other Purposes.”

[7] Rollo, pp. 31-34, 310; Dated 21 January 2002.
[8] A piece of paper entitled Receipt signed by Ramos is attached as p. 30 of the Rollo. Itsfull text reads:

RECEIPT

JULY 10, 2001

RECEIVED FROM ATTY ABQUINA THE AMOUNT OF P1,000.00 ONLY FOR SHERIFF'S EXPENSES
FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE WRIT'S (sic). INCLUDING GAS, XEROX, PAYMENTS OF THE
WRITS OF EXECUTION, FILM, BATTERY, DEVELOPED, ETC.

[9] Rallo, p. 32.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 6
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. NO. P-05-2017. June 29, 2005

[10] Id. at 33.

[11] Id. at 47-50; Dated 8 February 2002.
[12] Id. at 47.

[13] Id. at 50, 311.

[14] Ibid.

[15] Id. at 60-64; Dated 20 February 2002.
[16] 1d. at 231-246.

[17] The instant administrative complaint was referred to her following the retirement of former Executive Judge
Silvestre H. Béllo, Jr.

[18] Rallo, pp. 241-242, 311-312.

[19] Id. at 242-243, 312-313.

[20] Id. at 243-244, 313.

[21] Id. a 39, supranote 8.

[22] Id. at 246, 314-315.

[23] Id. at 310-316; Dated 14 April 2005.

[24] Id. at 316.

[25] A.M. No. P-04-1878 (formerly OCA-1PI-02-1462-P) 31 August 2004, 437 SCRA 238.

[26] Sandoval v. Ignacio Jr., A.M. No. P-04-1878 (formerly OCA-IPI-02-1462-P) 31 August 2004, 437 SCRA
238, 245-246 citing Bercasio v. Benito, 341 Phil. 404 (1997).

[27] Andal v. Tonga, A.M. No. P-02-1581, 28 October 2003, 414 SCRA 524, 530.
[28] Rallo, p. 39, supranote 8.

[29] See Casefiaresv. Almeida, Jr., 381 Phil. 377, 385 (2000).

[30] Tiongco v. Molina, 416 Phil. 676, 683 (2001).

[31] Andal v. Tonga, A.M. No. P-02-1581, 28 October 2003, 414 SCRA 524, 531.
[32] Visitacion, Jr. v. Ediza, 414 Phil. 699, 703 (2001).

[33] See Paiste v. Mamenta, AM. Nos. P-03-1697, P-03-1699, 1 October 2003, 412 SCRA 403, 415; Sandoval v.
Ignacio Jr., A.M. No. P-04-1878 (formerly OCA-IPI-02-1462-P) 31 August 2004, 437 SCRA 238, 246.
(Emphasis supplied).

[34] 341 Phil. 404 (1997).
[35] See Ong v. Meregildo, A.M. No. P-93-935, 5 July 1994, 233 SCRA 632, 644.
[36] Santosv. Arquiza, 314 Phil. 460, 472 (1995).

© 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



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. NO. P-05-2017. June 29, 2005

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor 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 fromit.

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 al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull 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 examsthat tell you whereyou 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 keepsyou 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.

© 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



