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Title: Cruz vs. Tantuico, Jr., et al. – Release of Retirement Benefits Amid Fictitious Treasury
Warrants

Facts:
–  Romana  M.  Cruz,  acting  as  a  cashier  or  paying  teller  for  the  Bureau  of  Treasury,
processed several treasury warrants amounting to P21,545.08. It later turned out these
were issued to fictitious payees by a syndicate within government agencies.
– An internal investigation suggested targeting Editha Gonzales and Ceferino M. Cruz, who
were directly involved in the falsifications, instead of Romana Cruz who merely acted in her
capacity as a paying teller.
– The National Cashier initially recommended actions against the perpetrators rather than
Romana Cruz but,  soon after,  an Auditor demanded the dishonor of  the warrants and
charged Romana Cruz for restitution.
–  Through a series  of  official  endorsements,  COA Acting Chairman Francisco Tantuico
directed Romana Cruz to restore the funds paid on these warrants, under the assertion that
as the paying teller, she was liable for the funds.
– The Bureau of Treasury’s Treasurer and the Solicitor General believed Cruz should not be
held liable,  attributing fault  primarily to the DEC for issuing the warrants to fictitious
individuals.
– Unbeknownst to Romana Cruz, her retirement benefits were subject to deduction to cover
the warrant payments, which she challenged for being unjust.
– Cruz filed for reconsideration and clearance for her retirement benefits, but her appeal
was denied based on the COA’s stance.

Issues:
1. Was Romana Cruz liable for the encashment of the treasury warrants issued to fictitious
individuals?
2. Did the Bureau of Treasury or any other agency breach procedural norms by deducting
the stated liability from Romana Cruz’s retirement benefits?
3. Can Section 624 of the Revised Administrative Code allow the withholding of Cruz’s
retirement benefits for the alleged liability?

Court’s Decision:
1. Romana Cruz was not liable for the encashment as she acted with no negligence and in
good faith, a stance shared by the investigation outcomes and her employer.
2. The deduction of her retirement benefits was deemed unjustified; the orders to do so
based on COA’s instructions were, therefore, challenged.
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3. The Supreme Court ruled that Section 624 of the Revised Administrative Code could not
be construed to allow the reduction of retirement pay for debt recovery, particularly when
the liability is disputed and not clearly established.

Doctrine:
– Good Faith in Financial Duties: Individuals performing their roles without negligence and
following standard procedures should not be held personally accountable for systems-wide
faults outside their purview.
–  Retirement  Benefits  Protection:  Benefits  meant  for  sustaining retirees  should not  be
arbitrarily or administratively withheld for alleged indebtedness without due process and
clarity.

Class Notes:
– **Key Elements**:
–  **Good  Faith  Compliance**:  Employee  acted  as  per  norms  with  genuine  documents
presented.
– **Principle of Non-Negligence**: No clear dereliction of duty despite held position.
– **Retirement Benefit  Protection**: Legally protected against arbitrary deduction (Sec.
624, Revised Admin Code).
– **Key Legal Provision**:
–  **Sec.  624 of  the Revised Administrative Code**:  Not meant for recovering disputed
amounts from retirement funds.

Historical Background:
During the time, the financial systems within various government branches were vulnerable
to fraudulent activities often orchestrated through a lack of technological advancements in
verification processes. This case falls in line amid others during the 1970s dealing with
accountability  and  misappropriations  within  government  agencies,  reflecting  tensions
between  administrative  authority  and  employee  protections.  The  concern  of  properly
protecting  government  funds  without  unfairly  penalizing  innocent  employees  was
particularly critical at this juncture, evidenced by cases reaching the judiciary for relief on
unjust deductions.


