
Republic of the Philippines
S andi ganb ay an

Quezon City
***

SEVENTH DIVISION

MINUTES of the proceedings held on January 15, 2018.

Present:

MA. THERESA DOLORES C. GOMEZ-ESTOESTA Chairperson
ZALDYV TRESPESES Associate Justice

BA YANIH. JA CINTO* — Associate Justice

The following resolution was adopted:

SB-16-CRM'0249 to 0250-People v. Rozzano Rufino B. Blazon, et at.

Before this Court is:

1. The "MANIFESTATION" of De Guzman DIonldo Gaga
Jucaban and Associates Law Offices dated January 10,2018.

This Court has received ihs Manifestation dated January 10,2018, filed
by the counsel for accused Mario L. Relampagos, alleging that accused
Relampagos, for various reasons relating to his numerous indictments before
this Court, has opted not to return to the country.

Upon Motion, accused Relampagos has been allowed by this Court to
travel to the United States from December 2,2017 to January 1,2018, subject
to certain conditions, viz:^

2. That accused shall leave not earlier than December 2,2017 and shall
be back in the Philippines not later than January 1,2018;

XXX

6. That any material misrepresentation made in his Motion to Travel
shall be punished as contempt of this Court and shall be dealt with
accordingly;

* Per A.O. No. 284-2017 dated August 18, 2017
^ Resolution dated November 10, 2017, Records, Vol. 7, pp. 245-546
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RESOLUTION

1. That he will abide faithfully with all his undertakings herein, such that
any violation of the terms and conditions contained in this Resolution
shall be sufficient ground for this Court to order the forfeiture of his
travel bond, as well as to cause the issuance of a warrant for his arrest;
XXX

The rule laid down by the Supreme Court is that a person facing a
criminal indictment and provisionally released on bail does not have an
unrestricted right to travel, the reason being that a person's right to travel is
subject to the usual constraints imposed by the veiy necessity of safeguarding
the system of justice.^ A court has the power to prohibit a person admitted to
bail from leaving the Philippines. This is a necessary consequence of the
nature and function of a bail bond.^

Relying on accused Relampagos' good faith in alleging his grounds to
travel to the United States, this Court granted his Motion to Travel. Needless
to say, accused Relampagos, in failing to return to the country by January 1,
2018, acted contraiy to his representations to, and in blatant contempt of, this
Court.

At this point, accused Relampagos is already considered a fugitive from
justice, defined as follows:

Based on settled jurisprudence, the term "'fugitive from justice'
includes not only those who flee after conviction to avoid punishment but
likewise those who, after being charged, flee to avoid Drosecution." In
Rodriguez v. Commission on Elections, this Court held that:

The definition thus indicates that the intent to evade is the
compelling factor that animates one's flight from a particular
jurisdiction. And obviously, there can only be an intent to evade
prosecution or punishment when there is knowledge by the
fleeing subject of an already instituted indictment, or of a
promulgated judgment of conviction."^ (Emphases in the original)

Thus, apart from the sanctions this Court may impose, it finds sufficient
ground to order the cancellation of accused Relampagos' passport in
accordance with Sec. 8(b) of Republic Act No. 8239 or the Philippine
Passport Act of1996, which provides:

SECTION 8. Grounds for Denial, Cancellation or Restrictions. —
The application for passport may be denied, cancelled or restricted only on
the following grounds:

XXX

b) Cancellation

//.
2 Cojuanco v. Sandiganbayan, et al., G.R. No. 134307, December 21,1998, citing Manotoc, Jr. ws. Court of Appeals, 142
SCRA149 (1986); Sllverlo vs. Court of Appeals, 195 SCRA 760 (1991); Marcos vs. Sandiganbayan, 247 SCRA127 (1995).
3 Manotoc v. CA, et al., G.R. No. L-62100, May 30,1986
Labao v. COMELEC, et al., G.R. No. 212615 & G.R. No. 212989, July 19, 2016
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1. When the holder is a fugitive from justice;

XXX

Accused Relampagos' intent to evade prosecution is unmistakable not
only jfrom his failure to return to the country as undertaken, but likewise from
his communications to his counsel, as the latter manifested to this Court.

Moreover, under Art. 9, Sec. 2 of the Implementing Rules and
Regulations for Republic Act No. 8239, a passport may be cancelled upon
lawful order of the court to hold the departure of an applicant because of a
pending criminal case.

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, accused Relampagos' cash
bond in the amount of P70,000.00, and travel bond in the amount of
P35,000.00, are ordered forfeited in favor of the government.

The Department of Foreign Affairs is ordered to cancel the passport of
Mario Loquellano Relampagos with the following details:

Passport No. EC2419992
Date of Issue: October 15,2014
Valid Until: October 14,2019

Let a warrant of arrest be issued against accused Mario L. Relampagos.

The Prosecution is directed to initiate steps for the extradition of the
accused from the United States to the Philippines.

Atty. Godofredo C. De Guzman, Atty. Arnold M. Gaga and Atty.
Christopher John P. Lao are directed to show cause why they should not be
cited in contempt of court, and why no administrative charges should be
initiated against them for their failure to comply with their Affidavit of
Undertaking.

SO ORDERED.

GOMEZ-ESTOESTA, J., Chairperson

TRESPESES,J.

JACINTO, J.


