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EXONERATING CORAZON L. BELMONTE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

This pertains to the administrative case filed by the Department of Foreign Affairs,
hereinafter the “Department”, against Ms. Corazon L. Belmonte for dishonesty,
inefficiency, incompetence in the performance of official duty, and conduct
prejudicial to the best interest of the service.

The charges stem from two misfeasance allegedly committed by respondent in
1987: (1) issuance of a Category 9 (E-2) visa to a Russian correspondent on 18
September 1987; (2) issuing of false statement in connection with a car accident on
1 January 1987.

Anent the first misfeasance, after a painstaking perusal of the records and evidence
submitted, we find it difficult to believe respondent as responsible for the issuance
of a diplomatic (E-2) visa to a Russian correspondent, a certain Alexander Ivanovich
Kisselev connected with Tass agency. Firstly, records disclosed that at the time the
purported visa was issued by the Philippine Embassy in Moscow to Mr. Kisseley,
respondent was in the Home Office. Secondly, a careful review of the
communications exchanged between the Philippine Embassy in Moscow and the
Home Office relative to the visa of Mr. Kisselev reveals that the issuance of the visa
was made upon authority from the Home Office. Telex No. Mo-3587-S dated 14
September 1987 reads:

“xxx EMBASSY AUTHORIZED TO ISSUE APPROPRIATE
VISAS TO A.I. KISSELEV AND FAMILY. END x x X x
MANUEL T. YAN
Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs”

And lastly, on the claim that the visa issued to Mr. Kisselev was not the proper visa,
there was no competent evidence submitted showing that the visa issued to Mr.
Kisselev was improper. It should be noted that in the Soviet Union, privately owned
mass media was inexistent at the time the visa was issued. Tass agency is the
official Soviet news agency and is regarded as a vital organ of the Soviet Union and
an important component of the government. Thus, its correspondent, for all intents
and purposes, could very Well be classified as a “diplomat” equivalent to an
information attache. Moreover, since prior to 1987 Mr. Kisselev had previously, i.e. in
1982 and 1985, been issued a category 9 (E-2) visa, it would not be inappropriate
then, i.e. 1987, to issue him the same type of visa.

On the second alleged misfeasance by respondent, the pertinent facts are
undisputed.



