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This resolves the Motion to Quash1 and the Urgent Manifestation
and Supplemental Motion to Quash2 of accused Enrico R. Echiverri,
Edna V. Centeno and Jesusa C. Garcia.

In their Motion to Quash, the accused pray for (a) the quashal of
the Informations against them on the ground that the facts ChargeeJvy!

1Dated April 20, 2017; pp. 331-351, Record I~~'
, O'ted June 27, 2017; FUed on June 27, 2017 kt "/?



RESOLUTION
People. vs. Echiverri, et al./People vs. Centeno, et al.
Criminal Case Nos. SB-17-CRM-0480 and 0481

therein do not constitute an offense, and (b) the suspension of their
arraignment pending the resolution of their Motion. They contend that:

1. The non-specific language used in the prior authorization granted
by the Sangguniang Panlungsod of Caloocan City does not
necessarily give rise to a prima facie case of violation of Section
3(e) of Republic Act No. 3019 (RA. No. 3019). The award of the
contract for the Improvement of Saplungan Street Drainage
System was not done whimsically, fraudulently or with perverse
motivation on the part of accused Echiverri.

2. Even assuming that the prosecution proves beyond reasonable
doubt that there was indeed no prior authorization from the
Sanggunian, the lack thereof does not automatically justify the
conclusion that the accused committed violation of Sec. 3(e) of
RA. No. 3019.

3. The Complaint-Affidavit3 cited the case of Quisumbing v. Garcia,4
wherein the Supreme Court held that prior authorization is
required before an appropriation can be used for a specific project
if an appropriation ordinance does not contain in sufficient detail
the project and cost of capital outlay, or if it describes the project
in generic terms only.5 However, a more circumspect reading of
said case will reveal that such ruling cannot apply to the present
cases because the factual and legal setting therein are not on all
fours with the present cases.

4. In Quisumbing, the province operated under a re-enacted budget,
and only those items enumerated in Sec. 323 of Republic Act No.
7160 are deemed re-enacted. Contractual obligations not
included in the previous years' annual and supplemental budgets
cannot be disbursed by the local government unit, and thus,
require prior authorization from the sanggunian. In the present
cases, Caloocan City was not operating under are-enacted
budget, and therefore, the appropriation ordinances passed by
the sanggunian may validly servellS the authorization required
under Section 22(c) of RA. No. 7160.

/?
~

3 pp. 36-49, Record
4 G.R. No. 175527, December 8,2008
5 p. 43, Record (p. 8, Complaint-Affidavit dated October 9,2015)
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5. Sections 305 (a),6 3367 and 3468 of RA. No. 7160 do not
prescribe how ordinances should be formulated. They do not
require an ordinance to specify in complete detail all the objects
of expenditure down to the individual and specific projects.
Neither do they prohibit making appropriations on a lump sum
basis.

6. Even assuming that the implementation of the project and the
disbursement of funds therefor were ultra vires acts, such acts
can be ratified, and hence, cannot be the basis of a prosecution
for violation of Sec. 3(e) of RA. No. 3019.

7. There is no causal connection between the alleged lack of
specific prior authorization from the sanggunian and the element
of causing undue injury to the government. Moreover, the undue
injury must be specified, quantified and proven to the point of
moral certainty.

8. Likewise, there is no causal connection between the lack of
specific prior authorization from the sanggunian and the element
of giving of unwarranted benefits, advantage or preference to
Golden. The award of the contract thereto was in accordance
with the provisions of Republic Act No. 9184 (RA. No. 9184).

9. The Office of the Ombudsman, in its Resolution, confirmed that
there was no adverse observation in the implementation of the
project notwithstanding the alleged lack of prior authorization
from the sanggunian. Therefore, there is no basis for the charge
of existence of undue injury or prejudice to the government, which
is an essential element of the offense.

10. No law or jurisprudence supports the assertion that lack of
authority from the sanggunian necessarily constitutes the giving
of unwarranted benefits or grant of privilege to a private party.

11.Absent the existence of undue injury - a crucial element of the
offense charged, the continuation of the proceedings Wi~1be
nothing but unnecessary expense and wasted resources on the
part of the government. More importantly, the accused will (/

6 Sec. 305. Fundamental Principles. x x x (al No money shall be paid out of the local treasury except in ~
pursuance of an appropriations ordinance or law; x x x
7 Sec. 336. Use of Appropriated Funds and Savings. - Funds shall be available exclusively for the specific
purpose for which they have been appropriated. No ordinance shall be passed authorizing any transfer of
appropriations from one item to another. However, the local chief executive or the presiding officer of the
sanggunian concerned may, by ordinance, be authorized to augment any item in the approved annual
budget for their respective offices from savings in other items within the same expense class of their
respective appropriations.
8 Sec. 346. Disbursements of Local Funds and Statement of Accounts. - Disbursements shall be made in
accordance with the ordinance authorizing the annual or supplemental appropriations without the prior
approval of the sanggunian concerned. x x x
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subjected to open and public accusation of a crime he cannot be
guilty of in the first place.

In its Opposition (Re Accused Echiverri, Centeno and Garcia's
Motion to Quash dated 20 April 2017), 9 the prosecution counters that:

1. The determination of whether or not the facts charged in the
Information constitute an offense calls only for the examination of
the allegations or averments in the Information. All matters
outside the four corners of the Information are matters aliunde,
and need not be considered.

2. The Information in the present cases state the ultimate facts
containing all the elements constituting the offenses charged
against the accused.

3. The other averments of the accused requiring this Court to look
into extrinsic matters outside the allegations in the Informations
are evidentiary in nature, and should not be considered in
determining the completeness and sufficiency of the allegations
therein.

4. Accused Echiverri, Centeno and Garcia cite the ruling in
Quisumbing, in particular, the statement "appropriation passed by
the sanggunian may validly serve as the authorization required
under Sec. 22(c) of R.A. No. 7160." But their reliance on said
portion is misplaced. The ordinances enumerated by the
accused did not exempt accused Echeverri from seeking
authority from the Sangguniang Panlungsod. His flagrant
disregard of requirements of the law cannot be cured by
ratification. Criminal liability attached the moment the three
accused pursued the projects without the required authority.

In their Rep1Y,10accused Echiverri, Centeno and Garcia argue

1. There are exceptions to the rule that a motion to quash cannot go
beyond the Information. In Garcia v. Court of Appeals 11 and
People v. De la Rosa,12 it was held that the motion to quash may
be based on factual and legal grounds. Extinction of criminal
liability and double jeopardy are retained as grounds for a motion
to quash. Necessarily, facts outside the information itself ma~~~
introduced to prove such grounds. Inquiry into such facts :70 '/

-9 D-a-te-d-M-a-Y-1-1,-2-01-7-;P-P-.-37-3--3-8-2,Record ~ /)

10 Dated May 29,2017; pp. 397-405, Record
11 G.R. No. 119063, January 27, 1997
12 G.R. No. l-34112, June 25, 1980
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also be allowed where the ground invoked is that the allegations
in the Information do not constitute the offense charged.

2. Contrary to the prosecution's claim that the allegations in the
Information in the present cases constitute the offenses charged,
it is clear that the allegations are insufficient, if not sorely deficient,
to constitute the offenses charged. Both Informations are
premised on the supposed lack of "specific" authority embodied
in the ordinances and resolution authorizing the subject
transaction, issued by the Sangguniang Panlungsod.

3. The prosecution admitted that the sanggunian made an
appropriation covering the subject project. Therefore, the
Information for falsification against accused Centeno and Garcia,
as well as that for violation of Sec. 3(e) of R.A. No. 3019 against
the three accused, have no leg to stand on.

4. The validity of the Informations rest on the particularity and
certainty of factual averments establishing the essential
ingredients of the offense. The prosecution's admission, that
there was indeed an appropriation, necessitates the discussion
of factual and legal grounds supporting the ground raised for
quashal. Lazarte v. Sandiganbayan,13 which was cited by the
prosecution, cannot apply to the present cases because in that
case, it was alleged that no excavation and roadfilling works were
undertaken by the contractor in the subject project. In the present
case, the project was undertaken, implemented and completed.

5. Rule 117, Sec. 4 of the Rules of Court allows the amendment of
a defective Information on the ground that the facts charged do
not constitute an offense. However, such remedy is allowed only
if the defect is curable. The Information in the present cases are
beyond remedy. The prosecution's admission of the existence of
an appropriation is contrary to the allegations in the Informations.

The three accused subsequently filed their Urgent Manifestation
and Supplemental Motion to Quash, wherein they averred:

1. The Commission on Audit (COA), in its Decision dated June 15,
2017, granted the accused' Petition for Review and lifted Notice
of Disallowance No. 13-001-100 (11 to 13) on certain projects of
Caloocan City, including the project subject of the present cases.

2. Considering that the Complaint and the Ombudsman's
Resolution heavily relied on said Notice of Disallowance, the
reversal of said notice rendered the Information in the present
cases practicallyextinerrJ (J

13G.R. No. 180122, March 13, 2009 ~.

tD
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3. The COA, in the June 15, 2017 Decision, found that the
implementation of the projects without specific prior authorization
from the Sangguniang Panlungsod rendered the contracts
entered into by accused Echiverri unenforceable. However, the
contracts are not "unenforceable per se" because they had been
implemented and the local government received and enjoyed the
benefits from the implementation thereof. Accused Echiverri's
act of entering into said contracts is akin to an ultra vires act,
which is subject to ratification.

4. In reversing the Notice of Disallowance, the COA also found that
the Sangguniang Panlungsod ratified the subject contract in
Resolution No. 1980 s. 2012, thus curing the defect of lack of prior
authorization.

In its Opposition Re Accused Echiverri, Centeno and Garcia's
Urgent Manifestation and Supplemental Motion to Quash Dated 20
April 2017,14 the prosecution counters:

1. The basis for the charge of violation of Sec. 3(e) of R.A. No. 3019
is not merely the non-specificity of the language used in
Ordinance 0464 s. 2010, but precisely the lack or absence of the
required specific prior authorization from the Sangguniang
Panlungsod.

2. Ordinance 0464 s. 2010 provided for a lump sum appropriation
for various infrastructure projects. The general nature and
descriptions of the appropriation was not sufficient to constitute
the required specific prior authorization from the Sangguniang
Panlungsod.

3. The COA, in its Decision, recognized the guidelines set in the
Quisumbing case, and categorically declared that Ordinance
0464 s. 2010 did not specifically provide for the details and
amount of appropriation per project.

4. It is not unexpected for the COA and the Ombudsman to have
differing views on the matter of contracts entered into without
prior authorization from the sanggunian. The COA, approaching
the transaction from an administrative point of view, considered
the contracts entered into by accused Echiverri as merely
unenforceable. On the other hand, the Ombudsman, tasked with
the determination of probable cause for the filing of a crimina
case, considered the same act as a blatant disregard of law.

/?
14 Dated July 13, 2017; Filed on July 14, 2017; The Urgent Manifestation and Supplemental Motion to \t\
Quash of the accused is dated June 27,2017. Their Motion to Quash is dated April 20, 2017.
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5. The Ombudsman's position is supported by Sections 85, 86 and
87 of Presidential Decree No. 1445 (P.O. 1445). Viz.:

1. No contract involving the expenditure of public funds shall be
entered into unless there is an appropriation therefor, the
unexpended balance of which, free of other obligations, is
sufficient to cover the proposed expenditure.

b. Section 86. Certificate showing appropriation to meet contract.
Except in the case of a contract for personal service, for supplies for
current consumption or to be carried in stock not exceeding the
estimated consumption for three months, or banking transactions of
government-owned or controlled banks no contract involVing the
expenditure of public funds by any government agency shall be
entered into or authorized unless the proper accounting official of the
agency concerned shall have certified to the officer entering into the
obligation that funds have been duly appropriated for the purpose and
that the amount necessary to cover the proposed contract for the
current fiscal year is available for expenditure on account thereof,
SUbject to verification by the auditor concerned. The certificate signed
by the proper accounting official and the auditor who verified it, shall
be attached to and become an integral part of the proposed contract,
and the sum so certified shall not thereafter be available for
expenditure for any other purpose until the obligation of the
government agency concerned under the contract is fully extinguished.

c. Section 87. Void contract and liability of officer. Any contract entered
into contrary to the requirements of the two immediately preceding
sections shall be void, and the officer or officers entering into the
contract shall be liable to the government or other contracting party for
any consequent damage to the same extent as if the transaction had
been wholly between private parties.

6. In the absence of a specific appropriation for the Saplungan
Street Drainage System project, prior authorization from the
sanggunian is required. Accused Echiverri's act of awarding the
contract to Golden without the necessary approval from the
sanggunian, and likewise, the release of public funds under the
falsified ALOSS, were not in compliance with the requirements
provided in Sections 85 and 86 of P.O. 1445, and thus, said
contract is void under Sec. 87 of the same law. No amount of
ratification can cure the defect in the subject contract.

7. In Vergara v. Ombudsman, 15 the Supreme Court held that in
contracts entered into by the local chief executive, Sec. 455 of
R.A. No. 7160 requires prior authorization 7&rau hority from the
Sangguniang Panlungsod, and not ratification.

('
"G.'. No. 174567,M,,,h 12, 2009 "'/)
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THE COURT'S RULING

The Motion to Quash and Supplemental Motion to Quash of
accused Echiverri, Centeno and Garcia are bereft of merit and should
be denied.

The Motions of the accused are grounded on Sec. 3, Rule 117
of the Rules of Court, which reads:

Sec. 3. Grounds. - The accused may move to quash the
complaint or information on any of the following grounds:

(a) That the facts charged do not constitute an offense;
(b) x x x

A motion to quash on this ground requires the determination of
the sufficiency of the Information. An Information is sufficient if it
complies with Sec. 6, Rule 110 of the Rules of Court, which provides:

Sec. 6. Sufficiency of complaint or information. - A complaint
or information is sufficient if it states the name of the accused; the
designation of the offense given by the statute; the acts or omissions
complained of as constituting the offense; the name of the offended
party; the approximate date of the commission of the offense; and
the place where the offense was committed.

When an offense is committed by more than one person, all
of them shall be included in the complaint or information.

The fundamental test in reflecting on the viability of a motion to
quash on the ground that the facts charged do not constitute an offense
is whether or not the facts asseverated, if hypothetically admitted,
would establish the essential elements of the crime defined in law.
Matters aliunde will not be considered.16 The Information need only
state the ultimate facts constituting the offense and not the finer details
ofwhyand howthecrimewascommitteJY /7

16 Lazorte v. Sandiganbayan, ibid.
17 People v. Sandiganbayan, G.R. No. 160619, September 9, 2015
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In Case No. SB-17-CRM-0480, accused Echiverri, Centeno and
Garcia are charged with violation of Sec. 3(e) of R.A. No. 3019.18 The
essential elements of the offense charged are the following:

(a) The accused must be a public officer discharging
administrative, judicial or official functions;

(b) He must have acted with manifest partiality, evident bad
faith or gross inexcusable negligence; and

(c) His actions caused any undue injury to any party, including
the government, or gave any private party unwarranted
benefits, advantage or preference in the discharge of his
functions.19

In the Information charging the accused with violation of Sec.
3(e) of R.A. No. 3019, the following are alleged:

(a) Accused Echiverri (City Mayor), Centeno (City Accountant)
and Garcia (City Budget Officer), conspiring with one
another, committed the act/s charged in the performance
of their administrative and/or official functions.

(b) They acted with manifest partiality, evident bad faith and/or
gross inexcusable negligence by awarding the contract for
the Improvement of Saplungan Street Drainage System to
Golden 3T Construction (Golden) without prior
authorization of the Sangguniang Panlungsod of Caloocan
City, and thereafter paying the amount of at least One
Million Nine Hundred Sixty-two Thousand Four Hundred
Five Pesos and Eighty-five centavos (P1,962,405.85) to
Golden.

(c) The acts of the accused caused undue injury to the
Government in the aforestated amount, and the giving of
unwarranted benefits and advantage to GOI~ r

" Sec.3(ej (, ,,' og ,"y "d,e 'oj",y to ,"y p' rty. 'oc',d' og the Govemmeot, 0' g'v'og ,"y p,;.,te p,rtyt[)
any unwarranted benefits, advantage or preference in the discharge of his official, administrative or judicial
functions through manifest partiality, evident bad faith or gross inexcusable negligence. This provision shall
apply to officers and employees of offices or government corporations charged with the grant of licenses
or permits or other concessions.
19 Coloma v. Sandiganbayan, G.R. No. 205561, September 24,2014
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On the other hand, in Case No. SB-17-CRM-0481, accused
Centeno and Garcia are charged with Falsification of Public Document,
defined and penalized under Article 171, par. 4 of the Revised Penal
Code (RPC).20 In Fullero v. People,21 it was held that the elements of
the crime are the following:

a) the offender makes in a public document untruthful
statements in a narration of facts;

b) he has the legal obligation to disclose the truth of the facts
narrated by him; and

In addition to the aforecited elements, it must also be proven that the
public officer or employee had taken advantage of his official position
in making the falsification. In falsification of public document, the
offender is considered to have taken advantage of his official position
when (1) he has the duty to make or prepare or otherwise intervene
in the preparation of a document; or (2) he has the official custody of
the document which he falsifies.

(a) Accused Centeno (City Accountant) and Garcia (City
Budget Officer), conspiring with one another, committed
the act charged in the performance of their administrative
and/or official functions.

(b) They made false statements in a narration of facts by
certifying in the Allotment and Obligation Slip (ALOBS) No.
100-11-11-2675 dated May 26,2011 as to the existence of
appropriation for, and as to obligation of allotment, for the
Improvement of Saplungan Street Drainage System.

(c) Both accu ed knew that there was no appropriation for the
project. /7

20 Art. 171. Falsification by p lic officer, emPIOyee~tary or ecclesiastical minister. - The penalty of
prisi6n mayor and a fine not to exceed 5,000pesosshall be imposed upon any public officer, employee, or
notary who, taking advantage of his official position, shall falsify a document by committing any of the
following acts:

xxx
4. Making untruthful statements in a narration of facts;

21 G.R.No. 170583,September 12,2007
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The Court finds that the Information in both cases allege the
essential elements constituting the offense charged.

The accused now contend that in resolving a motion to quash,
the Court may look into matters outside the Information itself.

According to them, Sec. 2, Rule 11722 of the Rules of Court
provides that the motion must specify its factual and legal grounds.
Such factual and legal grounds may lie outside the Information, and
hence, the Court may allow the introduction of facts not within the
confines of the Information. To further support 'their contention, they
cite the cases of Garcia v. Court of Appeals and People v. De la Rosa,
wherein the Supreme Court, holding that facts outside the information
may be introduced, affirmed the lower courts' orders granting motions
to quash information.

Indeed, there are instances where the Court may take into
account facts not alleged in the Information to resolve a motion to
quash. It bears stressing that the "facts charged do not constitute an
offense" is but one of the grounds for a motion to quash. The rules
expressly permit the introduction of facts not found within the
information to prove other grounds such as extinction of criminal
liability, prescription and double jeopardy. This was explained by the
Supreme Court in Valencia v. Sandiganbayan.23 To wit:

Save where the Rules expressly permit the investigation of facts
alleged in a motion to quash, the general rule is that in the hearing
of such motion only such facts as are alleged in the information, and
those admitted by the prosecutor, should be taken into account in the
resolution thereof. Matters of defense can not be produced during
the hearing of such motions, except where the rules expressly permit,
such as extinction of criminal liability, prescription and former
jeopardy. Otherwise put, facts which constitute the defense of the
accused against the charge under the information must be proved by
them during trial. Such facts or circumstances do not constitute
ro er rounds for a motion to uash the information on the round

that the material averments do not constitute the offense.

" Sec. 2. Fo,m and contents. - The moUonto q,,,h 'h,1I be ;n w,;Ung, ,;gned by the ",",Co,n!:D
and shall distinctly specify its factual and legal grounds. The court shall consider no ground other than those
stated in the motion, except lack of jurisdiction over the offense charged. (underscoring supplied)
23 G.R. No. 141336, June 29, 2004
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As a general proposition, a motion to quash on the ground that
the allegations of the information do not constitute the offense
charged, or any offense for that matter, should be resolved on the
basis alone of said allegations whose truth and veracity are
hypothetically admitted. The informations need only state the
ultimate facts; the reasons therefor could be proved during the trial.

This Court notes that there is an exception to the rule that matters
aliunde are not considered in resolving a motion to quash on the
ground that the facts alleged do not constitute the offense charged.
This was also discussed in Valencia. Viz.:

x x x. However, inquiry into facts outside the information may
be allowed where the prosecution does not object to the presentation
thereof. In the early case of People v. Navarro,24 we held:

Prima facie, the facts charged are those described in the complaint, but
they may be amplified or qualified by others appearing to be additional
circumstances, upon admissions made by the people's representative,
which admissions could anyway be submitted by him as amendments to
the same information. It would seem to be pure technicality to hold that in
the consideration of the motion the parties and the judge were precluded
from considering facts which the fiscal admitted to be true, simply because
they were not described in the complaint. Of course, it may be added that
upon similar motions the court and the fiscal are not required to go beyond
the averments of the information, nor is the latter to be inveigled into a
premature and risky revelation of his evidence. But we see no reason to
prohibit the fiscal from making, in all candor, admissions of undeniable
facts, because the principle can never be sufficiently reiterated that such
official's role is to see that justice is done: not all accused are convicted,
but that the guilty are justly punished. Less reason can there be to prohibit
the court from considering those admissions, and deciding accordingly, in
the interest of a speedy administration of justice.

It should be stressed, however, that for a case to fall under the
exception, it is essential that there be no objection from the
prosecution. Thus, the above rule does not apply where the
prosecution objected to the presentation of extraneous facts and
even opposed the motion to quash.

The Court also notes that the case of People v. Navarro, which
was cited in Valencia, was also cited in the cases relied upon by the
accused. However, such reliance is misPlac~ //
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In Garcia v. Court of Appeals, the Supreme Court held that a
motion to quash may be based on factual and legal grounds, explaining
that "since extinction of criminal liability and double jeopardy are
retained as among the grounds for a motion to quash in Section 3 of
the new Rule 117, it necessarily follows that facts outside the
information itself may be introduced to prove such grounds." And
although the Supreme Court, citing De la Rosa, mentioned in passing
that "[a]s a matter of fact, inquiry into such facts may be allowed where
the ground invoked is that the allegations in the information do not
constitute the offense charged," it must be emphasized that the ground
for the motion to quash in Garcia was prescription, and not that the
allegations in the information do not constitute the offense charged.

On the other hand, in De la Rosa, although the ground for the
motion to quash was that the facts contained in the information did not
constitute the offense charged, the lower court considered evidence
aliunde, as an exception to the general rule, because both parties were
allowed to present evidence, which in effect, resulted in a trial on the
merits. Viz.:

It is of relevance to note that the City Fiscal of Pasay, after
proper preliminary investigation resolved to dismiss the complaint
against the accused it must be safe to assume that the City Fiscal
found no probable cause to hold the accused for trial. When the
State Prosecutor took over from the City Fiscal and filed the
information, and later an amended information, he must have
thought that trial on the merits would follow, as a matter of course.
He did not reckon on the filing of a motion to quash on the ground
that the allegations in the amended information do not charge an
offense. But such a motion was filed, and not only was a hearing
had thereon, but the prosecution asked the court to be allowed to
present evidence, as did the other party, the accused. The State
Prosecutor presented evidence and made certain admissions. This
could have proved to be their tactical mistake. For with all the
evidence presented before the court, the respondent judge cannot
discard the same in resolving the motion to quash on the mere
technicality that the motion should be resolved solely on the basis of
the allegations of the informations, closing its eyes to evidence
aliunde duly presented at the instance of the prosecution itself,
followed by the defense presenting its own evidence. The result was,
in effect, a trial on the merits, and an insistence on the part of the
petitioner to restore the informations already quashed in order that
trial on the merits could proceed, as prayed for in this petition fails to
find support upon consideration of substantial justice. It is a resort
to mere technicality so strongly frowned upon by the courts an:yJ
expressly discouraged by our own rules of procedure. It would n~ [7

~
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also seem in keeping with the true role of the prosecutor to see that
justice is done.

The circumstances in the aforecited cases do not obtain in the
present cases. Here, the prosecution opposed the Motion, and put
forth counter-arguments to the contentions of the accused.

The accused insist that the prosecution, in its Opposition,
admitted to the existence of appropriation ordinances enacted by the
Sangguniang Panlungsod, and therefore, the charge of falsification
against accused Centeno and Garcia has no leg to stand on. The
Court disagrees.

The prosecution, in its Opposition, merely responded to the
accused' contention that the appropriation ordinances enumerated in
their Motion can be considered "prior authority." According to the
prosecution, even if there were indeed appropriation ordinances, it was
still necessary for the accused to obtain from the Sangguniang
Panlungsod an authorization to enter into the contract because the
ordinances did not identify the specific projects covered. The
prosecution never admitted that the appropriation ordinances
mentioned by the accused in their Motion were the same as those
referred to as lacking in the Information charging accused Centeno and
Garcia with Falsification of Public Document.

The other issues raised by the accused, including the effect of
the reversal of the Notice of Disallowance No. 13-001-100-(11 to 13)
in the Decision dated June 15,2017 of the COA, are matters of defense
which are better threshed out in a full-blown trial on the merits.

WHEREFORE, the Motion to Quash and the Supplemental
Motion to Quash of accused Echiverri, Centeno and Garcia are hereby
DENIED for lack of merit.

SOORDER~ I'
M
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