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For resolution is accused Romulo De Mesa Festin's
Motion for Reconsideration on the Denial to Re-Raffle Case
dated August 10,2017.1('1
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Invoking Section 2, Rule XII of the Sandiganbayan
Revised Internal Rules and citing Puncia vs. Toyota Shaw,2
accused Festin insists that two (2) of the present three (3)
cases should be re-raffled to another Division of this Court.
He argues that the ground, i.e., "the offenses charged fall
under the same class," upon which the Court anchored its
denial of his motion to re-raffle is not provided under the
Sandiganbayan internal rules or mentioned in the cited
jurisprudence. He points out that under the Sandiganbayan
Revised Internal Rules cases may be consolidated if they arise
from the same incident or involving common question of fact
and law. In Puncia, the Supreme Court stressed that in
consolidation it is essential that the several actions which
should be pending before the Court, arise from the same act,
event or transaction, involve the same or like issues and
depends largely on the same evidence."

The prosecution opposes the subject motion on the
ground that the same is pro forma. It contends that Section 2,
Rule XII of the Sandiganbayan Revised Internal Rules allows
the Court discretion to conduct a joint trial of cases founded
on the same facts or forming part of series of offenses of
similar character. Thus, the prosecution asserts that the
Court aptly held that these cases may be properly consolidated
for trial since the offenses charged fall under the same class.3

It bears stressing that consolidation of criminal cases is a
matter of judicial discretion. Here, the Court finds that the
consolidation of these cases for the conduct of joint trial is
proper because the offenses charged are the same which, the
Supreme Court declared, are among the circumstances where
joint trial is proper. Thus, the Court made the following
disquisitionsin its assailedReSOIUti0/'7

4~2795 seRA 32 (2016)
3 pp. 39-41, Record, Vol. II
4 pp. 2-4, Resolution promulgated on July 19,2017; pp. 31-33, Record, Vol II;citations omitted
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The Court finds that the consolidation of these
cases for trial is proper; hence, there is no merit in the
motion to re-raffle the two (2) other cases.

The consolidation of criminal cases is a matter of
judicial discretion according to Section 22 of Rule 119 of
the Rules of Court which states:

Section 22. Consolidation of trials of
related offenses. - Charges for offenses founded
on the same facts or forming part of a series of
offenses of similar character may be tried jointly
at the discretion of the court.

Consolidation is a procedural device granted to the
court as an aid in deciding how cases in its docket are
to be tried so that the business of the court may be
dispatched expeditiously while providing justice to the
parties. Toward this end, consolidation and a single trial
of several cases in the court's docket or consolidation of
issues within those cases are permitted by the rules.

Jurisprudence has laid down the requisites for
consolidation of trial. As held in Canas vs. Peralta,5
joint trial is permissible "where the [actions] arise from
the same act, event or transaction, involve the same or
like issues, and depend largely or substantially on the
same evidence, provided that the court has jurisdiction
over the cases to be consolidated and that a joint trial
will not give one party an undue advantage or prejudice
the substantial rights of any of the parties." More
elaborately, joint trial is proper -

where the offenses charged are being pro forma
and for similar, related, or connected, or are of
the same or similar character or class, or
involve or arose out of the same or related or
connected acts, occurrences, transactions,
series of events, or chain of circumstances, or
are based on acts or transactions constituting

______ p_a_r_t_s_o_f_a_c_ommonscheme or plan, or are of ~

; 201 Ph;l. 422 (1982); dted In People .s. Sandlganbayan, 409 SCRA419 (20~
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same pattern and committed in the same
manner, or where there is a common element of
substantial importance in their commission, or
where the same, or much the same, evidence
will be competent and admissible or required in
their prosecution, and if not joined for trial the
repetition or reproduction of substantially the
same testimony will be required on each trial.

In these cases, the three (3) Informations charge
accused Festin with violation of Section 3(e) of R. A. No.
3019, although they pertain to different transactions
and were purportedly committed on different dates.
Since the offenses charged fall under the same class,
the three (3) cases may be properly consolidated for
trial.

Indeed, whether as a procedural tool to aid the
court in dispatching its official business in criminal or
civil cases, the rule allowing consolidation - in
whatsoever sense it is taken, be it as a merger of several
causes of actions/cases, in the sense of actual
consolidation, or merely joint trial - is designed, among
other reasons, to avoid multiplicity of suits, guard
against oppression and abuse, attain justice with the
least expense and vexation to the litigants.

Except for invoking his right to due process, accused
Festin has not shown how such right would be prejudiced by
the consolidation of these cases for trial. Clearly, accused
Festin failed to present any compelling reason to warrant a
reconsideration of the assailed Resolution.

WHEREFORE, the Court DENIES accused Romulo De
Mesa Festin's Motion for Reconsideration on the Denial to Re-
Raffle Cases dated August 10, 2017, for lack of merit and for
being pro forma.
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