
Republic of the Philippines
S andi ganb ay an

Quezon City
***

SEVENTH DIVISION

MINUTES ofthe proceedings held on 6 March 2018.

Present:

Hon. MA. THERESA DOLORES C. GOMEZ-ESTOESTA Chairperson
Hon. ZALDY V. TRESPESES Associate Justice

Hon. BAYANIH. JACINTO^ -Associate Justice

The following resolution was adopted:

Crinu Case No, SB-17-CRM-l782 - People vs, Alex A. Centena, et aL

This resolves the following:

1. Accused Jose Edeso A. Enriquez's "MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION {To the Resolution dated 2 February 2018^
dated 23 February 2018;^ and

2. The prosecution's "COMMENT/OPPOSITION {on the
motion for reconsideration of accused EnriquezJ^ dated 26 February
2018.3

Before the Court is accused Jose Edeso Enriquez's ("Enriquez") motion
for reconsideration of our 2 February 2018 Resolution denying his Motion to
Quash the Information, as well as the prosecution's comment thereon.

In his motion, Enriquez averred that he received a copy of the Court's 2
Februaiy 2018 Resolution on 8 February lOlS."^ He claims that the Court
committed reversible error in denying the motion to quash the subject
Information. He continues to insist that his right to speedy disposition was
violated, considering that it took the prosecution over five years to conclude
the preliminary investigation. Enriquez also reasserts that the explanation
given by the Ombudsman as justification for the delay is flimsy. Finally, he
reiterates that the passage of five years can already take a toll on the memory
of accused as a witness, as well as in securing and preserving evidence.

y
' Pursuant to Administrative Order No. 284-2017 dated 18 August 2017. jjf ^
^ RollOy pp. 468-477. M '
Md. at 478-480. (f
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Meanwhile, in its comment, the prosecution argues that based on the
Revised Guidelines for Continuous Trial, Enriquez's motion was filed out of
time. The prosecution also contends that adopting Enriquez's inflexible
interpretation of inordinate delay would effectively deprive the people of the
right to prosecute erring public officials and employees. Assuming there was
delay in the preliminary investigation, it was one that was necessary and
indispensable.

We deny the motion for reconsideration for being filed out of time and
for lack of merit.

The Revised Guidelines for Continuous Trial of Criminal Cases

("Revised Guidelines"), which took effect on 1 September 2017,^ expressly
provides that it "shall apply to all newly-filed criminal cases ... (of) the
Sandiganbayan ... as of effectivity date."

Considering that the instant case was filed with the Sandiganbayan on 3
October 2017,^ it is covered by the said Revised Guidelines.

The latter portion of Section III, 2 (c) of the Revised Guidelines
provides:

(c) Meritorious Motions. — xxx

The motion for reconsideration of the resolution of a meritorious

motion shall be filed within a non-extendible period of five (5) calendar

days from receipt of such resolution, and the adverse party shall be given an
equal period of five (5) calendar days fi-om receipt of the motion for
reconsideration within which to submit its comment. Thereafter, the motion
for reconsideration shall be resolved by the court within a non-extendible
period of five (5) calendar days from the expiration of the five (5)-day
period to submit the comment.

Motions that do not conform to the above requirements shall be

considered unmeritorious and shall be denied outright. (Underscoring
supplied.)

In this regard, Enriquez admits that he received a copy of the assailed
Resolution on 8 February 2018.^ Following the above cited provision,
Enriquez had five calendar days fi*om receipt of the assailed Resolution, or
until 13 February 2018 within which to file his motion for reconsideration.
However, Enriquez's motion indicates that it was filed with this Court only
on 23 February 2018, or ten days beyond the allowed period.^ As
Enriquez's motion for reconsideration does not conform to the prescribed

5 A.M. No. 15-06-10-SC, 25 April 2017.
p. 1.
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period for filing a motion for reconsideration under the Revised Guidelines,
it is "considered unmeritorious" and must be "denied outright."

Furthermore, Enriquez's motion for reconsideration must be denied
because it is a mere rehash of arguments, which have already been
sufficiently addressed in the assailed Resolution.^

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, accused Jose Edeso
Enriquez's motion for reconsideration of our 2 February 2018 Resolution is
DENIED for being filed out of time and for lack of merit.

Let the arraignment and pre-trial of the accused be set, as previously
scheduled, on 14 March 2018 at 8:30 in the morning to be held in Iloilo
City.

SO ORDERED.

Approved:

GOMEZ-ESTOESTA, J., Chairperson

TRESPESES, J.

JACINTO,J.

P.L Uy Realty Corp. v. ALS Management and Development Corp., G.R. No. 166462,30 September 2013.


