Republic of the Philippines
SANDIGANBAYAN
Quezon City

SECOND DIVISION

PEOPLE OF THE CRIM. CASE NO. SB-11-
PHILIPPINES, CRM-0161
Plaintiff, For: Violation of Section 3(e),
Republic Act No. 3019

-Versus- CRIM. CASE NO. SB-11-
CRM-0162
For: Violation of Section 3(g),
Republic Act No. 3019
ARTEMIO R. ARUGAY,
WILFREDO G. PABALAN, Present:
LEOVIGILDO C. SANTOS, Herrera, Jr., J. Chairperson
ENRIQUE T. SINTOS, Musngi, J. &
Accused. Pahimna, J.

RESOLUTION

PAHIMNA, J.:

For resolution of the Court is a Motion for Correction
(Of Clerical Error in the Decision dated 05 July 2019) filed
by accused Leovigildo C. Santos (“Santos”), through counsel,
on August 8, 2019. In relation thereto, the plaintiff filed its
Comment (To Accused Leovigildo Santos’ Motion For
Correction) on August 30, 2019.

In his Motion, accused Santos prays for the correction of
the name “Santos” to “Sintos” as found in the body of the
Court’s Decision dated July 5, 2019, specifically on the first
sentence of paragraph 4, page 13 thereof, to wit:

“A day after the account opening, a series of withdrawals
were made by accused Santos in the total amount of
P3,700,000.00. x x x x”

Accused Santos advanced that the above finding was
based on the testimony of Monico Villar, Jr. A thorough
perusal of the Transcript of Stenographic Notes (TSN) dei‘%
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July 31, 2014, particularly pages 18 to 19 thereof, reveals that
it was accused Enrique Sintos (“Sintos”) who made a series of
withdrawals, viz:

“O: Now, sir, after the account with the Centennial
Savings Bank was opened, do you know what
happened to the amount?

A: A day after the account opening, a series of
withdrawals were made by Mr. Sintos, by the
depositor of the card.

Q: How much was the series of withdrawal?

Total amount, ma’am, was Three Million Seven
Hundred Thousand (3,700,000.00).

Q: Okay. And what is your proof in saying that it was
Enrique Sintos who withdrew that amount from the
CSB account, sir?

A: Report, ma’am, by the bank submitted to the Council,
it was Sintos who made withdrawals from the bank.”

According to accused Santos, the correction of the
clerical error will not necessarily affect the final conclusion of
the Court in acquitting all accused, except for Wilfredo
Pabalan, nor adversely affect the rights of the parties in the
case. More so, the correction of the clerical error is significant
considering that accused Santos still has a pending Petition
for Review on Certiorari with the Supreme Court on the
administrative aspect of the case entitled “Leovigildo C. Santos
vs. Field Investigation Office, Office of the Ombudsman”,
docketed as S.C. G.R. No. 227986.

In its Comment, the plaintiff interposed no objection to
the Motion of accused Santos.

THE COURT’S RULING

Preliminarily, the time-honored doctrine of immutability
of judgment precludes modification of a final and executory
judgment.! In People of the Philippines vs. Salvador Alapan?,
the Supreme Court pronounced, thus:

1 people of the Philippines vs. salvador Alapan, G.R. No. 199527, January 10, 2018.
2 |bid, citing 751 Phil. 204, 211 (2015)-
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