
/

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES

SANDIGANBAYAN

Quezon City

FOURTH DIVISION

PEOPLE OF THE PHILIPPINES,
Plaintiff-Appellee.

-versus-

WILFREDO M. CAMUS

BENITO A. CHING,

CLARO M. PONCE,

ZACARIAS M. FERRER,
RAMON E. ACUNA,

Accused-Appellants.

SB-20-A/R-0021-0025

For: Violation of Article

171(2) of the Revised
Penal Code (Falsification
of Public Documents)

PRESENT:

Quiroz, Chairperson
Pahimna, J.

Jacinto, J.

Promulgated on:

X—

RESOLUTION

QUIROZ,/.:

Before the Court are the following incidents: (1) accused-appellants'
Motion for Reconsideration^ dated 31 March 2022 filed on 20 April 2022
through their counsel; and (2) the prosecution's Comment/ Opposition (to
Accused-Appellants' Motion for Reconsideration dated 31 March 2022) dated
17 May 2022 received on 25 May 2022.^
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To recall, in its Decision^ dated 11 March 2022, this Court affirmed in
toto the decision of the Regional Trial Court Branch 121 of Caloocan City
finding herein accused-appellants guilty beyond reasonable doubt of five (5)
counts of the crime of Falsification of Public Documents. Thefallo of the said
Decision reads as follows:

"WHEREFORE, premises considered, the subject decision dated 05
January 2018, rendered by the Regional Trial Court Branch 121 of Caloocan
City in Criminal Case Nos. 93734-93738, finding accused-appellants
WILFREDO M. CAMUS, BENITO A. CHING, CLARO M. PONCE,
ZACARIAS M. FERRER, and RAMON E. ACUNA guilty beyond
reasonable doubt of five (5) counts of the crime of Falsification of Public
Documents and sentencing them to suffer the indeterminate penalty of six
(6) months and one (1) day ofprision correccional as minimum to eight (8)
years of prision mayor as maximum with the accessories thereof and to pay
a fine of Two Thousand Pesos (Php 2,000.00) is hereby AFFIRMED IN
TOTO.

SO ORDERED."

In their Motion, accused-appellants argue that: (1) accused-appellant
Camus "became a victim of dirty politics" and there was "an orchestrated plan
[to oust him] from his position [as Barangay Captain] by his rival political
party;" (2) accused-appellants were "made to believe that the signing of the
Resolutions would be valid due to the fact that the [same] were needed in
order for [accused-appellants] not to be charged with dereliction of their
duties;" (3) the foregoing information was relayed to accused-appellant
Camus "by a person formerly close to the opposite political party but who
refused to be identified for safety and personal reasons;" (4) accused-
appellants were convinced that the matter had been consulted with the
Department of Interior and Local Government [DILG], which then advised
that the same was "within the discretion of the Barangay Captain;" and (5)
the said plan "was successfully made by the opposite political party."

Accused-appellants further point out that: (1) they are all senior citizens
who are now in the twilight of their lives; (2) their removal from office after
less than one year of service was more than sufficient punishment for their
negligence; (3) there was no criminal intent on their part; (4) no damage was
done to the government when the subject resolutions were issued; and (5) they
did not benefit from the said resolutions.

For its part, the prosecution maintains that accused-appellants merely
rehashed their previous arguments that had already been passed upon by both

f^ Records, pp. 92-101.
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this Court and the court a quo. The prosecution insists that: (1) the elements
of the crime charged were established beyond reasonable doubt; (2) actual
damage to the government and criminal intent are both immaterial,
considering that what is being punished in the crime charged is "the violation
of the public faith and the destruction of truth as therein proclaimed;" (3)
accused-appellants' old age "should not be the primordial consideration in
determining whether the finding of guilt should be reversed and set aside."
Finally, as regards the tip fi-om the alleged informant cited by accused-
appellants, the prosecution argues that the same is "pure and simple hearsay,"
considering that said informant refused to be identified, hence, will not testify.

The Motion deserves scant consideration.

First, as regards the supposed absence of (i) actual damage to the
government; and/or (ii) benefit to accused-appellants resulting from the
issuance of the subject falsified resolutions; and (iii) criminal intent, the
prosecution is correct in its position that the foregoing are not elements of the
crime of Falsification of Public Documents. In Liwanag v. People,'* the
Supreme Court held in this manner:

"Falsification of a public document is defined and penalized under
Article 171 of the Revised Penal Code. It requires the following elements:
1) the offender is a public officer, employee, or notary public; 2) he takes
advantage of his official position; and 3) he falsifies a document by
committing any of the aforementioned acts.

In falsification of public or official documents, the presence of

intent to gain or intent to injure a third person is not necessary. For

what is nunished is the violation of the public faith and the destruction

of the truth as therein solemnly proclaimed." (Emphasis and
underscoring supplied. Citations omitted.)

Similarly, in Layug v. Sandiganbayan,^ the High Court ruled that:

"There is authority to the effect that a fourth requisite, i.e., that
the act of falsification was committed to the damage of a third party or
with intent to cause such damage, may be dispensed with as regards
falsification of public or official document. The reason for this is that in
falsification ofpublic document, the principal thing punished is the violation
of the public faith and the destruction of the truth as therein solemnly
proclaimed." (Emphasis supplied. Citations omitted.)

•• G.R. No, 205260, July 29,2019.
5 G.R. No. 121047-57, August 16,2000.
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In Goma and Umale v. Court of Appeals,^ where the petitioners
likewise raised the defense that they did not gain any benefit from the issued
resolutions and that the public was not prejudiced thereby, the Supreme Court
explained in this wise:

"Finally, petitioners urge their acquittal on the theory that they did
not benefit from, or that the public was not prejudiced by, the resolution in
question, it not having been used to obtain the PhP 18,000 seminar funds.
The argument holds no water. Falsification of a public document is
consummated upon the execution of the false document. And criminal
intent is presumed upon the execution of the criminal act. Erring public
officers' failure to attain their objectives, if that really be the case, is not
determinative of their guilt or innocence. The simulation of a public
document, done in a manner so as to give it the appearance of a true and
genuine instrument, thus, leading others to errors as to its authenticity,
constitutes the crime of falsification.

In fine, the element of gain or benefit on the part of the offender
or prejudice to a third party as a result of the falsification, or tarnishing
of a document's integrity, is not essential to maintain a charge for
falsification of public documents. What is punished in falsification of

public document is nrincinallv the undermining of the public faith and

the destruction of truth as solemnly proclaimed therein. In this particular
crime, therefore, the controlling consideration lies in the public character of
a document; and the existence of any prejudice caused to third persons or,
at least, the intent to cause such damage becomes immaterial." (Emphasis
and imderscoring supplied. Citations omitted.)

Prescinding from the above, the Court holds that the prosecution was
able to discharge its burden of establishing the following elements beyond
reasonable doubt: (1) the offender is a public officer, employee, or a notary
public; (2) the offender takes advantage of his or her official position; and (3)
the offender falsifies a document by committing any ofthe acts of falsification
under Article 171."^ Thus:

^'First, accused-appellants were concededly public officers at the
time material to these cases, being barangay officials of Barangay 48, Zone
4, District II, Caloocan City at the time.

Second, in allowing the appointments of the persons named in the
Informations despite the absence and/or non-concurrence of the other
members of the Sangguniang Barangay, accused-appellants took advantage
of their position in committing the crime charged. In Malabanan v.
Sandiganbayan, the Supreme Court explained;

"Offenders are considered to have taken advantage of their
official position in falsifying a document if (I) they had the duty to

« G.R. No. 168437, January 8,2009.
' Garongv. People. G.R. No. 172539, 16 November2016, cited in Malabanan v. Sandiganbayan, G.R.
Nos. 186329, 186584-86, 198598, 02 August 2017.
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make or prepare or otherwise intervene in the preparation of the
document; or (2) they had official custody of the falsified
document."

Here, it is clear that accused-appellants, being the incumbent
barangay officials at the time material to these cases, had the duty of
making, preparing, or otherwise intervening in the preparation of the
resolutions subject of the Informations against them.

Finally, by making it appear that private complainant-councilors
participated in and approved the subject appointments during the 01
December 2013 meeting when in truth they did not, accused-appellants
falsified the subject resolutions, which are public documents within the
purview of the law. In fact, it was shown by the prosecution during the
proceedings a quo that Barangay Kagawads Antonio and Ramirez "strongly
objected" to the appointments of accused-appellant Acuna as Barangay
Secretary and Shaneth Ponce as Barangay Treasurer during a meeting held
on 29 November 2013, and not on 01 December 2013, as reflected in the
falsified resolutions." (Citations omitted.)

Second, while the Court commiserates with the accused-appellants who
are "senior citizens in the twilight of their lives" and have been removed from
their respective positions after less than a year in service, it cannot reverse its
findings on this score alone. Nowhere in our laws and jurisprudence can one
find authority for acquitting a person on the sole basis of age.

Finally, with respect to the alleged information obtained by accused-
appellant Camus about a supposed "orchestrated plan" of certain members of
the opposing political party to remove him and his co-accused-appellants from
their positions, the Court holds that this does not warrant the reversal of its 11
March 2022 Decision, considering that: (1) the informant was not even
identified by accused-appellants; and (2) even if identified, the information
that he or she supposedly relayed to accused-appellant Camus does not alter
the fact that the charges have been proven beyond reasonable doubt before the
court a quo.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, accused-appellants' Motion for
Reconsideration dated 31 April 2022 is hereby DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.
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ALEX L.

Chairperson/
Associate Justice

We Concur:

* •.

LORIFEL L^AP PAHIMNA
AssociaieVxjstice

BAYANI H. JACINTO

AssociaW Justice


