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Title: People of the Philippines v. Porferio M. Pepito

Facts:
Porferio M. Pepito, the Acting Postmaster of Iligan City, was charged with misappropriating
government funds by manipulating his records to falsely declare payments of postal money
orders that were never made. The audit revealed a shortfall in his cash accounts for several
months totaling P244,630.25. Despite the audit’s findings, Pepito did not act to restore the
missing funds, leading to the filing of five criminal Informations for malversation of public
funds through falsification of official documents against him. During the trial, proceedings
were halted due to the transfer of the Presiding Judge and resumed only years later. Pepito
filed a motion to suspend the trial  based on his conditional amnesty under P.D. 1082;
however, the motion was denied. Pepito then failed to appear for scheduled hearings, and
after extensions were granted, the trial finally proceeded with Pepito as the sole defense
witness. He denied the allegations but did not substantively refute the audit findings. The
trial court found Pepito guilty on all counts, sentencing him to various terms, including
reclusion perpetua for the most severe charges and ordering him to pay restitution to the
government.

Issues:
1. Whether the trial court erred in denying Pepito’s motion to suspend the proceedings
based on his conditional amnesty.
2. Whether the evidence sufficiently established Pepito’s guilt for the crimes of malversation
of public funds through falsification of official documents.
3.  Whether  the  trial  court  failed  to  consider  the  mitigating circumstance of  voluntary
surrender in Pepito’s favor.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s decision, finding no error in the denial of
Pepito’s  motion to suspend the proceedings,  as his  failure to appear at  the scheduled
hearing to substantiate his claim rendered the motion without merit. On the second issue,
the Court found that the prosecution successfully proved the elements of  malversation
beyond a reasonable doubt, highlighting the prima facie evidence of Pepito’s guilt due to his
inability  to  account for  the missing funds.  Lastly,  the Court  rejected Pepito’s  claim of
voluntary surrender, noting his arrest and subsequent release on bail, which did not meet
the criteria for this mitigating circumstance to be considered.

Doctrine:



G.R. No. 112761-65. February 03, 1997 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

In  cases  of  malversation  of  public  funds,  the  failure  of  a  public  officer  to  have  duly
forthcoming any public funds or property with which he is chargeable, upon demand by a
duly  authorized  officer,  constitutes  prima  facie  evidence  of  misappropriation.  An
accountable officer may be convicted of malversation even in the absence of direct proof of
misappropriation, provided there is evidence of a shortage in his accounts that he cannot
explain.

Class Notes:
– Malversation of Public Funds: To convict for malversation, it must be shown that (1) the
offender is a public officer; (2) he had custody or control of funds or property by reason of
his office; (3) the funds or property involved are public funds or property for which he is
accountable;  and (4)  he appropriated,  took,  misappropriated,  or  consented or,  through
abandonment or negligence, permitted another person to take them.
– Prima Facie Evidence in Malversation: The inability of a public officer to produce funds or
property  when  demanded  constitutes  prima  facie  evidence  of  conversion  or
misappropriation.
– Voluntary Surrender: The mitigating circumstance of voluntary surrender requires that
the accused freely placed himself under the disposal of law enforcement without the need
for arrest.

Historical Background:
The case of People of the Philippines v. Porferio M. Pepito centers around the accountability
of  public  officers for  the funds and property entrusted to their  care.  It  highlights  the
rigorous  standards  and  evidentiary  rules  applied  by  the  judiciary  in  prosecuting
malversation and falsification charges against officials accused of betraying public trust.
The decision underscores the principle that public office is a public trust, emphasizing the
severe consequences of violating this trust.


