G.R. No. 162489. June 17, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: **Bernardo U. Mesina vs. People of the Philippines**

*Facts:**

Bernardo U. Mesina, serving as a Local Treasurer Officer I in Caloocan City, was charged
with malversation of public funds after a sum of P167,876.90 was found missing. The
sequence of events unfolded when Mesina collected various taxes and fees amounting to
P468,394.46 on July 6, 1998, and transported them to the City Hall Main. Discrepancies
surfaced later that afternoon, focusing on the unremitted “Patubig” collection of
P167,870.90. Despite an investigation and a vault inspection revealing most funds intact,
the prosecution argued that Mesina had failed to fulfill his accountability for the said funds.
Initially charged with qualified theft, the charge was amended to malversation following a
reinvestigation. The RTC convicted Mesina, which the CA affirmed with a modification on
the fine imposed.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the CA erred in affirming Mesina’s conviction despite claims that substantial
sums were recovered from his vault, thereby negating misappropriation.

2. Whether the CA incorrectly disregarded the procedural breaches during the
investigation, particularly the omission of Miranda rights advisal.

3. Whether personal testimonies and evidence of good moral character should offset the
legal presumptions of misappropriation in malversation cases.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Court upheld the CA’s decision, emphasizing the sufficiency of evidence proving
Mesina’s accountability and subsequent misappropriation of public funds. It rejected the
argument that recovered amounts negated misappropriation, highlighting Mesina’s initial
denial of receiving the funds and his failure to account for the missing amount satisfactorily.
Regarding procedural concerns, the Court distinguished the investigation as administrative,
not custodial, thus not requiring Miranda rights advisal. Mesina’s moral character and
personal testimonies were deemed irrelevant to the legal determination of malversation.
The imposition of an indeterminate sentence was corrected to align with the Indeterminate
Sentence Law, and the Court also corrected the lower courts’ oversight by ordering Mesina
to pay restitution alongside the revised fine.

**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court reiterated the principles governing the crime of malversation, including
the elements required for conviction and the applicability of the Indeterminate Sentence
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Law. It also clarified the distinction between administrative and custodial investigations,
emphasizing the specific contexts requiring advisal of Miranda rights.

**Class Notes:**

1. Malversation of Public Funds (Article 217, RPC): Requires (a) a public officer, (b) who has
custody or control of funds due to office duties, (c) the funds are public and for which
they’re accountable, and (d) misappropriation, taking, or allowing another to take these
public funds.

2. Custodial vs. Administrative Investigation: Miranda rights are critical in custodial settings
where freedom is significantly curtailed, unlike administrative inquiries into professional or
official conduct.

3. Indeterminate Sentence Law: Specifies the imposition of a minimum and maximum
sentence, with the minimum drawn from the penalty one degree lower than that prescribed
for the crime.

4. Civil Liability in Criminal Cases: Conviction includes a mandate for restitution, a facet
sometimes overlooked but essential for comprehensive justice.

**Historical Background:**

This case reflects the Philippine judiciary’s longstanding commitment to safeguarding public
funds and holding public officers to strict account. It underscores the legal framework
designed to deter malfeasance and ensure accountable governance, illustrating the
procedural nuances involved in differentiating between criminal and administrative
inquiries, as well as the principles guiding sentencing in criminal convictions.
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