G.R. No. 195957. January 15, 2020 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** Quiambao vs. People of the Philippines and Star Infrastructure Development
Corporation (868 Phil. 417)

**Facts:** The case unfolds with the Star Infrastructure Development Corporation (SIDC)
filing criminal complaints for estafa against Cezar T. Quiambao, leading to a consolidated
resolution by the Office of the City Prosecutor of Pasig City (OCP-Pasig) that found probable
cause to charge Quiambao with two counts of estafa. Following this resolution, two separate
informations were filed against Quiambao, detailing misappropriation and deceit through
false pretenses between 1997-2004. Contesting the OCP-Pasig’s findings and accusing SIDC
of forum shopping, Quiambao sought review from the Department of Justice (DOJ) and
moved to quash the twin informations based on their broad timeframe. The RTC directed
the prosecution to specify dates, resulting in amended informations detailing precise dates
of alleged misconduct. Quiambao contended that these precise dates constituted substantial
amendments and required a new preliminary investigation, a motion which the RTC denied.
After various motions and reconsiderations regarding the formulation of the charges and the
nature of the amendments, the RTC ordered the filing of individual informations for each
alleged act of estafa. Quiambao’s subsequent petition for certiorari with the Court of
Appeals (CA) was dismissed, as the CA saw no grave abuse of discretion in the RTC’s
directive or in its procedural handling of the case.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the amendments to the informations are substantial enough to merit a new
preliminary investigation.

2. Whether the RTC and CA’s directions, effectively endorsing the filing of multiple
informations corresponding to each alleged act of estafa, constituted a violation of
Quiambao’s rights.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court upheld the CA’s decision, determining that:

1. The amendments specifying dates did not constitute substantial amendments but
provided additional precision to already included allegations in the original information.
Since Quiambao had not yet entered his plea, such formal amendments were permissible.

2. The multiple charges for each alleged act of estafa, derived from the amended
informations, did not infringe upon Quiambao’s rights. Instead, they clarified the charges
against him, allowing for a more detailed defense without prejudicing his rights.

**Doctrine:** The Court reiterates the difference between formal and substantial
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amendments in criminal informations. Formal amendments can be made at any time before
the accused enters his plea and do not require a new preliminary investigation as long as
they do not introduce new substances or alter the nature of the charge.

**Class Notes:**

- **Estafa Charges:** Focused on misappropriation and deceit, emphasizing the
manipulation of funds and false pretenses in corporate settings.

- **Legal Procedure for Amendments:** Outlines the acceptable boundaries between formal
and substantial amendments pre and post-plea (Refer to: RULES OF COURT, Rule 110, Sec.
14 and Rule 117, Sec. 5 in relation to Sec. 6).

- ¥*Accused Rights:** Highlighted through the discussion on when an amendment could
potentially infringe upon the right of the accused to be informed of the charges against
them and prepare an adequate defense.

**Historical Background:** This case exhibits the complexities involved in prosecuting
white-collar crimes within the Philippine legal system, particularly around the nuances of
charging individuals for acts across multiple years. It showcases the judiciary’s efforts to
balance the precision in charging documents with the accused’s rights to a fair trial,
demonstrating evolving procedural standards in the face of legal ambiguities.

© 2024 - batas.org | 2



