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**Title:** Cabral v. Bracamonte: Determining Proper Venue in Estafa Cases Involving
Negotiable Instruments in the Philippines

**Facts:**
This case revolves around an estafa charge against Chris S. Bracamonte by Ruel Francis
Cabral,  triggered  by  a  dishonored  postdated  check  issued  under  a  Memorandum  of
Agreement (MOA) for the purchase of shares. The MOA was executed in Makati City, and
the check, also issued there, was dishonored for insufficient funds. Despite the origins of the
transaction and dishonor occurring in Makati City, Cabral filed the complaint in Parañaque
City.  The  Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC)  in  Parañaque dismissed Bracamonte’s  Motion  to
Quash, asserting jurisdiction premised on the allegation that deceptive negotiations took
place within its territory. Nonetheless, the Court of Appeals (CA) overturned the RTC’s
decision, emphasizing that the deceit and subsequent damage—central to estafa—transpired
in  Makati  City,  thereby  establishing  the  proper  venue  there.  Cabral’s  petition  to  the
Supreme Court contested CA’s ruling on jurisdiction and dismissal.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the CA erred in ruling that the RTC of Parañaque City lacked jurisdiction,
thereby dismissing the Information due to the improper venue.
2.  The  legal  parameters  dictating  the  determination  of  proper  venue  in  estafa  cases
involving the issuance of checks.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court denied Cabral’s petition, affirming the CA’s decision. The High Court
elucidated that criminal jurisdiction and venue are delineated by the locus of the actus reus
or the execution of essential crime elements. In estafa cases predicated on deceit through
negotiable instruments, such as checks, the material representation and consequential loss
need to co-locate with the court’s territorial  jurisdiction. The Supreme Court held that
Makati City, being the site of the MOA execution, check issuance, and dishonor, rightfully
holds jurisdiction.

**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that the jurisdiction of a criminal case, including
the proper venue, is anchored on the place where the offense was committed or any of its
essential components took place. Moreover, it upheld the principle that the jurisdictional
facet of a criminal court over an offense cannot be overridden by acquiescence, waiver, or
delay in asserting it. Jurisdiction and venue are inherently linked to the scene of the crime
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or the enactment of essential crime components.

**Class Notes:**
–  **Jurisdiction  in  Criminal  Cases:**  Determined  by  the  place  where  the  crime  was
committed or essential elements thereof occurred.
– **Estafa through Deceit:** Requires proving the elements of misrepresentation, damage,
and location of the deceitful act within the court’s jurisdiction.
– **Venue and Essential Elements of a Crime:** A criminal court has jurisdiction if the crime
or any of its essential ingredients occurred within its territorial boundary.
– **Motion to Quash:** Can be raised at any stage if based on the court’s lack of jurisdiction
over the offense.
– **Prosecution’s Burden:** Must prove not only that the crime occurred but also that it falls
within the territorial jurisdiction of the presiding court.

**Historical Background:**
The case underscores the Philippine legal system’s strict interpretation of jurisdiction and
venue in criminal proceedings, particularly in crimes involving commercial transactions and
negotiable instruments. It illustrates the judiciary’s emphasis on precise legal clarification
regarding  where  a  crime  is  considered  to  have  transpired,  directing  attention  to  the
significance of venue in the prosecutory process of estafa cases. This ruling aligns with the
broader legal principles safeguarding accurate jurisdictional assignment to ensure fair trial
and appropriate adjudication of criminal liabilities.


