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Title: Paredes vs. The Honorable Court of Appeals, et al.

Facts:
Brigido B. Paredes, the Municipal Treasurer of Ubay, Bohol, was implicated in allegations of
forging signatures on checks issued by the municipality to pay Bernardino Teloren for
construction materials. On 4 December 1996, the Sangguniang Bayan of Ubay presented
Teloren with seven checks supposedly signed by him, which he denied. This prompted the
filing  of  criminal  and  administrative  complaints  against  Paredes  with  the  Ombudsman
(Visayas). Subsequent investigations led to the filing of seven separate informations for
Estafa through Falsification of a Commercial Document against Paredes before the Regional
Trial Court (RTC), Branch 52 of Talibon, Bohol, docketed as Criminal Cases Nos. 99-525 to
99-531. Additionally, Paredes was found administratively guilty by the Ombudsman and was
dismissed from service. Paredes appealed the administrative ruling to the Court of Appeals
(CA) under CA-G.R. SP No. 59124, which absolved him of administrative culpability. He then
moved to dismiss the criminal cases based on his exoneration by the CA, arguing the lack of
substantial evidence in the administrative case would likely result in a failure to meet the
higher standard of proof beyond reasonable doubt required in the criminal cases. The RTC
and later the CA in CA-G.R. SP No. 71928 denied his motions, prompting Paredes to take his
case to the Supreme Court under a Petition for Certiorari.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  dismissal  of  an  administrative  case  due to  the  absence  of  substantial
evidence automatically necessitates the dismissal of related criminal cases.
2. Whether the independent nature of administrative and criminal proceedings allows for
the separate adjudication and resolution of cases based on the same facts.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition, reiterating the principle that administrative cases
are independent from criminal proceedings, thus an absolution from administrative charges
does  not  automatically  exempt  one  from criminal  liability.  The  Court  emphasized  the
differences in the quantum of evidence required in administrative proceedings (substantial
evidence) versus criminal cases (proof beyond reasonable doubt). It stressed that failure in
the former does not equate to insufficiency in the latter due to these differing standards.
The Court ordered the continuation of the trial for Criminal Cases Nos. 99-525 to 99-531
with directives to proceed with dispatch.

Doctrine:
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The decision establishes or reiterates the doctrine that administrative liability and criminal
liability  are  distinct.  An  acquittal  or  dismissal  in  administrative  proceedings  does  not
preclude prosecution in criminal proceedings, even if both are based on the same set of
facts, due to the differing standards of proof required in these types of cases.

Class Notes:
– Administrative cases require only substantial evidence, defined as such relevant evidence
as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.
– Criminal cases require proof beyond reasonable doubt, a higher standard that necessitates
moral certainty of the guilt of the accused.
–  The  independence  of  administrative  and  criminal  proceedings  allows  for  separate
determinations of liability, emphasizing the possible coexistence of administrative innocence
with criminal culpability based on the same act or omission.
– Relevant statutory provisions: Article 315 of the Revised Penal Code (on Estafa) and
Article 171 of the same code (on Falsification by a public officer, employee, or notary).

Historical Background:
This case reflects the Philippine judicial system’s approach to handling cases where public
officials  are  accused  of  crimes  related  to  their  office,  demonstrating  the
compartmentalization of administrative and criminal accountability to ensure thorough and
fair adjudication of each aspect of misconduct. It highlights the judiciary’s commitment to
uphold the principle that differing standards of proof apply to administrative and criminal
actions,  ensuring that  the dismissal  or  acquittal  in  one does not  unduly  influence the
outcome of the other.


