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Title: **Anna Lerima Patula vs. People of the Philippines**

**Facts:**
Anna Lerima Patula was charged with estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1(b) of  the
Revised Penal Code in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Dumaguete City. The Information
accused Patula, a sales representative for Footlucker’s Chain of Stores, Inc., of collecting
P131,286.97 from customers but failing to remit the collections, thereby misappropriating
it. Despite repeated demands, Patula allegedly did not deliver the collections, prejudicing
the company. She pleaded not guilty.

During  the  trial,  the  prosecution  presented  Lamberto  Go  and  Karen  Guivencan.  Go
recounted Patula’s role in the company and the discovery of discrepancies in collection
receipts and Patula’s failure to remit the correct amounts. Guivencan, the store auditor,
testified  about  the  audit  she  conducted,  which  led  to  the  conclusion  that  Patula  had
misappropriated  P131,286.92.  The  prosecution  further  offered  documentary  evidence,
including ledgers and receipts.

Patula’s defense hinged on challenging the relevance and admissibility of  the evidence
against her since the information did not allege falsification nor was the evidence properly
authenticated.  The  RTC,  however,  found  Patula  guilty  of  estafa,  determining  that  the
prosecution’s evidence remained “unrefuted and uncontroverted.” Patula was sentenced to
imprisonment and ordered to indemnify the company.

Patula appealed directly to the Supreme Court via petition for review on certiorari, raising
issues regarding violation of  the right  to  be informed of  the nature and cause of  the
accusation due to the evidence of falsification presented against her for an estafa charge
and the admission of unauthenticated private documents as evidence.

**Issues:**
1. Whether Patula’s constitutional right to be informed of the nature and cause of the
accusation was violated.
2. Whether the RTC erred in admitting evidence of falsification and unauthenticated private
documents to convict Patula of estafa.
3. Whether the hearsay nature of the testimonies and documents presented as evidence
affected their admissibility and probative value.

**Court’s Decision:**
The  Supreme  Court  found  the  evidence  against  Patula  to  be  hearsay  and  lacking  in



G.R. No. 164457. April 11, 2012 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

probative value due to failure of proper authentication. The attempt to establish Patula’s
guilt based on discrepancies in receipts and ledgers was flawed as those documents were
not  duly  authenticated,  rendering  them  inadmissible.  The  Court  concluded  that  the
prosecution had not proven Patula’s guilt beyond reasonable doubt for estafa, leading to her
acquittal. However, her acquittal was declared without prejudice to any civil  action for
recovery of amounts owed.

The Court emphasized the importance of rigorous testing of evidence for admissibility and
relevancy,  underscoring  the  judiciary’s  role  in  ensuring  due  process.  The  reliance  on
unauthenticated documents and hearsay testimony failed to meet the evidentiary standards
required for a criminal conviction.

**Doctrine:**
The decision reiterates the doctrine that in criminal prosecutions, the burden of proof lies
with the prosecution to establish the accused’s guilt beyond reasonable doubt. Hearsay
evidence, lacking probative value due to the absence of cross-examination, is inadmissible in
proving guilt. The decision also underlines the necessity for proper authentication of private
documents before their admission as evidence in court.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Evidence Admissibility:** For evidence to be admissible, it must be relevant to the issue
at hand and authenticated according to the rules of evidence. Private documents require
proper authentication to be considered as valid evidence.
2. **Right to be Informed:** Accused persons have the right to be informed of the nature
and cause of accusations against them, ensuring they are able to prepare their defense
adequately.
3. **Hearsay Rule:** Testimonies based on hearsay are generally inadmissible due to the
inability to cross-examine the declarant, except for certain exceptions outlined by the rules.
4. **Presumption of Innocence:** The accused is presumed innocent until proven guilty, and
the prosecution bears the burden of proof, requiring them to present evidence that meets
the standard of proof beyond a reasonable doubt.

**Historical Background:**
The case underscores the Philippine judicial system’s adherence to procedural rules and
constitutional guarantees in criminal proceedings. It reaffirms the core principles of the
right to due process and the inadmissibility of hearsay evidence in criminal convictions,
emphasizing  the  judiciary’s  role  in  safeguarding  individual  liberties  against  improper
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adjudication based on unreliable evidence.


