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Title: Leonardo Almeda vs. Hon. Onofre A. Villaluz et al.

Facts: Leonardo Almeda, also known as Nardong Paa, was implicated alongside five others
in the qualified theft of a motor vehicle. The case was lodged in the Circuit Criminal Court
of Pasig, Rizal, with Judge Onofre A. Villaluz presiding. Almeda’s bail was set at P15,000, to
be posted in cash as per the judge’s directive. During a hearing on February 18, 1970,
Almeda requested to post a surety bond instead of the cash bond, which the court denied
based on allegations of habitual delinquency and recidivism. Furthermore, the prosecution
sought to amend the information to formally include these allegations against  Almeda,
despite objections concerning prematurity, procedural impropriety, and double jeopardy.

The court authorized the amendment in open court, a decision Almeda contested through
motions for reconsideration and dismissal of charges on the grounds of double jeopardy, all
of which were denied by the court. This led Almeda to file a special civil action for certiorari
with a request for a preliminary injunction.

Issues: The issues raised for the Supreme Court’s resolution were:
1. Whether the trial judge was correct in mandating a strictly cash bond over the accused’s
preference for a surety bond.
2.  Whether  the  amendment  of  the  information  to  include  habitual  delinquency  and
recidivism post-plea was procedurally and substantively proper.

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court found the trial court’s mandate for a cash-only bond as contrary to
the principal purpose of bail and the constitutional provision against excessive bail. The
Court emphasized that bail aims solely to guarantee the defendant’s court appearance, not
serve as a penalty. Thus, the decision to require cash bail was set aside, albeit with an
allowance for the trial court to adjust the bail amount and impose additional conditions to
ensure Almeda’s trial attendance.

2.  On  the  amendment  issue,  the  Supreme  Court  deemed  the  inclusion  of  allegations
regarding habitual delinquency and recidivism after a plea as valid. These amendments
were considered matters of form rather than substance since they did not change the nature
of the offense charged but only potentially affected the penalty. The Court held that such
amendments did not infringe upon the petitioner’s right and found no abuse of discretion by
the respondent judge.

Doctrine:
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– The purpose of bail is solely to ensure the accused’s presence during court proceedings,
not to penalize or generate revenue for the government.
– Amendments to the information, even after an initial plea, are permissible as long as they
do not prejudice the defendant’s rights and are confined to formal aspects, which do not
alter the prosecution’s theory of the case.

Class Notes:
– The essentials of bail and its constitutional underpinnings, highlighting that excessive bail
shall not be required and the preference for the accused in selecting the type of bail.
– The distinction between amendments of form and substance in criminal charges and the
permissible scope of such amendments post-plea.
– Key considerations in determining bail amount and conditions, focusing on factors like the
nature of the offense, the accused’s history, and the potential risk of flight.
– The legal understanding of habitual delinquency and recidivism, clarifying that these are
not standalone charges but factors influencing penalty severity.

Historical Background: The case reflects the Philippine judiciary’s balancing act between
respecting the rights of the accused and ensuring public safety and court attendance. It
highlights the procedural and substantive considerations in criminal proceedings, especially
regarding  bail  and  information  amendments,  within  the  broader  context  of  protecting
constitutional rights against potential judicial overreach.


