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**Title:** The United States v. Alfredo Elviña, 24 Phil. 230 (1913)

**Facts:**
Alfredo Elviña, the municipal treasurer of San Juan de Guimba, Nueva Ecija, was accused of
misappropriating  public  funds  amounting  to  ₱2,505.61.  The  period  of  the  alleged
misappropriation spanned from July 1, 1909, to January 31, 1910. The accusation stemmed
from his failure to provide the proper vouchers and proofs of payments made under the
authority of resolutions from the municipal board.

– **Petition and Procedure:**
– The accusation against Elviña was that he criminally disposed of ₱2,505.61, and despite
being required by the District Auditor, he did not account for said amount.
– At the lower court, Elviña was convicted of misappropriating public funds. He appealed his
conviction to the Supreme Court of the Philippines, arguing that he made the payments in
good faith and under the municipal board’s authorization.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  the  failure  to  produce  vouchers  and  proofs  of  payments  constitutes
misappropriation  of  public  funds.
2. If the absence of the funds automatically presumes criminal intent.
3. Whether the accused can rebut the presumption of criminality arising from the absence of
the funds.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court reversed the lower court’s decision and acquitted Elviña based on the
following resolutions to the issues:

1. **Failure to Produce Vouchers and Proofs:**
– The Court found that not providing the required vouchers and documentation does not
itself constitute misappropriation. Elviña had paid out the money in good faith and under
municipal board resolutions. Such actions, devoid of any criminal intent or personal gain, do
not amount to the crime of misappropriation.

2. **Prima Facie Evidence and Criminal Intent:**
– Section 2 of Act No. 1740 suggests that the absence of public funds may be prima facie
evidence of personal use. However, this presumption can be negated by showing the funds
were used for legitimate municipal purposes.
–  The  Court  observed  that  proof  of  the  accused  having  paid  the  amounts  in  the
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municipality’s interest contradicts the presumption of criminal intent.

3. **Rebutting Presumption of Criminality:**
– The Court ruled that the accused successfully rebutted the prima facie case by showing
the payments made were in the municipality’s interests and made in good faith. Therefore,
the presumption of misappropriation due to the absence of vouchers and proofs was invalid.

**Doctrine:**
The primary doctrine established in this case is that prima facie evidence of personal use of
public funds can be rebutted by adequate proof showing the funds were used in good faith
for  legitimate  municipal  purposes.  Criminal  intent  cannot  be  presumed  merely  from
procedural lapses or administrative failures in documenting payments authorized in good
faith.

**Class Notes:**
– **Key Elements/Concepts:**
– Misappropriation of Public Funds: Conversion of funds to personal use or unauthorized
purposes.
– **Actus non facit reum, nisi mens rea:** An act alone does not constitute a crime unless
accompanied by criminal intent.
– **Prima Facie Evidence:** Absent public funds create a presumptive (prima facie) case of
criminal use.
– **Rebutting Prima Facie Evidence:** Demonstrating legitimate and good faith use of funds
negates the presumption of criminality.
– **Relevant Statutes:** Section 2, Act No. 1740 on malversation provides that failure to
account for public funds is prima facie evidence of personal use, but this can be rebutted.

**Historical Background:**
During the American colonial period in the Philippines, the judicial framework and statutes
were strongly influenced by American law. This case reflects a developing legal system
grappling with establishing norms and accountability in public service. The judgment sheds
light on the importance of intent in criminalising administrative lapses and aligns with the
doctrine that genuine mistakes in public administration should not be criminally prosecuted
without clear evidence of wrongful intent.


