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### Title:
**Danilo Hernandez vs. Court of Appeals and People of the Philippines**

### Facts:
**Step-by-Step Sequence of Events:**
1. **August 1986:** Danilo Hernandez was introduced to Remedios de Leon by his aunt.
Hernandez engaged in buying and selling jewelry.
2. **Initial Transactions:** Hernandez initially paid de Leon in cash for purchased jewelry.
In later dealings, he paid either in cash or by post-dated checks.
3. **October Transactions:**
– **October 20, 1986 (morning):** Hernandez, with his common-law wife, issued a post-
dated check worth P150,000 for a pair of diamond earrings.
– **October 20, 1986 (evening):** Issued another post-dated check worth P250,000 for a
choker and bracelet.
– **October 22, 1986 (evening):** Issued a post-dated check worth P280,000 for a heart-
shaped diamond set.
– **October 23, 1986:** Issued a check dated that day for P100,000 for a set of diamond
earrings and ring.
– **October 24, 1986 (evening):** Provided a post-dated check worth P150,000 for a 5-carat
diamond piece.
4. **Dishonored Checks:** BPI checks Nos. 798246, 798247, 798250 were drawn against
insufficient funds, while checks 798248 and ASB Check 245964 were drawn against closed
accounts.
5. **Legal Actions:** Hernandez was charged with nine counts of estafa and violation of B.P.
Blg. 22.
6. **Arraignment and Trial:** Pleaded not guilty. Trials were joint.
7. **Regional Trial Court’s Decision:** Hernandez convicted in all nine cases.
8. **Appeal to Court of Appeals:** Decision affirmed for all cases except Criminal Case No.
21-87, where he was acquitted.

### Issues:
1. **Combination of Judgments:**
– Whether rendering a single judgment for nine distinct offenses from separate informations
was a reversible error.
– Legal grounds and validity of consolidating trials.
2. **Completeness of Findings by Court of Appeals:**
– If the appellate court needed to make separate findings for eighth assigned errors.
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3. **Adoption of Prosecution’s Statement of Facts:**
–  Whether  adopting  the  Solicitor  General’s  statement  complied  with  the  constitutional
requirement of stating the facts in judgments.
4. **Civil Indemnity and Evidence:**
– Sufficiency of evidence regarding the existence, ownership, and worth of the jewelry.
– Admissibility of the checks as evidence and necessity of proving authenticity.
5. **Prosecution’s Proof and Petitioner’s Burden:**
– Burden of proof regarding authenticity of petitioner’s signatures.
6. **Bank’s Liability:**
– Whether the acceptance of checks by Prudential Bank transferred liability to the bank.

### Court’s Decision:
**Resolution of Legal Issues:**
1. **Combination of Judgments:**
– **Ruling:** Affirmed that trials could be jointly conducted under Rule 119, Sec. 14 of the
1985 Rules on Criminal Procedure for offenses based on same facts or similar character.
– **Explanation:** Decision for each information was rendered within the joint verdict.
2. **Findings by Court of Appeals:**
–  **Ruling:**  No  need  for  separate  findings  for  errors  that  naturally  flow from prior
discussions.
– **Explanation:** The Court of Appeals’ summary dismissal of the remaining assignments
was sufficient.
3. **Adoption of Facts:**
– **Ruling:** Valid to adopt the Solicitor General’s facts if supported by evidence.
–  **Explanation:**  The  constitutional  mandate  was  satisfied  by  stating  and  adopting
substantiated facts.
4. **Civil Indemnity and Evidence:**
– **Ruling:** Sufficient evidence presented via de Leon’s testimony regarding jewelry.
– **Explanation:** Established value and loss corresponded with check amounts.
5. **Prosecution’s Proof and Petitioner’s Burden:**
– **Ruling:** Burden on petitioner to prove forged signatures; failed to substantiate claims.
– **Explanation:** Absence of criminal charges against de Leon for alleged stolen checks
weakened defense.
6. **Bank’s Liability:**
– **Ruling:** Petitioner’s argument regarding bank liability irrelevant.
– **Explanation:** No issue concerning bank negligence or forged endorsing arose pertinent
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to the case at bench.

### Doctrine:
1. **Consolidation of Trials:** Allowed for offenses founded on the same or similar facts
without violating accused rights.
2. **Adoption of Narration:** Courts may adopt statements of facts from submitted briefs if
supported by evidence and still comply with the constitutional mandate.

### Class Notes:
– **Elements of Estafa:** Fraud, deceit,  or abuse of confidence resulting in damage or
prejudice.
–  **Violations  of  B.P.  Blg.  22:**  Knowledge of  insufficient  funds,  issuance of  a  check,
dishonor upon presentment.
–  **Rule  119,  Sec.  14  of  1985  Rules  on  Criminal  Procedure:**  Court’s  discretion  to
consolidate trials.
– **Article 315 of Revised Penal Code:** Definition and punishment for estafa.
– **1987 Constitution, Art. VIII, Secs. 14(1) & 14(2):** Requirements for court decisions
including factual basis and basis for denial of reconsideration.

### Historical Background:
The case provides insights into pre-digital banking fraud mechanisms and procedural rules
in  Philippine  criminal  cases,  exemplifying  the  balance  between  judicial  economy  and
individual procedural rights. It underscores the stringent measures against check fraud
under B.P. Blg. 22 and the intricacies seen in criminal appeals.


