G.R. No. 206958. November 08, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Personal Collection Direct Selling, Inc. v. Teresita L. Carandang

Facts:

1. In March 2007, Personal Collection Direct Selling, Inc. filed a Complaint-Affidavit in
Quezon City for estafa against Teresita L. Carandang, accusing her of defrauding the
company of PHP 161,902.80 through unliquidated cash advances.

2. Assistant City Prosecutor Job Mangente filed an Information against Carandang, and an
arrest warrant was issued by the Regional Trial Court (RTC) after finding a prima facie case.

3. In July 2009, Carandang requested a reinvestigation, arguing she wasn’t properly notified
of the preliminary investigation due to not receiving a subpoena. Despite opposition from
Personal Collection, her request was granted.

4. During the reinvestigation, Carandang claimed the unliquidated funds were due to her
sudden termination and that she received no formal demand to return or liquidate the
funds.

5. Personal Collection countered, arguing demand was unnecessary since Carandang
acknowledged receiving the advances and failing to liquidate them.

6. Prosecutor Liezel Aquiatan-Morales recommended dismissing the complaint after
determining that no probable cause existed due to a lack of demand, suggesting potential
civil liability instead.

7. In June 2010, a Motion to Withdraw Information was filed, with Personal Collection
opposing it on the grounds that demand was not a critical element of the alleged crime.

8. By November 2010, RTC granted the motion to withdraw, finding Carandang used the
advances for company expenses and her termination hindered liquidation. Carandang’s
bond was subsequently released after being unopposed.

9. Personal Collection sought certiorari from the Court of Appeals, alleging RTC’s reliance
on the prosecutor’s findings without independent review amounted to grave abuse of
discretion.

10. The Court of Appeals denied the petition, noting RTC conducted its review and that
Personal Collection’s interest in the criminal case was inherently limited to its civil aspect.

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 206958. November 08, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

11. Personal Collection escalated the matter to the Supreme Court, reiterating claims of
misjudgment by RTC and procedural denial of due process.

Issues:

1. Whether the RTC correctly allowed the withdrawal of information for lack of probable
cause.

2. Whether Personal Collection was deprived of due process concerning the release of the
cash bond.

3. Whether the Court of Appeals correctly determined the petition for certiorari was
improper, limiting engagement to the State.

Court’s Decision:

1. The Supreme Court found the RTC did not abuse its discretion allowing the withdrawal of
information, having made its own assessment based on additional evidence from the
reinvestigation.

2. Regarding the bond release, the Supreme Court stated no due process violation occurred
and the cancellation was automatic upon case dismissal without need for notification.

3. The Supreme Court upheld the lower courts’ decisions, affirming statutory limitations on
a private complainant’s standalone pursuit in a criminal case to matters relating to the civil
aspect.

Doctrine:

1. Judges must conduct an independent evaluation when motions to withdraw information
are involved, ensuring decisions reflect discretionary application grounded in factual
reassessment.

2. Procedural fairness does not permit the use of certiorari as a substitute for lost appellate
remedies, reinforcing the importance of timely appeals.

3. In the context of criminal proceedings, the State is primarily the party of interest, thus
governing appeal mechanics and boundaries of private complainants’ legal participations.

Class Notes:

- Estafa under the Revised Penal Code requires deceit or abuse of confidence causing
prejudice. The critical elements are deceit, unfaithfulness, and damage.

- Lack of a formal demand can negate a finding of probable cause for estafa where the
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obligation is circumstantial.

- Special civil actions, like certiorari, must not replace appeals where proper procedural
channels exist - i.e., available following final orders like case dismissals.

- Rules of criminal procedure define automatic bond cancellation upon case dismissal per
Rule 114, Section 22.

Historical Background:

This case reflects the nuanced distinction between civil liability and criminal responsibility
in instances of financial mismanagement, highlighting judiciary caution aligning procedural
propriety with ensuring due process for accused individuals while respecting procedural
restrictions on private complainants in criminal actions.
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