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GAERLAN, J.:

Before the Court is a Petition for Certiorari[1] under Rule 65 dated August 4, 2025 filed by petitioners Aniceta R.
Co (Aniceta), Nestor B. Co (Nestor), and Emma L. Acebedo (Emma) alleging that the Court of Appeals (CA)
committed grave abuse of discretion tantamount to lack of jurisdiction[2] in issuing its Decision[3] dated
December 20, 2024 and Resolution[4] dated May 29, 2025 in CA-G.R. CR No. 48751. The CA affirmed the
Decision dated September 7, 2022[5] of Branch 54 of the Regiona Trial Court (RTC), Manila, which found
petitioners guilty of violating Section 3(e) of Republic Act No. 3019[6] and sentenced them to suffer the penalty
of imprisonment from six years and one month as minimum to 10 years as maximum and the perpetua
disqualification from holding public office.

Facts
This case stemmed from an Information[7] filed before the RTC, charging petitioners as follows:[ 8]

In 25 November 2014 or sometime prior or subsequent thereto, in Manila, Philippines, and within the
jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, accused low-ranking officials of Barangay 526, Zone 52, District 4,
Manila: Barangay Chairman Aniceta E. Co, Barangay Kagawad and Bids and Awards Committee (BAC)
Chairman Nestor B. Co, and Barangay Treasurer Emma L. Acebedo, committing the offense in the discharge
of their officia functions and in grave abuse thereof, acting with evident bad faith, manifest partiality and/or
gross inexcusable negligence, and conspiring with one another, did then and there, willfully, unlawfully and
criminally cause undue injury to the government and/or give unwarranted benefits, advantage and preference
to Derexon Trading and General Merchandise (Derexon Trading) by: (i) making it appear that the barangay
awarded the contract for the purchase of one motor vehicle to the lowest bidder Derexon Trading, which
tendered a bid price of [PHP] 83,830.00, when in truth and in fact, the motor vehicle was actually purchased at
[PHP] 120,283.00 as shown in the notarized Deed of Absolute Sale dated [November 24. 2014] executed
between accused Aniceta Co and Derexon Trading; and (ii) allowing Derexon Trading, after the contract has
been perfected and awarded to it. to modify the terms of the bid contract by increasing the purchase price of
the motor vehicle, in violation of Republic Act 9184 or the Government Procurement Reform Act, to the
damage and prejudice of the government.

CONTRARY TO LAW.
Petitioners pleaded not guilty and thereafter, trial ensued.[9]
Version of the prosecution

On November 10, 2014, Emma L. Acebedo (Emma), in her capacity as Barangay Treasurer, sent out an Invitation
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to Bid for the procurement of among others, one unit of motor vehicle. Severa suppliers submitted their bids,
which included Derexon Trading in the amount of PHP 83,830.00 for the motor vehicle unit.[10]

AnicetaR. Co (Aniceta), as Barangay Chairperson, then approved the recommendation of Barangay Kagawad and
Bids and Awards Committee (BAC) Chairperson petitioner Nestor B. Co (Nestor) to award the bid for the motor
vehicle to Derexon Trading as the participant with the lowest bid. Thus, a Notice of Award signed by Anicetawas
issued in the name of Carlos Castafieda of Derexon Trading.[11]

After the corresponding Purchase Order was issued by Aniceta and Emma, the former entered into a Deed of
Absolute Sale with Derexon Trading. The Deed, however, indicated that the price of the motor vehicle (subject
vehicle) was PHP 120,283.00 instead of PHP 83,830.00.[12]

It was found out during the investigation conducted by the Ombudsman, that the subject vehicle was formerly
owned by Dominador Co, Nestor's brother, and Aniceta’s brother-in-law. It was also revealed that said vehicle
was mortgaged to Variety Alternative Sources to secure a loan in the sum of PHP 51,000.00 and remained
registered in Dominador Co's name from 1995 up to the expiration on October 25, 2017, of its latest registration.
The motor vehicle was purchased by Carlos Castafieda only on November 3, 2014, until it was sold to Barangay
526.[13]

Version of the defense

Petitioners denied knowledge of the prior ownership of the subject vehicle and claimed that the procurement and
purchase thereof was regularly done pursuant to the proper procedure.[14]

Ruling of the RTC

The RTC in its Decision dated September 7, 2022, found petitioners guilty of violating Section 3 (e) of Republic
Act No. 3019 and sentencing them to suffer the penalty of imprisonment from six years and one month as
minimum to 10 years as maximum. The dispositive portion of the RTC Decision reads:

WHEREFORE, all premises considered, accused Aniceta [R.] Co, Nestor B. Co and Emma E. Acebedo are
hereby found guilty of violation of Section 3(e) of Republic Act 3019 and are hereby sentenced to suffer the
penalty of imprisonment from six (6) years and one (1) month as minimum to ten (10) years as maximum and
the perpetual disqualification from holding public office.

Furnish the parties copies of this order.

SO ORDERED.[15] (Emphasisin the original)

According to the RTC, petitioners were guilty of gross inexcusable negligence for their failure to examine the
subject vehicle's registration despite the fact that the subject vehicle had previously been used by the barangay
prior to its purchase.[ 16]

Hence, petitioners appealed the RTC Decision with the CA.[17]

Ruling of the CA
The CA affirmed the RTC's Decision, similarly finding that petitioners are guilty of the crime charged. The
dispositive portion of the CA Decision reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant appeal is DENIED. The assailed Decision dated [September
7, 2022] of the Regiona Trial Court, National Capital Judicial Region, Branch 54, Manila is hereby
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED .[18]
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According to the CA, the prosecution was able to prove beyond reasonable doubt, al the elements to sustain a
conviction under Section 3(e) of Republic Act No. 3019.[19] The CA held that petitioners failure to inquire into
the subject vehicle's ownership and registration prior to the consummation of its purchase constitutes gross
inexcusable negligence. The omission to inspect the subject vehicle's registration documents in violation of their
legal duty was willful and tantamount to gross inexcusable negligence.[20]

Thereafter, petitioners filed a Motion for Reconsideration challenging the above CA Decision, which was denied
by the CA inits Resolution dated May 29, 2025.

Thus, petitioners filed the present petition for certiorari under Rule 65, ascribing grave abuse of discretion on the
part of the CA in affirming the RTC conviction of petitioners.[21]

Ruling of the Court

After ajudicious review of the records, the Court resolves to dismiss the instant petition outright due to several
procedural infirmities. Nevertheless, the CA's Decision and Resolution are hereby VACATED for want of
jurisdiction.

The present Petition suffers from several procedural infirmities warranting its outright dismissal

First, the proper remedy to assail the CA's Decision affirming the conviction of petitioners is via a petition for
review on certiorari under Rule 45 and not a petition for certiorari under Rule 65.

At the outset, the Court notes that the present Petition was conflictingly captioned as a "Petition for Review on
Certiorari under Rule 65." However, the allegations in the Petition state that the CA "committed grave abuse of
discretion tantamount to lack of jurisdiction,” when it affirmed the RTC's Decision. Notably, the allegation of
grave abuse of discretion pertained to the merits of the CA's affirmation of petitioners conviction. As will be
made relevant in the subsequent discussion, petitioners never questioned the jurisdiction of the CA's appellate
jurisdiction over the RTC's Decision.

In determining the nature of an action, it is not the caption, but the averments in the Petition and the character of
the relief sought, that are controlling.[22] Thus, the Court is compelled to consider the instant Petition as one
under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court, which is the wrong remedy to assail the CA Decision.

The proper remedy of a party aggrieved by a decision of the CA is a petition for review under Rule 45, which is
not similar to a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court. As provided in Rule 45 of the Rules of
Court,[23] decisions, final orders, or resolutions of the CA in any case, i.e., regardless of the nature of the action
or proceedings involved, may be appealed to Us by filing a petition for review, which would be but a continuation
of the appellate process over the original case.[24]

On the other hand, a special civil action under Rule 65 is a limited form of review and is a remedy of last
recourse. It is an independent action that lies only where there is no appeal nor plain, speedy and adequate remedy
in the ordinary course of law. Certiorari will issue only to correct errors of jurisdiction, not errors of procedure or
mistakes in the findings or conclusions of the lower court. As long as the court a quo acts within its jurisdiction,
any aleged errors committed in the exercise of its discretion will amount to nothing more than mere errors of
judgment, correctible by an appeal or a petition for review under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.[25]

In the present case, the CA resolved the appeal before it on the merits. Therefore, the extraordinary remedy of
certiorari under Rule 65 will not prosper because of the availability of an appea under Rule 45 of the Rules of
Court.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 10
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. E-01837. November 03, 2025

The Court has consistently held that these recourses are not aternative or successive and are, in fact, mutually
exclusive remedies.[26] Hence, a party cannot substitute the special civil action of certiorari under Rule 65 of the
Rules of Court for the remedy of appeal under Rule 45 where the latter is available but was lost through fault or
negligence.[27] Where the rules prescribe a particular remedy for the vindication of rights, such remedy should be
availed of. By filing a special civil action for certiorari under Rule 65, petitioners availed themselves of the wrong
remedy.[28]

Second, the Petition is not accompanied by a certified true copy of the assailed Decision dated December 20,
2024, and all relevant pleadings and documentsin violation of Rule 65, Section 1 of the Rules of Court.

A party seeking the extraordinary remedy of certiorari must strictly observe the requirements for its issuance.[29]
Rule 46, Section 3, and Rule 65, Section 1[30] of the Rules of Court provide the documents required to be
attached in a petition for certiorari. Notably, two sets of documents should be appended to the petition, namely:
(1) aduplicate original or certified true copy of the judgment, order, or resolution subject thereof; and (2) copies
of al pleadings and documents relevant and pertinent thereto.[31] A petition for certiorari lacking these
documents may be dismissed outright under Rule 46, Section 3 of the Rules[32]

In the present case, the Petition was only accompanied by the CA's Resolution dated May 29, 2025, which denied
petitioners motion for reconsideration, and a Compliance filed before the CA. Other than the foregoing two
annexes, no other relevant pleadings and submissions were attached to the present Petition, leaving the Court
without any definitive basisin its determination of whether the CA committed grave abuse of discretion.[33]

Third, petitioners submitted a defective verification for failure to allege that the pleading is not filed to harass,
cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation, pursuant to Rule 7, Section 4 of the Rules of
Court, as amended.[34]

Fourth, after a repeated and circumspect review of the petition, it does not alege the ultimate facts, issues
involved and grounds relied upon for the remedy prayed for.

The five-page[35] Petition submitted before the Court is a mere narration of the submissions and proceedings
before the RTC and the CA. The Petition is utterly bare of any relevant fact, and neither did petitioners raise a
single argument in support of their challenge to the CA's Decision. Petitioners merely rely on an empty recital that
the CA supposedly "committed grave abuse of discretion tantamount to lack of jurisdiction." The Court cannot be
expected to seriously entertain the submission of petitioners, absent any factual or legal moorings.

Given the foregoing circumstances, the Court is left with no other recourse but to dismiss the instant Petition
outright. Procedura rules have their own wholesome rationale in the orderly administration of justice. Justice
must be administered according to the Rules of Court to eliminate arbitrariness, caprice, or whimsicality.[36]
Strict compliance with the Rules prevents needless delays and ensures the orderly and expeditious dispatch of
judicial business.[37]

The CA does not have appellate jurisdiction over the RTC's Decision

Although the present petition is dismissed due to severa fatal procedural defects, the CA's Decision and
Resolution are neverthel ess vacated for want of jurisdiction.

Section 4 of Presidential Decree No. 1606, as amended by Republic Act No. 10660[38] provides:

Jurisdiction. — The Sandiganbayan shall exercise exclusive original jurisdiction in all casesinvolving:
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a. Violations of Republic Act No. 3019, as amended, otherwise known as the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices
Act, Republic Act No. 1379, and Chapter |1, Section 2, Title VII, Book Il of the Revised Penal Code, where
one or more of the accused are officials occupying the following positions in the government, whether in a
permanent, acting or interim capacity, at the time of the commission of the offense:

Provided,

In cases where none of the accused are occupying positions corresponding to Salary Grade "27" or higher, as
prescribe in the said Republic Act No. 6758, or military and PNP officers mentioned above, exclusive original
jurisdiction thereof shall be vested in the proper regional trial court, metropolitan trial court, municipal trial
court, and municipal circuit trial court, as the case may be, pursuant to their respective jurisdictions as provided
in Batas Pambansa Blg. 129, as amended.

The Sandiganbayan shall exercise exclusive appellate jurisdiction over final judgments, resolutions or orders of
regional trial courts whether in the exercise of their own original jurisdiction or of their appellate jurisdiction
as herein provided. (Emphasis supplied)

From the clear and unequivocal wording of the above provision, it is the Sandiganbayan that has exclusive
appellate jurisdiction over the RTC's Decision. Therefore, the CA had no jurisdiction to resolve the appea
brought beforeit.

The Court now proceeds to determine whether the improper appeal to the CA should prejudice petitioners' right to
due process.

In cases decided by the regional trial court in the exercise of its origina jurisdiction, an appeal is taken by "filing
anotice of appeal with the court which rendered the judgment or final order appealed from."[39]

After the filing of the notice of appedl, it is the clerk of court who must transmit to the clerk of court of the
appellate court the complete record of the case. Rule 122, Section 8 of the Rules of Court states:

Section 8. Transmission of papers to appellate court upon appeal. — Within five (5) days from the filing of the
notice of apped, the clerk of the court with whom the notice of appeal was filed must transmit to the clerk of
court of the appellate court the complete record of the case, together with said notice. The original and three
copies of the transcript of stenographic notes, together with the records, shall also be transmitted to the clerk of
the appellate court without undue delay. The other copy of the transcript shall remain in the lower court.
(Emphasis added)

Thus, after the filing of the notice of appeal, it is now incumbent upon the clerk of court to transmit the records of
the case to the proper appellate court.

In Mufiez v. People,[40] petitioners therein were public officers and employees of the Department of Environment
and Natural Resources - Cagayan de Oro with Salary Grades below 27. They were charged with violating Section
3 (b) of Republic Act No. 3019 and were eventually convicted by the regional trial court. Aggrieved, petitioners
appealed their conviction. The case, however, was erroneousy transmitted to the CA instead of the
Sandiganbayan. Despite the improper transmittal, the CA proceeded to rule on petitioners appea on the merits
and affirmed the regional trial court's decision convicting them of the crime charged.

Petitioners again appealed their case to the Court questioning the verdict of conviction on the merits. The Court
vacated the Court of Appeal's decision and held that it had no jurisdiction to review the regiona trial court's
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conviction, since the appellate jurisdiction is properly lodged with the Sandiganbayan. The Court held:

The Court of Appeals does not have appellate jurisdiction over appeals from final judgments, resolutions or
orders of regional trial courts pertaining to violations of [Republic Act No.] 3019. The assailed rulings should,
therefore, be vacated and the case, remanded to the court of origin for referral to the proper forum — the
Sandiganbayan.

Aggrieved, petitioners sought relief from the verdict of conviction. Under Section 4 of [Presidential Decree
No.] 1606, it is the Sandiganbayan which has exclusive appellate jurisdiction over the appea. The case,
however, was erroneously transmitted to the Court of Appeals. The subsequent Decision dated July 12,2018
and Resolution dated May 15, 2019 of the Court of Appeals were therefore rendered without jurisdiction,
hence, void.

Petitioners are not responsible for the error in transmitting the case. For such duty rests on the shoulders of the
clerk of court. Rule 122, Section 8 of the Rules of Court commands:

Thus, petitioners should not be prejudiced by the clerk of court's mistake.

Similarly, in Dizon v. People, the Court ruled that petitioner's appeal from his conviction for the crime of
Malversation of Public Funds through Falsification of Public Documents in the trial court fell within the
exclusive appellate jurisdiction of the Sandiganbayan, but the appeal was erroneously taken to the Court of
Appeals. Thus, the Court set the Court of Appeals dispositions aside and remanded the case to the RTC for
transmission of the case records to the Sandiganbayan.

Indeed, the accused here should not be prejudiced "by the shortcoming or fault caused by the clerk of court
concerned. For what is at stake is no less than the life and liberty of the accused. Hence, on the strength of
Dizon and in the higher interest of substantial justice, the Court is constrained to order the dispositions of the
Court of Appeals vacated and the case remanded to the trial court for transmission of the records to the
Sandiganbayan. (Emphasis supplied)

In Hunnob v. People[41] the case similarly involved public officers with salary grades below 27 and were
convicted by the regional trial court. On appeal the trial court transmitted the records of their case to the CA
instead of the Sandiganbayan. The CA instead of dismissing the appeal, proceeded to resolve the case on the
merits and affirmed petitioners conviction. Upon appeal, the Court vacated the decision of the CA and remanded
the records to the trial court for proper transmittal to the Sandiganbayan.

The foregoing rulings were again reiterated by the Court in Sidefio v. People,[42] that petitioners should not be
prejudiced by the transmittal of the records to the improper court. The Court citing Dizon v. People,[43] held:

Likewise, Sidefio should not be prejudiced by the error in transmitting the records of Criminal Case Nos.
13-299981, 13-299982 and 13-299983 to the CA. In Dizon v. People, citing the case of Ulep v. People, the
Court wrote:

The tria court, on the other hand, was duty-bound to forward the records of the case to the proper forum, the
Sandiganbayan. It is unfortunate that the RTC judge concerned ordered the pertinent records to be forwarded
to the wrong court, to the great prejudice of petitioner. Cases involving government employees with a salary
grade lower than 27 are fairly common, albeit regrettably so. The judge was expected to know and should have
known the law and the rules of procedure. He should have known when appeals' are to be taken to the CA and
when they should be forwarded to the Sandiganbayan. He should have conscientiously and carefully observed
this responsibility specially in cases such as this where a person's liberty was at stake.
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Indeed, Sidefio should not be prejudiced by the shortcoming or fault of the RTC judge. Guided by the
pronouncement in Dizon, since cases involving government employees and officials with a salary grade lower
than 27 are fairly common, the RTC judge herein is expected to know that Sidefio's case should have been
appealed to the SB. Apparently, she did not.[44]

Prescinding from the foregoing jurisprudence, the Court finds that petitioners should not be prejudiced by the
incorrect transmittal of the records of the case. After filing their notice of appeal, it was already incumbent upon
the clerk of court to determine the proper appellate court having jurisdiction over the case before it transmitted the
records.

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition for Certiorari under Rule 65 dated August 4, 2025 filed by petitioners Aniceta R.
Co, Nestor B. Co, and Emma L. Acebedo is DENIED. Nevertheless, the Decision dated December 20, 2024 and
the Resolution dated May 29, 2025 of the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. CR No. 48751 are VACATED. The Court
of Appealsis DIRECTED to immediately REMAND the case records to Branch 54 of the Regional Trial Court of
Manila, which shall transmit the same to the Sandiganbayan, with utmost dispatch.

SO ORDERED.

Caguioa (Chairperson), Inting, and Dimaampao, JJ., concur.
Singh,[**] J., on |leave.

[*] Also referred to as "Aniceta E. Co" in some parts of therollo.

[**] On leave.

[1] Rollo, pp. 3-9. Captioned as "Petition for Review on Certiorari Under Rule 65."
[2] Id. at 4.

[3] Not attached to the rollo but a copy is available at the Case Status Inquiry System of the CA. Penned by
Associated Justice Tita Marilyn B. Payoyo-Villordon and concurred in by Associate Justices Ramon A. Cruz and
Emily L. San Gaspar-Gito of the Fifth Division, Court of Appeals.

[4] Roallo, pp. 14-17. Penned by Associated Justice Tita Marilyn B. Payoyo-Villordon and concurred in by
Associate Justices Ramon A. Cruz and Emily L. San Gaspar-Gito.

[5] CA Decision, supranote 3, at 5.

[6] The Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act. Approved on August 17, 1960.
[7] CA Decision, supranote 3, at 2.

[8] Id.

[9] Id.

[10] Id. at 3.

[11] Id.

[12] Id.

[13] Id. at 3-4.
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[14] Id. at 4.
[15] Id. at 5.
[16] Id. at 4.
[17] Id. at 5.
[18] Id. at 9.
[19] Id. at 7.
[20] Id. at 8.
[21] Id. at 4.

[22] Francisco, Jr. v. Desierto, 617 Phil. 251, 314 (2009) [Per J. Leonardo-De Castro, En Banc]; Flores v. Office
of the Ombudsman, 437 Phil. 684, 690 (2002) [Per J. Quisumbing, Second Division].

[23] Rule 45, Section 1 of the Rules of Court, as amended, states:

Section 1. Filing of petition with Supreme Court. — A party desiring to appeal by certiorari from a judgment,
final order or resolution of the Court of Appeals, . . ., whenever authorized by law, may file with the Supreme
Court averified petition for review on certiorari..."

[24] Albor v. Court of Appeals, 823 Phil. 901, 909 (2018) [Per J. Martires, Third Division]; Mercado v. Valley
Mountain Mines Exploration, Inc., 677 Phil. 13, 51 (2011) [Per J. Villarama, First Division].

[25] Albor v. Court of Appeals, id.

[26] Inter-Island Information Systems, Inc. v. Court of Appeals, 905 Phil. 29, 38 (2021) [Per J. Hernando, Third
Division]; Navav. Palattao, 531 Phil. 345, 358 (2006) [Per J. Panganiban, First Division].

[27] Sps. Dycoco v. Court of Appeals, 715 Phil. 550, 562 (2013) [Per J. Leonard-De Castro, First Division]; Nava
v. Paattao, id.

[28] Albor v. Court of Appeals, 823 Phil. 901, 909 (2018) [Per J. Martires, Third Division].
[29] Air Philippines Corp. v. Zamora, 529 Phil. 718, 726 (2006) [Per J. Austria-Martinez, First Division].
[30] Section 1. Petition for Certiorari. —. . .

The petition shall be accompanied by a certified true copy of the judgment, order or resolution subject thereof,
copies of al pleadings and documents relevant and pertinent thereto, and a sworn certification of non-forum
shopping as provided in the third paragraph of Section 3, Rule 46.

[31] Coogee International, Inc. v. Maningo, G.R. No. 264881, July 16, 2025 [Per J. Gaerlan, Third Division] at 9.
This pinpoint citation refers to copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court website; Duremdes v. Jorilla,
871 Phil. 810, 821 (2020) [Per J. Inting, Second Division]; Air Philippines Corp. v. Zamora, 529 Phil. 718, 726
(2006) [Per J. Austria-Martinez, First Division].

[32] Coogee International, Inc. v. Maningo, id.

[33] Pinakamasarap Corp. v. National Labor Relations Commission, 534 Phil. 222, 230 (2006); Durban
Apartments Corporation v. Catacutan, 514 Phil. 187, 194 (2005) [Per J. Y nares-Santiago, First Division].
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[34] Section 4. Verification. — Except when otherwise specifically required by law or rule, pleadings need not be
under oath or verified. A pleading is verified by an affidavit of an affiant duly authorized to sign said verification.
The authorization of the affiant to act on behalf of a party, whether in the form of a secretary's certificate or a
specia power of attorney, should be attached to the pleading, and shall allege the following attestations:

(b) The pleading is not filed to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation; . . .
[35] Excluding the page for the Verification and Certificate of Non-Forum Shopping.

[36] Tible & Tible Co., Inc., et a. v. Roya Savings and Loan Assn., et al., 574 Phil. 20, 38 (2008) [Per J. Reyes,
R.T., Third Division].

[37] Rural Bank of San Mateo Isabela, Inc. v. Sps. Ramales, G.R. Nos. 256021 & 268716, April 2, 2025 [Per J.
Gaerlan, Third Division] at 10. This pinpoint citation refers to copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme
Court website.

[38] An Act Strengthening Further the Functional and Structural Organization of the Sandiganbayan, Further
Amending Presidential Decree No. 1606, As Amended, and Appropriating Funds Therefor, approved on April 16,
2015.

[39] RULES OF COURT, Rule 122, sec. 3.

[40] 860 Phil. 1123 (2019) [Per J. Lazaro-Javier, Second Division].
[41] 865 Phil. 111, 121 (2019) [Per J. Lazaro-Javier, Second Division].
[42] 881 Phil. 405, 418 (2020) [Per J. Peralta, First Division].

[43] 824 Phil. 599 (2018) [Per J. Perlas-Bernabe, Second Division].
[44] Id. at 609.
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