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QUISUMBING, J.

On appeal is the Decision[1] dated May 20, 2002 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CR No. 21810 together
with its Resolution[2] dated March 31, 2003. The appellate court had affirmed the Decision dated March 13, 1998
of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Baler, Aurora, Branch 66. The trial court convicted petitioner for violation
of Section 261 of Batas Pambansa Bilang 881, the Omnibus Election Code of the Philippines, thus:

WHEREFORE, the Court finds accused Celia Q. Nombrefia guilty beyond reasonable doubt of violating
Section 261, subsection par. Z nos. 8 and 21 of Batas Pambansa 881, otherwise known as the Omnibus
Election Code of the Philippines and hereby sentences her to suffer an imprisonment of one year with the
accessory penalties provided by law and to pay the costs.[3]

The facts of this case are as follows:

Petitioner Celia Q. Nombrefia was the Chairman of the Board of Election Inspectors of Precinct 4, Barangay 4 of
Poblacion, Baler, Aurora. Witnesses testified that on May 12, 1992, the second day of the synchronized elections,
after petitioner had just finished reading the first bundle of ballots and the poll clerk and election inspector were
tallying the results, she took the next bundle of ballots and placed them on her lap. She arranged the ballots and
began flipping through them, marking several ballots with a ballpen. As she did, a certain Ernesto Gonzales was
watching her. Gonzales called the attention of one of the poll watchers, Philip Caliuag, and left the precinct to
inform Nelia Laroza, an LDP watcher, what he had witnessed. Laroza and her brother, along with Celia Abordo,
went back to the precinct. They saw the petitioner seated in front of the desk where the ballots were placed. She
then put some of the ballots on her lap and again started leafing through them. When Laroza asked what she was
doing, petitioner merely shifted her position and turned her back to Laroza. According to Laroza, she saw
petitioner’s right hand moving as if writing “X” marks. She was again confronted by Laroza, but she denied that
she was writing anything on the ballots despite her holding a pen. When she stood up, a blue pen fell in front of
her. According to Laroza, the “X” marks invalidated some votes for candidates Angara and Gudoy.

Petitioner had another version of the events of May 12, 1992. She narrated that Alexander Guerrero, a poll
watcher for the Nacionalista Party, Ruel Bitong, Philip Caliuag, Jerry Pimentel, Andy Gonzales and Jasmine Cabo
were already present at the voting precinct as early as 7:00 a.m. the day of the election. During the counting of
votes, six watchers surrounded the petitioner. One watcher had a flashlight beamed at the ballots being read while
Guerrero who was behind her, beamed a flashlight at what she was reading. He was at the back of the petitioner
for eight hours, and all throughout the counting of the ballots. Petitioner added that Guerrero testified there were
no protests filed by any of the poll watchers, and there was no anomaly or untoward incident in the said precinct.
According to petitioner, she held each ballot with both hands and read the contents aloud. Whenever there was
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any question on the validity of a ballot, petitioner consulted the watchers. After reaching a consensus, a certain
vote was either declared valid or invalid. Petitioner claimed she wrote down notes on the election instruction
booklet to make sure that she was following the correct procedure.

In an Information filed on December 11, 1992, petitioner was charged with violation of Section 261 of B.P. Blg.
881 before the RTC of Baler, Aurora, Branch 66.[4] In a Decision rendered on March 13, 1998, the trial court
found petitioner Nombrefia guilty beyond reasonable doubt of violating Section 261, subsection z, nos. 8[5] and
21[6] of B.P. Blg. 881. It sentenced her to suffer imprisonment of one year with the accessory penalties provided
by law and to pay the costs.[7]

On appeal, the Court of Appeals affirmed the decision of the trial court.[8] The Court of Appeals found that
petitioner was the author of the “X” marks or erasures on the ballots. It took into account the testimonies of the
prosecution’s witnesses, namely: Ernesto Gonzales, Nelia Laroza and Justita Angara.[9]

The appellate court noted that the markings on the G-series were distinguishable by the manner in which they
were similarly and hastily made. They belied any assertion that they were authored by the individual voters. Thus,
the appellate court held that there was no other plausible and fair explanation on how the “X” marks were placed
over the names of candidates Angara and Gudoy,[10] except by the acts of petitioner as testified to by witnesses.

The dispositive portion of the Court of Appeals’ decision reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the appealed judgment is hereby AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.[11]

In the instant petition, petitioner assigns as issues the following:

- Whether or not the right of petitioner to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation against her had
been violated in view of the failure of the information to specify the particular paragraph and/or
sub-paragraphs in Section 26 of the Batas Pambansa Bilang 881 (Omnibus Election Code) under which she
was being charged.

- Whether or not the findings of fact of the Court of Appeals can be reviewed by this Honorable Court in this
review proceeding under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.

- Whether or not the testimonies of Ernesto F. Gonzales and Nelia P. Laroza, the principal witnesses of the
prosecution, are credible.

- Whether or not there is sufficient direct evidence to prove petitioner’s guilt beyond reasonable doubt.

- Whether or not there is sufficient circumstantial evidence to prove petitioner[’]s evidence (sic) beyond
reasonable doubt.[12]

Simply put, we are to resolve the following issues: (1) Was the petitioner’s right to be informed of the nature and
cause of charge against her violated? (2) May this Court review the factual findings of the Court of Appeals? (3)
Were the testimonies of Gonzales and Laroza credible? (4) Was there sufficient evidence, direct or circumstantial,
to prove petitioner’s guilt beyond reasonable doubt?

On the first issue, we hold that the right of the petitioner to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation
against her was not violated even if the information failed to specify the particular paragraph and/or
subparagraphs in Section 261 of the Omnibus Election Code.

What determines the real nature and cause of the accusation against an accused is the actual recital of facts stated
in the information or complaint and not the caption or preamble of the information or complaint, nor the
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specification of the provision of law alleged to have been violated, they being conclusions of law.[13] An
incorrect caption is not a fatal mistake.[14]

In People v. Sadiosa,[15] we held:

It is well-settled in our jurisprudence that the information is sufficient where it clearly states the designation of
the offense by the statute and the acts or omissions complained of as constituting the offense. However, there is
no need to specify or refer to the particular section or subsection of the statute that was violated by the accused.
No law requires that in order that an accused may be convicted, the specific provision penalizing the act
charged should be mentioned in the information. What identifies the charge is the actual recital of the facts and
not that designated by the fiscal in the preamble thereof. It is not even necessary for the protection of the
substantial rights of the accused, nor the effective preparation of his defense, that the accused be informed of
the technical name of the crime of which he stands charged. He must look to the facts alleged. (Emphasis
supplied.)

In the case at bar, the information contained the actual recital of facts which sufficiently informed the petitioner of
the nature and cause of the accusation against her.

On the second issue, it has been repeatedly held generally that the findings of fact of the Court of Appeals are not
reviewable by this Court in a petition for review; they are final and conclusive on us if they are borne out by the
record or are based on substantial evidence.[16] Moreover, in this case, petitioner did not show any of the
exceptional circumstances enumerated in the rules and jurisprudence whereby a review is permitted, as for
example: (1) When the conclusion is a finding grounded entirely on speculations, surmise or conjecture; (2) When
the inference made is manifestly absurd, mistaken or impossible; (3) When there is grave abuse of discretion in
the appreciation of facts; (4) When the judgment is premised on a misapprehension of facts; (5) When the findings
of fact are conflicting; (6) When the Court of Appeals in making its findings went beyond the issues of the case
and the same are contrary to the admission of both appellants and appellees; (7) When the findings of fact of the
Court of Appeals are at variance with those of the trial court, the Supreme Court has to review the evidence in
order to arrive at the correct findings based on the record; (8) When the findings of fact are conclusions without
citation of specific evidence on which they are based; (9) When the facts set forth in the petition as well as in the
petitioner’s main and reply briefs are not disputed by the respondents; (10) The findings of fact of the Court of
Appeals are premised on the supposed absence of evidence and are contradicted by the evidence on record; and
(11) When certain material facts and circumstances had been overlooked by the trial court which, if taken into
account, would alter the result of the case in that they would introduce an element of reasonable doubt which
would entitle the accused to acquittal.[17]

On the third issue, on the issue of credibility of witnesses, it should be stressed that the findings of fact of the trial
court, its calibration of the testimonies of witnesses and its assessment of the probative weight thereof, as well as
its conclusions anchored on said findings are accorded by the appellate court high respect if not conclusive effect,
precisely because of the unique advantage of the trial court in observing and monitoring at close range the
demeanor, deportment and conduct of the witnesses as they testify. Unless the trial court has overlooked,
misconstrued or misinterpreted cogent facts of substance which if considered might affect the result of the
case,[18] this Court is not inclined to disturb the factual determinations of the trial court. In this case, the trial
court found that the testimonies are straightforward and credible. The witnesses had no reason to concoct stories
to pin down petitioner on any criminal act. Hence, we agree with the lower court’s findings on the credibility of
the principal witnesses of the prosecution.

Finally, does the evidence suffice to hold petitioner guilty? Both the trial court and the Court of Appeals agree on
the facts on which their determination of guilt was based. We agree on their finding that there is sufficient and
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convincing evidence of petitioner’s guilt. As repeatedly held in prior cases:

As an overture, clear and unmistakable is the rule that the Supreme Court is not a trier of facts. Just as well
entrenched is the doctrine that pure issues of fact may not be the proper subject of appeal by certiorari under
Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of Court as this mode of appeal is generally confined to questions of law. We
therefore take this opportunity again to reiterate that only questions of law, not questions of fact, may be raised
before the Supreme Court in a petition for review under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court. This Court cannot be
tasked to go over the proofs presented by the petitioners in the lower courts and analyze, assess, and weigh
them to ascertain if the court a quo and the appellate court were correct in their appreciation of the
evidence.[19]

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED for lack of merit. The challenged Decision of the Court of Appeals dated
May 20, 2002 and the Resolution dated March 31, 2003 denying the Motion for Reconsideration are AFFIRMED.
SO ORDERED.

Carpio, Carpio-Morales, Tinga, and Velasco, Jr., JJ. concur.

[1] Rollo, pp. 37-44. Penned by Associate Justice Juan Q. Enriquez, Jr., with Associate Justices Eugenio S.
Labitoria and Teodoro P. Regino concurring.
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[4] Id. at 19.
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x x x x
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(z) On voting:

x x x x
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[12] Id. at 230.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 157919. January 30, 2007

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 6

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



[13] Matilde, Jr. v. Jabson, No. L-38392, December 29, 1975, 68 SCRA 456, 462.

[14] United States v. Lim San, No. 5335, November 8, 1910, 17 Phil. 273, 279.

[15] G.R. No. 107084, May 15, 1998, 290 SCRA 92, 100-101.

[16] Andalis v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 133813, August 11, 2004, 436 SCRA 77, 84; Pastor v. Philippine
National Bank, G.R. No. 141316, November 20, 2003, 416 SCRA 283, 295; Padunan v. Department of Agrarian
Reform Adjudication Board, G.R. No. 132163, January 28, 2003, 396 SCRA 196, 201; Bank of the Philippine
Islands v. Leobrera, G.R. No. 137147, January 29, 2002, 375 SCRA 81, 87; Tansipek v. Philippine Bank of
Communications, G.R. No. 146096, December 14, 2001, 372 SCRA 456, 460; Batingal v. Court of Appeals, G.R.
No.128636, February 1, 2001, 351 SCRA 60, 66-67.

[17] Oscar Herrera, Remedial Law 2000 Edition, Vol. II, pp. 669-770.

[18] People v. Abolidor, G.R. No. 147231, February 18, 2004, 423 SCRA 260, 265-266.

[19] JMM Promotions and Management, Inc. v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 139401, October 2, 2002, 390 SCRA
223, 229-230.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 157919. January 30, 2007

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 157919. January 30, 2007

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 6

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org


