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INTING, J.:

Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari[1] (Petition) assailing the Decision[2] dated May 9, 2024,
and the Resolution[3] dated November 15, 2024, of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 179979. The
CA partly granted the Rule 65 Petition for Certiorari[4] filed by respondent Amanda B. Praxedes (Amanda) and
found probable cause to indict petitioner Lina Mamaongpong Simpal (Lina) for: (1) Fasification of a Public
Document under Article 172, paragraph 1[5] in relation to Article 171, paragraph 4[6] of the Revised Pena Code;
and (2) for Illegal Use of Alias under Commonwealth Act No. 142,[7] as amended by Republic Act No. 6085.[8]

The Antecedents

The present case is an offshoot of several criminal cases that Amanda and Linafiled against each other. Amanda
filed the subject criminal complaint against Lina for Perjury, Falsification of a Public Document, and Illegal Use
of Aliasfollowing an earlier complaint for Estafa that she likewise filed against Lina.[9]

Amanda averred that sometime in December 2017, a certain Dina Gatchalian (Dina) introduced her to Lina, who
represented herself as"Beth Mangligot" at that time.[10] The two were introduced because Lina wanted to borrow
money from Amanda. Their first lending transaction went smoothly. From then on, Lina frequently borrowed
money from Amanda and aso introduced other borrowers to Amanda.[11] Later, Lina proposed to Amanda a
business scheme wherein Lina shall manage a group of borrowers, with Amanda providing the capital
therefor.[12] Amanda agreed to the proposal and gave PHP 1,459,010.00 to Lina and her common-law husband,
Robert Mangligot (Robert), for the lending business.[13]

Amanda asserted that in the course of their relationship, she discovered that Lina was using several names.
Particularly, when Amanda attended the wedding of Lina's son, she noticed that the name of the mother indicated
in the Certificate of Marriage was "Nenita Dawan Cagunan." When Amanda inquired with Lina as to why her
name appeared different in the Certificate, Lina gave vague explanations. Amanda did not pursue the issue any
further as it appeared to be personal to Lina. Moreover, in one of their business dealings, Amanda asked Lina to
remit PHP 9,860.00 to a celiain Rochelle Trinidad. For the cash transfer transaction, Lina used the name "Lina M.
Simpal" and provided her Voter's Identification Card (ID) as proof of her identity.[14]

Sometime in February 2019, Dina approached Amanda to borrow money. To Amanda's surprise, Dina did not
appear to have any idea about the lending business with Lina. Amanda thus conducted further inquiries and
discovered that Lina and Robert misappropriated the PHP 1,459,010.00 that she gave them. Amanda thus
demanded the return of the said sum of money, but Lina and Robert could not ilnmediately remit it. Instead, they
offered to pay Amanda through other means, including an electric bicycle, a cellphone, the automated teller
machine card of Robert, and monthly deductions from Robert's salary.[15]
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The dispute between the parties prompted Amanda to file a complaint for Estafa against Lina before the Office of
the City Prosecutor of Santa Rosa, Laguna (OCP Santa Rosa).[16] The OCP Santa Rosa eventually filed an
Information with the Municipal Trial Court in Cities (MTCC), Santa Rosa City, charging Lina with Estafa
through Misappropriation under Article 315, paragraph 1(b)[17] of the Revised Pena Code (Estafa Case). Later,
the MTCC issued warrants of arrest against Lina.[18]

In support of her application for bail in the Estafa Case, Lina submitted her Certificate of Live Birth, wherein her
name appears as "Nenita Dawan Cagunan,” as well as a Barangay Certification which states that "Nenita Dawan
Cagunan,” "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal," and "Beth Mangligot" are one and the same person. It was further
revealed in the Estafa Case that Lina used the name "Lina Mamaongpong Simpa" in the Certificates of Live Birth
of her two children that were registered with the civil registry in 2007 and 2008.[19]

Amanda then filed against Lina the subject criminal complaint for Perjury, Falsification of a Public Document,
and lllegal Use of Alias (Falsification Case) before the OCP Santa Rosa, which docketed the complaint as NPS
Docket No. IV-19-INV-19-00638. Amanda alleged that on several occasions, Lina used different names, to wit:
(2) Linaused the name "Beth Mangligot" in her interactions with Amanda; (2) in her Certificate of Live Birth and
in her son's Certificate of Marriage, Lina's name appeared as "Nenita Dawan Cagunan;” (3) in the Certificates of
Live Birth of Lina's children, she identified herself as "'Lina Mamaongpong Simpal;" (4) in her Voter's ID, Lina
identified herself as "Lina M. Simpal;" and (5) in her affidavits that she submitted to the OCP Santa Rosa in the
Estafa Case, she subscribed to the name of "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal."[20]

In her Counter-Affidavit,[21] Lina denied the allegations against her. She argued that the Falsification Case was
merely retaliatory and a form of forum shopping on the part of Amanda, given that the Estafa Case was aready
pending with the MTCC at that time.[22] She added that Amanda was not an injured party who could file the suit
for Perjury and Falsification against her. Lina further insisted that she cannot be held liable for Perjury because
the name that she used in subscribing to the documents and affidavits before the OCP Santa Rosais hot a material
matter in the Estafa Case.[23]

Lina also contended that she acted in good faith in using several names. She explained that she was born a
Muslim in Mati, Davao Oriental. When their family transferred to Lupon, Davao Oriental, the people there
referred to her as "Lina," but when they returned to Mati, Lina used the name, "Nenita Dawan Cagunan” until she
finished high school. As to the name, "Beth," Lina asserted that it was her nickname, while "Mangligot" was the
surname being used by her children.[24]

As to the name "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal," Lina asserted that she started using it in 2005, after she decided to
go abroad to help her family. Supposedly, a certain "Ate Amina Simpal" advised her to revert to her Muslim name
and to use her mother's maiden name because it would be advantageous to her in the event that she secures a job
in a Mudlim State. The Muslim Affairs Office even helped Lina to secure a passport bearing the name "Lina
Mamaongpong Simpal," but she ultimately could not travel abroad because of health issues. Thus, for more than
13 years, Lina had been using the name "Lina M. Simpal" in her dealings and transactions and for identification
purposes, considering that she has a passport to support it.[25]

In her Reply-Affidavit,[26] Amanda asserted that proof of damage on her part was not necessary because the
crime charged against Lina was Falsification of a Public Document. She denied the allegation of forum shopping
because the charges of Falsification, Perjury, and lllegal Use of Alias against Linawere not included in the Estafa
Case.

The Ruling of the OCP Santa Rosa
In its Resolution[27] dated November 9, 2020, the OCP Santa Rosa dismissed the charges against Lina for
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Perjury, Falsification of a Public Document, and Illegal Use of Alias for lack of probable cause, viz.:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, it is respectfully recommended that the complaints against the
above-named respondent be DISMISSED for lack of probable cause.[28]

The OCP Santa Rosa determined that the charge of Falsification of a Public Document against Lina cannot
prosper due to lack of proof that Lina intended to injure a third person in using names other than the one
appearing in her Certificate of Live Birth. It further explained that Falsification prescribes in 10 years from the
registration of the public document that was allegedly fasified. It noted that the Certificates of Live Birth of
Lina's children were registered in 2007 and 2008, but the Complaint in the Falsification Case was filed only in
2019; thus, the charge of Falsification against Lina had prescribed.[29]

Anent the charge of Perjury against Lina, the OCP Santa Rosa also dismissed it upon finding that the name used
by Linain the affidavits that she submitted in the Estafa Case is not a material matter, which pertains to the main
fact that is the subject of the inquiry; or any circumstance that tends to prove that fact; or any fact or circumstance
which tends to corroborate or strengthen the testimony relative to the subject of inquiry, or which legitimately
affects the credit of any witness who testifies.[30]

Finaly, as to the charge of Illegal Use of Alias, the OCP Santa Rosa dismissed it upon the finding that the names
"Lina Mamaongpong Simpal" and "Beth Mangligot" are Lina's registered names. It added that Commonwealth
Act No. 142 was enacted primarily to curb the practice of using an alias for business or trade, yet other than
Amanda's bare alegations, there was no proof that Lina used her aliases for commercial transactions.[31]

Amanda filed a Motion for Reconsideration[32] of the Resolution dated November 9, 2020, but the OCP Santa
Rosa denied it in its Resolution[33] dated December 29, 2020.

Aggrieved, Amandafiled a Petition for Review[34] with the Office of the Regional State Prosecutor of San Pablo,
Laguna (ORSP San Pablo).

The Ruling of the ORSP San Pablo

In the Resolution[35] dated August 18, 2022, the ORSP San Pablo denied the Petition for Review on procedural
errors, specifically, due to Amanda's failure to attach the affidavits that the parties submitted to the OCP Santa
Rosa during preliminary investigation and the non-submission of a verified declaration, contrary to Section 5[36]
of Department of Justice (DOJ) Circular No. 70 or the National Prosecution Service Rule on Appea (NPS Rule
on Appeal) and Section 4[37] of the DOJ Rule on Electronic Filing of Petitions for Review.

Amandafiled a Motion for Reconsideration of the Resolution dated August 18, 2022. She attached to the Motion
the affidavits that were submitted to the OCP Santa Rosa during preliminary investigation.

However, in its Resolution[38] dated May 18, 2023, the ORSP San Pablo denied the Motion for Reconsideration.
It ruled that Amanda failed to submit a compact disc (CD) containing electronic copies of the pleadings, motions,
and other papers filed on appeal, contrary to Sections 1 and 2[39] of the DOJ Rule on Electronic Filing of
Petitions for Review. Further, the Motion failed to state the timeliness of itsfiling.

Undaunted, Amanda filed a Rule 65 Petition for Certiorari[40] with the CA to assail the ORSP San Pablo
Resolutions. Amanda argued that the ORSP San Pablo committed grave abuse of discretion when: (1) it denied
the Motion for Reconsideration on technicalities even though it was timely filed and was substantially compliant
with the NPS Rule on Appeal; and (2) it disregarded the affidavits attached to the Motion for Reconsideration
even when they support a finding of probable cause to indict Lina for Perjury, Falsification, and Illegal Use of
Alias.
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The Ruling of the CA
In the now-assailed Decision[41] dated May 9, 2024, the CA partly granted the Petition for Certiorari and found
probable cause to indict Linafor Falsification of a Public Document and Illegal Use of Alias, to wit:

ACCORDINGLY, the instant petition for certiorari is PARTLY GRANTED. The August 18, 2022 and May
18, 2023 Resolutions of the Office of the Regional Prosecutor, Region IV, San Pablo City, Laguna in NPS
Docket No. 1V-19-1V-19-00638 are ANNULED and SET ASIDE insofar as they dismissed the charges against
private respondent Lina Mamaongpong Simpal ak.a. Nenita Dawan Cagunan ak.a. Beth Mangligot for
violating Article 172, paragraph 1 of the Revised Penal Code, in relation to Article 171, paragraph 4 of the
same Code and illegal use of alias under Republic Act No. 6805 (sic). The dismissal of the complaint for
peljury against Lina Mamaongpong Simpal ak.a. Nenita Dawan Cagunan ak.a. Beth Mangligot is
AFFIRMED.

The public respondent Office of the Regional Prosecutor, Region 1V, San Pablo City is DIRECTED to file
before the proper court the necessary Informations for one (1) count of violation of Article 172, paragraph 1, in
relation to Article 172, paragraph 4 of the Revised Penal Code and one (1) count of illegal use of alias under
Republic Act No. 6085.

SO ORDERED.[42]

On the procedural matters raised in the Petition for Certiorari, the CA determined that the ORSP San Pablo acted
with grave abuse of discretion in holding that Amanda failed to properly assert the timeliness of her Motion for
Reconsideration. It held that the ORSP San Pabl o disregarded the evidence on record, which showed that Amanda
received a copy of the Assailed Resolution on September 12, 2022. Meanwhile, the registry receipt attached to the
Motion indicated that it was mailed and filed on September 22, 2022, within the 10-day reglementary period
under Section 13[43] of the NPS Rule on Appeal .[44]

The CA further noted that the affidavits submitted by the parties during the preliminary investigation were
attached to the Motion for Reconsideration. Hence, even though the affidavits were not attached to the Petition for
Review, the ORSP San Pablo should have considered them in accordance with Ben Line Agencies Philippines,
Inc. v. Madson,[45] where it was held that "a petition dismissed earlier, due to lack of an essential pleading or part
of the case record, may still be given due course or reinstated upon showing that petitioner had later submitted the
documents required."[46]

On the merits, the CA agreed with the OCP Santa Rosa that there was no probable cause to indict Lina for
Perjury. It explained that the name used by Linain her affidavits in the Estafa Case is not a material matter or a
main fact that is the subject of inquiry in the case.[47]

However, the CA concluded that the OCP Santa Rosa acted with grave abuse of discretion when it ruled that there
was no probable cause to indict Lina for Falsification of a Public Document and Illegal Use of Alias. Particularly
with regard to the charge of Falsification of a Public Document, the CA emphasized that the evidence on record
sufficiently established the presence of all the elements of Falsification, considering that the Voter's ID isa public
document, yet Lina falsely represented therein that her name was "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal" and not "Nenita
Dawan Cagunan,” her true registered name. It pointed out that Lina did not present any judicial decree authorizing
her to use the name "Lina Mamaongpong Sirnpal ."[48]

The CA likewise faulted the OCP Santa Rosa in holding that the Falsification charge against Lina cannot prosper
in the absence of proof that she intended to injure a third person. It highlighted that Lina was charged with
falsification of a public document where specific damage to a private individual is not required. Rather, it is the
injury caused to the integrity of public records, such as identity cards issued by the government, that is material in
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the case.[49]

Anent the OCP Santa Rosa's finding that the charge of Falsification had prescribed, the CA stressed that the
Voter's ID of Lina was signed and issued during the tenure of former Commission on Elections (COMELEC)
Commissioner Sixto Brillantes, Jr., whose term of office was from January 16, 2011, until 2015. The CA
therefore determined that the charge of Falsification in the Voter's ID was not barred by prescription given that
the complaint was filed in 2019, within the 10-year prescriptive period for the crime charged.[50]

Nonetheless, the CA agreed with the OCP Santa Rosa that the charge of Falsification of the Certificates of Live
Birth of Lina's children had prescribed, given that the said documents were registered sometime in 2007 and 2008.
Hence, at the time of the filing of the Complaint in the Falsification Case in 2019, more than 10 years had lapsed
from the date of registration of the Certificates of Live Birth.[51]

Finally, as to the charge of Illegal Use of Alias under Commonwealth Act No. 142, as amended, the CA
determined that the OCP Santa Rosa acted with grave abuse of discretion in dismissing it. The CA noted that in
her Celtificate of Live Birth, the registered name of Lina was "Nenita Dawan Cagunan,” which was manifestly
different from the other names used by Lina, i.e., "Beth Mangligot" and "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal." The CA
stressed that the law prohibits the use of an alias other than the name of the defendant that was registered with the
local civil registry. Considering that Lina herself admitted in her affidavits that she had been using the name "Lina
Mamaongpong Simpal” for at least 13 years, there was probable cause to indict her for Illegal Use of Alias. The
CA ruled that the lack of intent to defraud on the part of Linawas immaterial because the applicable law is mala
prohibita. It added that Lina merely alleged that she had sufficient justification to use other names in lieu of her
registered name, but such averments lacked support in the records.[52]

Lina filed a Motion for Reconsideration[53] of the CA Decision, but the CA denied it in the now-assailed
Resolution[54] dated November 15, 2024.

Thus, the present Petition.[55]

Petitioners Arguments
Linaimputes error to the CA Decision and Resolution based on the following arguments:

First, there was insufficient evidence to support the conclusion that Linas assertions in her Voter's ID were
absolutely false and were made with the wrongful intent to injure a third person. Lina was able to obtain
govenlment-issued IDs wherein her name appears as "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal;" hence, the statement in the
Voter'sID is not absolutely false. The OCP Santa Rosa al so correctly pointed out that Amanda merely alleged that
Lina used a different name to induce her to enter into lending transactions with Lina, but did not provide
corroborating evidence on the matter.[56]

Second, the charge of Falsification of a Public Document had already prescribed because the Certificates of Live
Birth of Linas children were registered in 2007 and 2008, more than 10 years before the complaint in the
Falsification Case was filed in 2019.[57]

Third, as to the charge of Illegal Use of Alias, Amanda did not present evidence to prove that Lina used an dlias,
other than her registered name, in trade or business. Hence, Lina cannot be made liable for a violation of
Commonwealth Act No. 142, as amended.[ 58]

Finally, the executive determination of probable cause is made by the DOJ and not by a judge. Courts are not
empowered to substitute their judgment over the Executive Branch of the government in the absence of grave
abuse of discretion, which was not established in the case.[59]
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Theissue

The issue before the Court is whether the CA committed a reversible error in holding that the OCP Santa Rosa
committed grave abuse of discretion when it dismissed the charges of Falsification and Illegal Use of Alias
against Linafor lack of probable cause.

The Ruling of the Court
The Petition is denied.

No reversible error was committed by the CA in partly granting the Petition for Certiorari and holding that thereis
probable cause to indict Lina for Falsification of a Public Document under Article 172, paragraph 1 in relation to
Article 171, paragraph 4 of the Revised Penal Code; and for Illegal Use of Alias under Commonwealth Act No.
142, as amended by Republic Act No. 6085. The CA properly exercised its jurisdiction to issue writs of certiorari
against the final[60] ruling of the ORSP San Pablo in an appeal from the resolution of the OCP Santa Rosa over
criminal charges within the jurisdiction of first level courts.[61]

Preliminarily, the Court notes that Lina does not impute any error to the CA when it held that the Motion for
Reconsideration of the ORSP San Pablo Resolution dated August 18, 2022, was timely filed and should have been
considered by the ORSP San Pablo as substantial compliance with the NPS Rule on Appeal. Notably, Rule 51,
Section 8[62] of the Rules of Court provides that the Court shall not consider any matter that is not assigned as an
error on appeal, save only in well-recognized exceptions]63] which are not present in the case at hand. Unless
assigned as an error on appeal, the conclusions of the CA are rendered final.[64] Accordingly, the CA's procedural
conclusions regarding the Motion for Reconsideration are already final and can no longer be disturbed.

On the merits of the case, the Court finds it proper to emphasize the policy on non-interference with the executive
determination of probable cause, which is rooted in the doctrine of separation of powers between the Executive
and the Judicial Branch of the Government.[65] Thus, as a general rule, courts are not empowered to review the
public prosecutor's determination of the existence or non-existence of probable cause to warrant an indictment or
the filing of an Information with the courts, unless the findings are tainted with grave abuse of discretion
amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction.[66]

Case law teaches that grave abuse of discretion refers to: (1) palpable errors of jurisdiction; (2) violation of the
Constitution, the laws, jurisprudence, or basic and established rules of procedure; and (3) gross misapprehension
of facts.[67] There is also grave abuse of discretion when the court or tribunal ignores the evidence adduced by
the parties,[68] or when it appreciates evidence that is patently illogical and unnatural .[69]

Particularly with regard to executive determinations of probable cause, the Court has held that "[t]here is grave
abuse of discretion if the public prosecutor blatantly disregards the parameters of probable cause,"[70] as when
they apply a standard of evidence that is higher than probable cause during preliminary investigation.[71] The
public prosecutor's dismissal of a criminal complaint is likewise attended with grave abuse of discretion when itis
based on a matter that is irrelevant or immaterial to the crime charged.[72] The Court has aso held that the DOJ
acted with grave abuse of discretion in finding probable cause against a respondent based only on an affidavit,
while ignoring the complainant's admissions and other evidence on record that contradict the statements in the
affidavit.[ 73]

Applying the foregoing, the Court agrees with the CA that the OCP Santa Rosa's dismissal of the complaint
against Lina for Falsification of a Public Document and Illegal Use of Alias is tainted with grave abuse of
discretion for being contrary to law, jurisprudence, the evidence on record, and the admissions made by Lina.

Lina was charged with Falsification of a Public Document under Article 172, paragraph 1 in relation to Article
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171, paragraph 4 of the Revised Penal Code. The felony under Article 172, paragraph 1 refers to "falsification by
aprivate individual or a public officer or employee, who did not take advantage of his official position, of public,
private or commercial document,” and has the following elements: (1) that the offender is a private individual or a
public officer or employee who did not take advantage of their official position; (2) that they committed any of
the acts of falsification enumerated in Article 171 of the Revised Penal Code; and, (3) that the falsification was
committed in a public, official, or commercial document.[74]

Meanwhile, Falsification under Article 171, paragraph 4 of the Revised Pena Code has the following essential
elements: (1) the offender makes in a public document untruthful statements in a narration of facts; (2) he or she
has alegal obligation to disclose the truth of the facts narrated by him or her; and (3) the facts narrated by him or
her are absolutely false.[75]

In dismissing the Falsification charge, the OCP Santa Rosa determined that Amanda failed to provide adequate
proof that in using the name "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal," Lina acted with an intent to injure a third person. It
further concluded that the facts narrated in the Voter's ID of Lina are not absolutely false because the name "Lina
Mamaongpong Simpal" is indeed Lina's registered name, considering that she possesses government-issued 1Ds
bearing that name.

The Court agrees with the CA that the foregoing conclusions of the OCP Santa Rosa were attended with grave
abuse of discretion.

In Typoco, Jr. v. People,[76] the Court decreed that when the document allegedly falsified is a public or officia
document, regardless of whether the offender is a public officer or a private individual, intent to gain or to injure a
third person is immaterial. Rather, the controlling consideration in such a case is the violation of the public faith
and the destruction of the solemn truth in public or official documents, to wit:

The law is clear that wrongful intent on the pail of the accused to injure a third person is not an essentia
element of the crime of falsification of public document. It isjurisprudentially settled that in the falsification of
public or official documents, whether by public officers or private persons, it is not necessary that there be
present the idea of gain or the intent to injure a third person for the reason that, in contradistinction to private
documents, the principal thing punished is the violation of the public faith and the destruction of truth as
therein solemnly proclaimed. In falsification of public documents, therefore, the controlling consideration is
the public character of a document; and the existence of any prejudice caused to third persons or, at least, the
intent to cause such damage becomes immaterial.[77] (Emphasis supplied)

The ruling in Typoco was applied by the Court in Liwanag, Sr. v. People,[78] where the accused was charged
with Falsification of a Public Document under Article 171, paragraph 4 of the Revised Penal Code. Specifically,
the accused made an untruthful narration of factsin a Temporary Operator's Permit by: (1) naming his own son as
the permit holder, even though no such permit was in fact issued; (2) providing a different birth date for his son
and thus making it appear that he was of legal age when in truth, he was a minor at that time; and (3) altering his
(accused's) badge number in the permit. The accused argued for his acquittal on the ground that there was no
evidence to prove that he acted with malicious or wrongful intent to injure a third person. However, the Court
sustained the verdict of guilt against the accused and held that intent to gain or intent to injure is not an element of
the crime of Falsification of a Public Document.

The factual circumstance in Liwanag, Sr. is similar to the present case. Like a Temporary Operator's Permit, a
Voter's ID is a public document that is issued in accordance with Section 25[79] of Republic Act No. 8189.[80]
The information contained therein, such as the name, birth date, and address of the voter, is a narration of facts,
i.e., arecital of things accomplished, deeds, occurrence, or happening.[81] Providing a false statement on the
foregoing matters to the COMELEC, through the Election Registration Board,[82] may therefore constitute
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Falsification of a Public Document, regardless of whether the offender acted with a malicious or wrongful intent
to injure athird person.

Given that the Voter's ID is a public document, a false statement of the registrant's true name in the ID may
amount to falsification; an intent to gain or injure a third person on the part of the defendant isimmaterial. Hence,
the dismissal of the Falsification charge for lack of evidence that Lina acted with wrongful or malicious intent to
injure a third person in using the name "Lina Mamaongpong Sampa" in her Voter's ID is contrary to
jurisprudence and constitutes grave abuse of discretion.

As to the conclusion of the OCP Santa Rosa that the statement in the Voter's ID, i.e., that Lina's name is "Lina
Mamaongpong Simpal,” is not absolutely false, it is contrary to law and established jurisprudence. Indeed, in
accordance with Sections 1[83] and 4[84] of Commonwealth Act No. 142, as amended by Republic Act No.
6085,[85] a person's true name is the one appearing in their birth certificate—their name registered at birth in the
office of the local civil registry.[86]

In relation thereto, the Court has held that "the State has an interest in the names borne by individuals for purposes
of identification, and that changing one's name is a privilege arid not a right."[87] Thus, under Section 1[88] of
Republic Act No. 9048,[89] as amended by Republic Act No. 10172, a person's nhame may be changed only
through a judicial order, except for clerical or typographical errors and the change of first name or nickname,
which can be corrected or changed by the concerned city or municipal civil registrar or consul general. Substantial
changes to a person’'s name appearing in their birth certificate may be alowed only with judicial approval and
based on very narrow grounds.[90]

In the case, as correctly pointed out by the CA, Amanda sufficiently established that Lina's true name is the one
that was registered with the loca civil registry—the name appearing in her Certificate of Live Birth, which is
"Nenita Dawan Cagunan.” Lina did not present any judicial authority allowing her to use a name different from
that registered in her Certificate of Live Birth. Absent such, Lina cannot use the name "Lina Mamaongpong
Simpal" in securing a Voter's ID. The CA thus correctly determined that the OCP Santa Rosa's dismissal of the
Falsification charge was attended with grave abuse of discretion.

Lina nonetheless avers that the charge of Falsification against her had prescribed, given that she used the name
"Lina Mamaongpong Simpa" in the Certificates of Live Birth of her children that were registered with the local
civil registry in 2007 and 2008, yet the complaint in the Falsification Case was filed only in 2019, beyond the
10-year prescriptive period for the crime.

The Court disagrees.

Admittedly, the constructive notice rule applies to charges of Falsification of a Public Document.[91] Thus, the
prescriptive period for the crime begins to run from the moment of the registration of the public document.[92]
Under Article 90[93] of the Revised Pena Code, the crime of Falsification by Private Individuals, which carries
with it a correctiona penalty,[94] prescribesin 10 years.

However, the CA found probable cause against Lina for Falsification of a Public Document only with regard to
her Voter's ID. In fact, it affirmed the dismissal of the Falsification charge concerning the Certificates of Live
Birth of Linas children on the ground of prescription. As to the charge of Falsification of the Voter's ID, Lina
does not dispute the CA's finding that the ID was issued sometime during the term of office of COMELEC
Commissioner Sixto Brillantes, Jr., from January 16, 2011, until 2015. As such, the Voter's ID was registered
sometime between 2011 and 2015. Hence, when the complaint for Falsification of the Voter's ID was filed in
2019, prescription had not yet set in.
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At this juncture, the Court finds it proper to reiterate the rule that good faith is a valid defense in a charge of
falsification of public documents by making untruthful statements in a narration of facts[95] In her
counter-affidavit, Lina essentially averred that she acted in good faith because she was issued a passport where
her name appears as "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal." Supposedly, her other names were used by her since
childhood or is her Muslim name; or served as a nickname and in reference to the surname of her children, i.e,
Mangligot. Still, it is evident from the records that Lina's name in her Certificate of Live Birth is "Nenita Dawan
Cagunan,” not "Lina Mamaongpong Simpal" or "Beth Mangligot,” and there is no judicia decree on record that
authorizes Linato use the foregoing aliases.

Good faith, being a matter of defense, is best determined during the trial proper and not during the preliminary
investigation, where the task of the public prosecutor is not to ascertain guilt beyond reasonable doubt, but simply
to determine "whether there is sufficient ground to engender a well-founded belief that a crime has been
committed and that the accused is probably guilty thereof, and should be held for trial."[96] Linds defense of
good faith is better resolved in afull-blown trial on the merits and not during the preliminary investigation.

As to the dismissal of the charge of Illegal Use of Alias, the Court agrees with the CA that it was likewise
attended with grave abuse of discretion for being manifestly contrary to the clear language of Sections 1, 3, and 4
of Commonwealth Act No. 142, as amended by Republic Act No. 6085, to wit:

Sec. 1. Except as a pseudonym solely for literary, cinema, television, radio or other entertainment purposes and
in athletic events where the use of pseudonym is a normally accepted practice, no person shall use any name
different from the one with which he was registered at birth in the office of the local civil registry, or with
which he was baptized for the first time, or, in case of an alien, with which he was registered in the bureau of
immigration upon entry; or such substitute name as may have been authorized by a competent court: Provided,
That persons, whose births have not been registered in any local civil registry and who have not been baptized,
have one year from the approval of this act within which to register their names in the civil registry of their
residence. The name shall comprise the patronymic name and one or two surnames.

Sec. 3. No person having been baptized with a name different from that with which he was registered at birth
in the local civil registry, or in case of an alien, registered in the bureau of immigration upon entry, or any
person who obtained judicial authority to use an alias, or who uses a pseudonym, shall represent himself in any
public or private transaction or shall sign or execute any public or private document without stating or affixing
hisreal or original name and all names or aliases or pseudonym he is or may have been authorized to use.

Sec. 4. Six months from the approval of this act and subject to the provisions of section 1 hereof, all persons

who have used any name and/or names and alias or aliases different from those authorized in section one of

this act and duly recorded in the local civil registry, shall be prohibited to use such other name or names and/or

dliasin aliases.
The afore-cited provisions of law clearly prohibit Filipinos from using a name other than the one that was
registered for them at birth in the office of the local civil registry, or with which they were baptized for the first
time, except with judicia authority. Again, the true name of Linais the one that appears in her Certificate of Live
Birth, i.e., "Nenita Dawan Cagunan." It was therefore an egregious error amounting to grave abuse of discretion
on the part of the OCP Santa Rosa to hold that the names "Beth Mangligot" and "Lina Mamaongpong Simpa" are
the registered names of Lina under the context of Commonwealth Act No. 142, when such aliases are manifestly
different from the one appearing in Lina's Certificate of Live Birth.

The OCP Santa Rosa also dismissed the lllegal Use of Alias charge supposedly because there was insufficient
proof that Lina used her aliases for trade or business. However, there is nothing in Commonwealth Act No. 142
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which states that the alias must be used in trade or business to make a person liable for a violation of the said law.
Although the Court in Limson v. Gonzales,[97] citing the case of Ursua v. Court of Appeals,[98] stated that
Commonwealth Act No. 142 was enacted "primarily to curb the common practice among the Chinese of adopting
scores of different names and aliases which created tremendous confusion in the field of trade," Limson did not
introduce the use of the alias in trade or business as an element of a violation of Commonwealth Act No. 142.
Rather, the discussion was made only in relation to the origins and history of the statute. In fact, in Limson, the
Court explained that Commonwealth Act No. 142 "penalized the act of using an alias name, unless such alias was
duly authorized by proper judicia proceedings and recorded in the civil register.”

Importantly, in her own counter-affidavit, Lina admitted that for more than 13 years, she has been using a name
other than "Nenita Dawan Cagunan,[99] yet she did not produce any judicial authority allowing her to do the
same. To iterate, Commonwealth Act No. 142 prohibits the use of an alias except with judicia authority. It was
therefore a manifest and palpable error on the part of the OCP Santa Rosa to dismiss the charge of Illegal Use of
Alias against Lina notwithstanding her admissions on record.

All told no reversible error was committed by the CA in holding that the OCP Santa Rosa acted with grave abuse
of discretion in dismissing the charges of Falsification of a Public Document and Illegal Use of Alias against
Lina. The OCP Santa Rosa's findings were contrary to law, jurisprudence, the evidence on record, and the parties
admissions, warranting the issuance of awrit of certiorari to correct such jurisdictional errors.

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition for Review on Certiorari is DENIED. The Decision dated May 9, 2024, and the
Resolution dated November 15, 2024, of the Court of Appeasin CA-G.R. SP No. 179979 are AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

Caguioa (Chairperson), Gaerlan, Dimaampao, and Singh, JJ., concur.

[1] Rollo, pp. 12-27.

[2] Id. at 33-57. Penned by Associate Justice Pedro B. Corales and concurred in by Associate Justices Carlito B.
Calpatura and Selma Palacio Alaras of the Fourteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila

[3] Id. at 58-59. Penned by Associate Justice Pedro B. Corales and concurred in by Associate Justices Carlito B.
Calpatura and Selma Palacio Alaras of the Former Fourteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

[4] 1d. at 150-189.

[5] ART. 172. Falsification by private individuals and use of falsified documents—The penalty of prision
correccional in its medium and maximum periods and a fine of not more than 5,000 pesos shall be imposed upon:

- Any private individual who shall commit any of the falsifications enumerated in the next preceding article in
any public or official document or letter of exchange or any other kind of commercial document; and

[6] ART. 171. Fasification by public officer, employee or notary or ecclesiastic minister.—The penalty of prision
mayor and a fine not to exceed 5,000 pesos shall be imposed upon any public officer, employee, or notary who,
taking advantage of his official position, shall falsify a document by committing any of the following acts:

4. Making untruthful statements in a narration of facts;
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[8] An Act Amending Commonwealth Act Numbered One Hundred Forty-Two Regulating the Use of Aliases.
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injury, slander by deed, grave threats, grave coercion, and light coercion, but later on withdrew the first physical
injury case. Amanda, thereafter, filed a complaint for estafa against Lina, who then refiled the complaint against
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[10] Id. at 35, CA Decision.

[11] Id. at 60-70, Complaint-Affidavit dated May 10, 2019.
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[13] Id. at 35, CA Decision.

[14] Id.

[15] Id. at 61-62.

[16] Id. at 34. The OCP Santa Rosa docketed the estafa complaint as NPS Docket No. 1V-19-INV-19E-00244.

[17] ART. 315. Swindling (estafa).—Any person who shall defraud another by any of the means mentioned
hereinbelow shall be punished by:

1. With unfaithfulness or abuse of confidence, namely:

b. By misappropriating or converting, to the prejudice of another, money, goods, or any other personal
property received by the offender in trust or on commission, or for administration, or under any other
obligation involving the duty to make delivery of or to return the same, even though such obligation be totally
or partially guaranteed by abond; or by denying having received such money, goods, or other property.

[18] Rallo, p. 36.

[19] Id.

[20] Id. at 35.

[21] Id. at 71-80.

[22] 1d. at 37-38 and 78.
[23] Id. at 38.

[24] Id. at 37 and 73-74.
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[26] Id. at 81-89.

[27] Id. at 97-101. Recommended by Prosecutor |1 Rowena A. Malabanan-Galeon, recommended for approval by

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 11 of 17
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 278545, January 29, 2026

Prosecutor 111 Jose G. De Leon, Jr., and approved by City Prosecutor Cesar D. Calubag.
[28] Id. at 101.

[29] Id. at 98-99.

[30] Id. at 99-100.

[31] Id. at 100-101.

[32] Id. at 103-113.

[33] Id. at 114-115. Recommended by Prosecutor |11 Jose G. De Leon, Jr., and approved by City Prosecutor Cesar
D. Calubag.

[34] Id. at 116-144.
[35] Id. at 145-147. Penned by Regional Prosecutor Ernesto C. Mendoza.
[36] SECTION 5. Contents of petition. —. . . .

The petition shall be accompanied by legible duplicate original or certified true copy of the resolution appeal ed
from together with legible true copies of the complaint, affidavitssworn statements and other evidence
submitted by the parties during the preliminary investigation/reinvestigation.

[37] Section 4. Declaration of Completeness. — A verified declaration that the pleadings or motions and its
annexes submitted electronically are complete and faithful electronic reproductions of the paper-based documents
and annexes shall be attached with the Petition for Review. The declaration shall follow the foregoing format:

I, [name of petitioner], hereby declare that the documents and annexes thereof hereto submitted electronically,
in accordance with the RULE ON ELECTRONIC FILING OF PETITIONS FOR REVIEW, are complete and
faithful electronic reproductions thereof filed with the Department of Justice.

The declaration shall likewise be saved in the CD in PDF format.

Non-compliance with this provision shall constitute a ground for the dismissal of the petition for review. In the
case of comments, other responsive pleadings and motions, the same shall be deemed not filed.

[38] Rallo, pp. 148-149.

[39] Section 1. Scope. — This Rule shall apply to Petitions for Review filed before the Office of the Secretary and
the Offices of Regiona Prosecutors, pursuant to Department Circular Nos. 70 and 70-A, s. 2000, as well as
comments thereon, other documents filed therefor, and any pleadings or motions thereafter.

Section 2. Electronic copies. — (&) All Petitions for Review filed pursuant to Section 1 hereof shall have, in
addition to its attachments, a compact disc (CD) containing a PDF file of the Petition for Review and all its
attachments. No petition shall be docketed and deemed filed without the accompanying CD.

[40] Rallo, pp. 150-189.
[41] Id. at 33-57.
[42] Id. at 56.

[43] SECTION 13. Motion for reconsideration. The aggrieved party may file a motion for reconsideration within
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a non-extendible period of ten (10) days from receipt of the resolution on appeal, furnishing the adverse party and
the Prosecution Office concerned with copies thereof and submitting proof of such service. No second or further
motion for reconsideration shall be entertained.

[44] Rallo, p. 47.

[45] 823 Phil. 261 (2018).
[46] Id. at 271.

[47] Rollo, pp. 48-50.
[48] 1d. at 51-53.

[49] Id. at 53.

[50] Id. at 52.

[51] Id. at 54.

[52] Id. at 54-55.

[53] Id. at 201-206.

[54] Id. at 58-59.

[55] Id. at 12-27.

[56] Id. at 18.

[57] Id. at 19.

[58] Id. at 19-20.

[59] Id. at 22-24.

[60] See DOJ Circular No. 27 dated July 13, 2022, sec. 2, which states:

Section 2. Resolutions of the Provincial/City Prosecutors in cases cognizable by the Metropolitan Trial Court,
Municipal Circuit Trial Court, Municipal Trial Court, and Municipal Trial Court in Cities shall be reviewed on
appeal by the Prosecutor General in his’her capacity as the Regional State Prosecutor in the National Capital
Region and by the Regional State Prosecutors with respect to their respective regions. Cases decided on appeal
by the Prosecutor General and by the Regional State Prosecutors under this provision shall be considered final
and no longer be appeal able to the Office of the Secretary of Justice.

[61] See Porto v. Grant Institute of Trade & Technology, Inc., 931 Phil. 280 (2022); Mina v. Court of Appeals,
846 Phil. 208 (2019).

In the case, Lina was charged with Perjury, Falsification of a Public Document, and Illegal Use of Aliasin 2019.
At that time, Republic Act No. 11594, which was signed into law on October 29, 2021, had not yet taken effect.
Thus, the charge of Perjury carried with it the penalty of arresto mayor in its maximum period to prision
correccional in its minimum period; the charge of Falsification of Public Document by a Private Individual carried
with it the penalty of prision correccional in its medium and maximum periods and a fine of not more than PHP
5,000; and the charge of Illegal Use of Alias carried with it the penalty of imprisonment of from one year to five
years and a fine of PHP 5,000 to PHP 10,000, which all fall under the jurisdiction of the first level courts in
Laguna. The ruling of the ORSP San Pablo on appeal is therefore final and may be the proper subject of certiorari
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proceedings before the CA.

[62] Section 8. Questions that may be decided. — No errors which does not affect the jurisdiction over the subject
matter or the validity of the judgment appealed from or the proceedings therein will be considered unless stated in
the assignment of errors, or closely related to or dependent on an assigned error and properly argued in the brief,
save as the court may pass upon plain errors and clerical errors.

[63] In Spouses Constantino v. Benitez, 896 Phil. 609, 617-618 (2021), and Santos v. Republic, 899 Phil. 158,
164-165 (2021), the Court explained the exceptions as follows:

No error which was not assigned and argued may be considered unless such error is: (1) closely related to or
dependent on an assigned error; or (2) it affects the jurisdiction over the subject matter on the validity of the
judgment. The courts have ample authority to rule on matters not raised by the partiesin their pleadings if such
issues are indispensable or necessary to the just and final resolution of the pleaded issues.

[64] Dee Hwa Liong Electronics Corp. v. Papiona, 562 Phil. 451, 456 (2007).
[65] Alawiyav. Court of Appeals, 603 Phil. 264, 276 (2009).
[66] Debuque v. Nilson, 902 Phil. 324, 339-340 (2021).

[67] Tellez v. Spouses Joson, 960 Phil. 515, 523 (2024); United Coconut Planters Bank v. Looyuko, 560 Phil.
581, 591-592 (2007).

[68] Lirag Textile Mills, Inc. v. Blanco, 195 Phil. 653, 661 (1981).
[69] Catan v. National Labor Relations Commission, 240 Phil. 433, 437 (1987).
[70] Debuque v. Nilson, supraat 340.

[71] Buenaflor v. Office of the Secretary of Justice, G.R. No. 277067, May 7, 2025, p. 5. This pinpoint citation
refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court website.

[72] Navarrav. Office of the Ombudsman, 622 Phil. 376, 385 (2009).
[73] Preferred Home Specialties Inc. v. Court of Appeals, 514 Phil. 574, 599 (2005).

[74] Satuito v. People, G.R. Nos. 239523-33, 239542 & 239554-61 & 239657-68, May 19, 2025, p. 20. This
pinpoint citation refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Coun website.

[75] Liwanag, Sr. v People, 858 Phil. 38, 46 (2019).
[76] 816 Phil. 914 (2017).

[77] 1d. at 934-935.

[78] 858 Phil. 38 (2019).

[79] SECTION 25. Voter's Identification Card. — The voter's identification card issued to the registered voter shall
serve as a document for his identification. In case of loss or destruction no copy thereof may be issued except to

the registered voter himself and only upon the authority of the Commission. The Commission shall adopt a design

for the voter'sidentification card which shall be, as much as possible, tamper proof. It shall provide the following:

the name and address of the voter, his date of birth, sex, photograph, thumbmark, and the number of precinct

where he is registered, the signature of the voter and the chairman of the Election Registration Board and the

voter's identification number (VIN).
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[80] The Voter's Registration Act of 1996.
[81] People v. Tugbang, 273 Phil. 580, 591 (1991).
[82] The Voter's Registration Act of 1996, sec. 3(a), provides:
SECTION 3. Definition of Terms. — Asused in this Act:
a)

Registration refers to the act of accomplishing and filing of a sworn application for registration by a qualified
voter before the election officer of the city or municipality wherein he resides and including the same in the
book of registered voters upon approval by the Election Registration Board.

[83] Sec. 1. Except as a pseudonym solely for literary, cinema, television, radio or other entertainment purposes
and in athletic events where the use of pseudonym is a normally accepted practice, no person shall use any name
different from the one with which he was registered at birth in the office of the local civil registry, or with which
he was baptized for the first time, or, in case of an alien, with which he was registered in the bureau of
immigration upon entry; or such substitute name as may have been authorized by a competent court: Provided,
That persons, whose births have not been registered in any local civil registry and who have not been baptized,
have one year from the approva of this act within which to register their names in the civil registry of their
residence. The name shall comprise the patronymic name and one or two surnames. (Emphasis supplied)

[84] Sec. 4. Six months from the approval of this act and subject to the provisions of section 1 hereof, all persons
who have used any name and/or names and alias or aiases different from those authorized in section one of this
act and duly recorded in the local civil registry, shall be prohibited to use such other name or names and/or aias
or aliases.

[85] An Act Amending Commonweslth Act Numbered One Hundred Forty-Two Regulating the Use of Aliases,
approved on August 4, 1969.

[86] Tan v. Republic, 122 Phil. 103, 106 (1965).
[87] Republic v. Bolante, 528 Phil. 328, 338 (2006).

[88] Section 1. Authority to Correct Clerical or Typographical Error and Change of First Name or Nickname. —
No entry in a civil register shal be changed or corrected without a judicial order, except for clerical or
typographical errors and change of first name or nickname, the day and month in the date ofbilih or sex of a
person where it is patently clear that there was a clerical or typographical error or mistake in the entry, which can
be corrected or changed by the concerned city or municipal civil registrar or consul general in accordance with the
provisions of this Act and its implementing rules and regulations.

[89] An Act Authorizing the City or Municipal Civil Registrar or the Consul General to Correct a Clerical or
Typographical Error in an Entry and/or Change of First Name or Nickname in the Civil Register Without Need of
aJudicia Order, Amending for this Purpose Articles 376 And 412 of the Civil Code of the Philippines.

[90] Republic v. Bolante, supra at 338-339, where the Court held:

Accordingly, a person can be authorized to change his name appearing in either his certificate of birth or civil
registry upon showing not only of reasonable cause or any compelling reason which may justify such change,
but also that he will be prejudiced by the use of his true and official name. Jurisprudence has recognized
certain justifying grounds to warrant a change of name. Among these are: () when the name is ridiculous,
dishonorable or extremely difficult to write or pronounce; (b) when the change will avoid confusion; (c) when
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one has been continuously used and been known since childhood by a Filipino name, and was unaware of alien
parentage; (d) when the surname causes embarrassment and there is no showing that the desired change of
name was for afraudulent purpose or that the change of name will prejudice public interest.

[91] Lim v. People, 830 Phil. 669, 685-686 (2018).
[92] Id.

[93] ART 90. Prescription of crimes. — Crimes punishable by death, reclusion perpetua or reclusion temporal shall
prescribe in twenty years.

Those punishable by a correctional penalty shall prescribed in ten years; with the exception of those punishable by
arresto mayor, which shall prescribein five years.

[94] ART. 172. Falsification by private individual and use of falsified documents. — The penalty of prision
correccional in its medium and maximum periods and a fine of not more than 5,000 pesos shall be imposed upon.

[95] Layno v. People, 288 Phil. 584, 599 (1992).
[96] Deloso v. Desierto, 372 Phil. 805, 814 (1999).
[97] 731 Phil. 17 (2014).

[98] 326 Phil. 157 (1996).

[99] Rallo, p. 74.
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