G.R. Nos. 132875-76. February 03, 2000 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: People of the Philippines vs. Romeo G. Jalosjos

### Facts:

Romeo G. Jalosjos, a member of the Philippine House of Representatives, was convicted of
statutory rape and acts of lasciviousness, and his conviction was pending appeal. Jalosjos
sought permission from the Supreme Court to discharge his legislative duties despite being
incarcerated for a non-bailable offense. He anchored his motion on several grounds,
emphasizing the mandate of the electorate, the injustice of depriving his constituents of
representation, and the precedence of his legislative duties over incarceration restrictions.
His motion went through the judicial system, highlighting a significant legal and
constitutional debate about the extent of legislative privileges against the requirements of
penal law enforcement.

### [ssues:

1. Does membership in Congress exempt an accused from statutes and rules applied to
incarcerated persons?

2. Can a convicted lawmaker attend Congress sessions while his appeal is pending?

3. Is the re-election of a public official a valid reason to allow them to bypass incarceration
restrictions?

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court denied Jalosjos’ motion. The court determined that:

1. Legislative immunity from arrest does not apply to offenses punishable by more than six
years, as Jalosjos was convicted of crimes extending beyond this threshold.

2. Being a member of Congress does not exempt Jalosjos from the common constraints of
the law, underscoring that all officials are subject to the majesty of law.

3. Jalosjos’ re-election does not override legal procedures nor does it grant him immunity
from serving his sentence, affirming that the electorate’s will cannot invalidate the need for
penal law enforcement.

### Doctrine:

The Court reinforced that legislative immunity from arrest is restricted and cannot be
extended beyond its constitutional and legal intent, especially for serious offenses. It also
established that the re-election of a public official does not absolve them from legal
consequences or penalties imposed by prior convictions.

##4# Class Notes:
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- Legislative Privilege from Arrest: Defined and limited by the Constitution, it does not cover
crimes punishable by more than six years of imprisonment, emphasizing the principle that
electoral mandate does not override legal accountability.

- Separation of Powers: Highlights the balance between legislative privileges and judiciary
enforcement, demonstrating the judiciary’s role in interpreting constraints on legislative
immunity.

- Re-election and Legal Accountability: Re-election does not serve as a legal shield against
the implications of criminal convictions, ensuring that public officials are equally
accountable under the law.

### Historical Background:

This case is a landmark decision illustrating the Philippine legal system’s handling of a
situation where legislative privileges clash with penal law enforcement. It underscores the
principle that no individual, regardless of their position or the electorate’s will, is above the
law. The decision affirms the judiciary’s role in maintaining the balance between the right to
representation and the need to uphold law and order, embedding a critical precedent in the
interpretation of legislative immunity in the context of criminal law.
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