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### Title: Aguirre vs. Secretary of the Department of Justice et al. (G.R. No. 601-605)

### Facts:

This case involves a complaint filed by Gloria Pilar S. Aguirre against respondents Pedro B.
Aguirre,  Michelina S.  Aguirre-Olondriz,  Dr.  Juvido Agatep, Dr.  Marissa B.  Pascual,  and
several  unidentified  individuals.  The  complaint  arose  from a  vasectomy  performed  on
Laureano “Larry” Aguirre, who was under the guardianship of Pedro B. Aguirre.

Larry was formerly under the care of Heart of Mary Villa, an orphanage, and later became a
ward of Pedro and Lourdes Aguirre in 1980. Over the years, the Aguirres and their children
noticed  Larry’s  delayed  developmental  milestones,  leading  to  various  evaluations  that
diagnosed him with mild mental deficiency.

In 2001, Dr. Agatep, a urologist, was approached regarding a vasectomy for Larry, then 24
years old, due to concerns about Larry’s capacity for informed consent given his mental
deficiency.  After  a  psychiatric  evaluation  by  Dr.  Pascual,  which  concluded  Larry  was
incapable of consenting, Pedro Aguirre’s consent was deemed sufficient, and the vasectomy
was performed in January 2002.

Gloria Aguirre filed a criminal complaint against the respondents for violation of Articles
172  (Falsification  by  Private  Individuals  and  Use  of  Falsified  Documents)  and  262
(Mutilation), both of the Revised Penal Code, in relation to Republic Act No. 7610 (“Child
Abuse, Exploitation and Discrimination Act”). She alleged the vasectomy was conducted
without Larry’s consent and involved falsification of medical documents. The complaint was
dismissed by the Assistant City Prosecutor for insufficiency of evidence, a decision affirmed
by the DOJ and eventually taken to the Court of Appeals.

### Issues:

1.  Whether  the  vasectomy  performed  on  Laureano  Aguirre  constitutes  the  crime  of
mutilation under Article 262 of the Revised Penal Code.
2. Whether the psychiatric report and consent process involved falsification of documents
under Article 172 of the Revised Penal Code.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court denied the petition, thereby upholding the Court of Appeals’ decision
that there was no grave abuse of discretion on the part of the DOJ. The Court ruled that the
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vasectomy did not constitute mutilation as it did not involve the deprivation of an organ
necessary for reproduction. Furthermore, the Court found no falsification of documents as
the  psychiatric  report  did  not  falsely  state  that  consent  was  obtained  from Laureano
Aguirre,  nor did it  inaccurately diagnose his mental  condition or his guardian’s health
condition.

### Doctrine:
The doctrine established centers on the interpretation of what constitutes mutilation under
Article 262 of the Revised Penal Code, clarifying that vasectomy, being reversible and not
depriving an individual of a reproductive organ, does not fall under this crime. Additionally,
the ruling sets a precedent on the evaluation of probable cause in cases involving alleged
falsification of medical documents, particularly in instances requiring psychiatric evaluation
for medical procedures.

### Class Notes:

Key concepts:
– Mutilation under Article 262, RPC: Requires intentional deprivation of an essential organ
for reproduction. A vasectomy, which is reversible and involves no such deprivation, does
not constitute mutilation.
– Falsification under Article 172, RPC: Involves making untruthful statements in a document
with intent to cause damage. A psychiatric evaluation based on professional judgment does
not fall under this crime unless it falsely claims a fact, such as obtaining consent that was
not acquired.
–  Probable  cause:  Based  on  reasonable  belief,  not  absolute  certainty,  that  a  person
committed the offense charged.

### Historical Background:
This case reflects the nuances involved in legal interpretations of medical procedures and
their implications on guardianship and consent. It underscores the judiciary’s reliance on
existing laws and professional judgments within the medical field to make informed legal
decisions,  emphasizing the interplay between law, medicine,  and ethics in determining
criminal liability.


