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### Title:
Amelia Chan vs. Leonardo A. Villalon and Erlinda Talde-Villalon (Bigamy Case)

### Facts:
Amelia Chan wed Leon Basilio Chua in a civil ceremony on May 6, 1954. She claimed that
Leon Basilio Chua and Leonardo A. Villalon were the same person. During his marriage to
Amelia, Villalon, under the alias of Chua, purportedly married Erlinda Talde on June 2,
1993. The case arose when Amelia, residing in the U.S., delegated to Benito Yao Chua and
Wilson  Go  the  task  of  filing  a  bigamy complaint  in  the  Philippines  on  her  behalf  on
September 13, 2003, leading to an Information being filed against the Villalons (docketed as
Criminal  Case No.  05-30485).  Despite Villalons’  not-guilty  plea,  the trial  court  allowed
Amelia’s representation by Atty. Apollo V. Atencia, which was contested by Villalon in an
omnibus motion, arguing Amelia’s non-involvement in the complaint filing.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC), in its March 3, 2006 resolution, granted Villalon’s motion,
disqualifying Atty. Atencia. Despite Amelia’s petition for certiorari and the CA issuing a
TRO, the RTC proceeded, culminating in a September 5, 2006 order dismissing the case for
lack of evidence.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals (CA) erred in annulling the RTC’s decisions disqualifying
Amelia Chan’s counsel and dismissing the bigamy case.
2. Whether the CA’s decision violates the petitioners’ constitutional right to due process and
the legal proscription against double jeopardy.
3. Whether the CA correctly allowed Amelia Chan’s participation in the prosecution through
her chosen private prosecutor.
4. Whether the petitioner’s right against double jeopardy is violated by the CA’s decision to
remand and re-raffle the bigamy case.

### Court’s Decision:
1. The petitioners’ arguments were found without merit. The Supreme Court affirmed the
CA’s decisions, stating that the RTC’s actions were within the scope of the CA’s review, and
the proceedings after the disputed resolution were also considered.
2. Concerning due process and double jeopardy, the Court clarified that the continuation of
the case despite the CA’s TRO rendered the RTC’s subsequent order ineffective, eliminating
concerns over double jeopardy.
3. The Court agreed with the CA that Amelia Chan’s interest and her act of hiring a local
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attorney showed her intent to participate and recover damages in the bigamy case. The
RTC’s disqualification of Atty. Atencia was deemed inappropriate.
4. The CA’s decision to remand and re-raffle the bigamy case for further proceedings, under
the supervision of a different judge, was found not to infringe upon the petitioners’ rights
against double jeopardy, considering the procedural missteps by the RTC.

### Doctrine:
The decision underscored the offended party’s right in a criminal case to intervene through
counsel for the recovery of civil liability, as stipulated in Section 16 of Rule 110 of the
Revised Rules of Criminal Procedure.

### Class Notes:
– **Right of Intervention:** The offended party in a criminal case can intervene by counsel
in the prosecution of the offense for recovering civil liability (Section 16, Rule 110, Revised
Rules of Criminal Procedure).
–  **Temporary  Restraining  Order  (TRO):**  Actions  taken  in  defiance  of  a  TRO  are
considered without force and effect.
–  **Certiorari:**  The non-inclusion of  “People of  the Philippines” as a respondent in a
certiorari petition under Rule 65 does not constitute a fatal defect warranting dismissal.
– **Double Jeopardy:** The principle of double jeopardy does not apply when the order or
judgment was issued in violation of a TRO.

### Historical Background:
This case elucidates the procedural intricacies and the jurisdictional challenges posed when
a criminal case involves parties residing outside the court’s immediate locale, especially
touching on delicate issues such as bigamy. It highlights the Philippine judicial system’s
adaptability and commitment to ensuring justice, even amidst procedural contentions and
the unique challenges of transnational litigation elements.


