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### Title:
Aurelio G. Icasiano, Jr. vs. The Honorable Sandiganbayan and People of the Philippines

### Facts:
The case began with an administrative complaint filed by Romana Magbago against then
acting Municipal Trial Court Judge of Naic, Cavite, Aurelio G. Icasiano, Jr., on February 17,
1987, for grave abuse of authority, manifest partiality, and incompetence related to two
orders of detention issued against Magbago for contempt of court. This initial complaint was
dismissed by the Supreme Court for lack of merit.

Subsequently,  Magbago  filed  a  complaint  with  the  Office  of  the  Ombudsman alleging
violation by Judge Icasiano of the Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act. This complaint was
initially dismissed for lack of merit, but due to procedural missteps and oversight, a new
investigation (unknown to the investigators as related to a previously dismissed complaint)
was  conducted  that  led  to  the  filing  of  criminal  charges  against  Icasiano  in  the
Sandiganbayan under Criminal Case No. 14563.

Icasiano’s attempts to quash the charges based on the defense of double jeopardy and lack
of jurisdiction were denied by the Sandiganbayan, asserting that an administrative dismissal
could  not  preclude  criminal  liability  and  emphasizing  that  separate  proceedings
(administrative  vs.  criminal)  address  different  aspects  under  the  law.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the  principle  of  double  jeopardy  applies  to  the  case,  given  the  previous
administrative dismissal.
2.  Whether  the Sandiganbayan possesses  jurisdiction over  the criminal  charge against
Icasiano despite the prior administrative matter.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the Sandiganbayan’s decisions, ruling that the administrative
dismissal did not constitute double jeopardy in the subsequent criminal case, affirming the
separation of administrative and criminal proceedings. It specified that an administrative
resolution cannot preclude criminal prosecution, especially when they concern the same
acts but require different burdens of proof. The Court denied the petition and lifted the
temporary restraining order, thereby allowing the Sandiganbayan to proceed with Criminal
Case No. 14563.

### Doctrine:
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This case reaffirms the doctrine that administrative proceedings are separate and distinct
from criminal proceedings. The dismissal or resolution of an administrative case does not
bar the filing or continuation of a criminal case for the same act, as they serve different
legal purposes and adhere to different standards of evidence.

### Class Notes:
– **Double Jeopardy**: Applies only when all  the essential requisites are present (valid
complaint, competent court, valid arraignment, plea by the defendant, and an acquittal,
conviction, or dismissal without the defendant’s express consent). This principle does not
extend from administrative to criminal proceedings.
–  **Separation  of  Administrative  and  Criminal  Proceedings**:  An  administrative  case
focuses on disciplinary measures within a professional or governmental framework, while a
criminal  case  addresses  violations  of  law punishable  by  sanctions  beyond professional
discipline.
–  **Burden  of  Proof**:  Administrative  proceedings  often  require  a  lower  standard  of
evidence (“substantial evidence”) compared to the “beyond reasonable doubt” requirement
in criminal cases.

### Historical Background:
This case touches upon the nuanced interplay between administrative law and criminal law,
especially concerning public officials’ misconduct. It illustrates the procedural safeguards in
the Philippine legal system to ensure accountability while respecting legal principles such
as double jeopardy. The case also highlights the procedural pitfalls that can arise from the
mismanagement  of  case  information,  showcasing  the  evolving  challenges  in  legal
administration  and  the  importance  of  due  diligence  at  every  stage  of  legal  proceedings.


