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### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Hon. Gregorio G. Pineda and Consolacion Naval

### Facts:
Consolacion Naval  faced charges of  estafa (Criminal  Case No.  15795) and falsification
(Criminal Case No. 15796) in separate branches of the Court of First Instance of Rizal.
Naval sought to quash the charge of falsification, fearing dual conviction for a single crime.
Initially unsuccessful, her motion to quash was later granted by Judge Gregorio G. Pineda,
asserting the view that the alleged falsification was a means to commit estafa. The denial of
the motion for re-evaluation by the prosecution led to a petition for certiorari by the People
of the Philippines to the Supreme Court.

Naval  sold  a  parcel  of  land  to  Edilberto  Ilano  in  1969 and later  made an  untruthful
statement in a land registration application in 1971, declaring herself the sole owner and
unaware of any encumbrances. Based on these premises, separate charges for estafa and
falsification were filed against her in 1975. Naval pleaded not guilty to falsification and
moved to quash the charge based on the threat of double jeopardy. Her motion was initially
denied but was later reconsidered and granted by Judge Pineda, prompting the People of
the Philippines to appeal the decision to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the court  below erred in  quashing the information for  falsification on the
grounds that it was a necessary means to commit estafa, thereby constituting a complex
crime.
2. Whether private respondent Naval was in danger of double jeopardy.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the petitioner, the People of the Philippines, setting
aside the orders of respondent Judge Pineda that quashed the falsification charge against
Naval. The Court concluded that the falsification charge was not a necessary means to
commit estafa, thus not a complex crime with estafa under Article 48 of the Revised Penal
Code. Additionally, the Supreme Court found no basis for the claim of double jeopardy since
Naval had neither been acquitted, convicted, nor was any case terminated without her
consent in relation to the two charges.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that for a complex crime under Article 48 of the
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Revised Penal Code to exist, the offenses combined to form it must be necessary means to
commit the other. Moreover, the principle of double jeopardy requires a previous conviction,
acquittal, or the termination of the case without the consent of the accused, which was not
met in this case.

### Class Notes:
– **Complex Crime**: A complex crime occurs when two or more crimes are committed to
achieve a single purpose, where one is a necessary means for committing the other.
– **Double Jeopardy**: Protects an individual from being tried again for the same offense
after acquittal, conviction, or the case being dismissed without the person’s consent. Key
elements are: a valid complaint or information, a competent court, arraignment, a valid
plea, and conviction, acquittal, or case termination without the defendant’s consent.
–  **Article  48  of  the  Revised  Penal  Code**:  This  article  pertains  to  complex  crimes,
specifying the imposition of a single penalty for multiple crimes when one offense is a
necessary means for committing the other.

### Historical Background:
This case highlights the legal challenges surrounding the interpretation of complex crimes
and the safeguard against double jeopardy in the Philippine judicial system. It underscores
the judiciary’s role in balancing the procedural protections afforded to accused individuals
with the need to prosecute criminal acts effectively.


