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Title: People of the Philippines vs. Hon. Tirso D.C. Velasco and Honorato Galvez

Facts:
The case unfolded in San Ildefonso, Bulacan, when gunshots were fired, leading to young
Alex Vinculado’s death and serious injuries to his twin brother Levi and their uncle Miguel
Vinculado,  Jr.  Initially,  charges of  homicide and frustrated homicide were filed against
Honorato Galvez, Mayor of San Ildefonso, and another municipal employee. These charges
were later upgraded to murder and frustrated murder, with an additional charge against
Mayor Galvez for unauthorized carrying of a firearm.

After various legal maneuvers, including the withdrawal and refiling of charges and the
transfer of venue to Quezon City, the cases were eventually consolidated under respondent
Judge Tirso D.C. Velasco of Branch 89. On 8 October 1996, a decision acquitted Mayor
Honorato Galvez while convicting his co-accused, Godofredo Diego. The acquittal was based
on insufficiency of evidence for murder and frustrated murder charges, and a determination
that the illegal firearm possession did not constitute a violation of law.

The Government, through a Petition for Certiorari under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court,
challenged the acquittal, alleging grave abuse of discretion by respondent Judge Velasco,
essentially arguing for a re-examination of the evidence given its claim that the acquittal
was based on a misapprehension of facts.

Issues:
1. Whether certiorari under Rule 65 is a proper mode of review for reversing an acquittal
without violating the constitutional safeguard against double jeopardy.
2. Whether an appeal of a judgment of acquittal on the ground alleged by the petitioner
transgresses the accused’s right against double jeopardy.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, emphasizing that the finality of acquittal as a
fundamental rule prohibits the review of acquittals on the merit basis through certiorari.
The petition failed to show that the trial court acted without jurisdiction or with grave abuse
of discretion. Instead, the accusation revolved around alleged errors in judgment related to
the  appreciation  of  evidence,  which  cannot  be  corrected  through  certiorari,  without
transgressing the double jeopardy clause.

Doctrine:
The  Supreme  Court  reinforced  the  constitutional  safeguard  against  double  jeopardy,
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affirming that acquittal cannot be appealed or reviewed through a petition for certiorari
when it  concerns an alleged misapprehension or misinterpretation of  evidence.  Double
jeopardy attaches once an acquittal is declared based on a judgment on the merits from a
competent court. Additionally, the doctrine upholds that a void judgment – one issued with
grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction – cannot serve as the
basis for jeopardy, but this principle was not applicable since the trial court’s judgment was
on the merits.

Class Notes:
– Double Jeopardy: A constitutional safeguard preventing an accused from being tried again
on the same or similar charges following an acquittal or conviction.
– Certiorari under Rule 65: A legal remedy for correcting acts executed without jurisdiction
or with grave abuse of discretion but not applicable for reviewing acquittals based on the
appreciation of evidence.
– A judgment of acquittal based on the merits of the case issued by a competent court is
final and unappealable under the concept of double jeopardy.

Historical Background:
This  case illustrates the enduring application of  the double jeopardy clause to protect
individuals from government oppression through repeated prosecutions. It highlights the
Philippine judiciary’s adherence to principles of fairness, justice, and repose, grounded in
both constitutional guarantees and the common law heritage shared with the United States,
from which the principle was originally adopted. The decision underscores the judiciary’s
role in balancing the scales of justice between the state’s prosecutorial power and the rights
of the accused, reflecting evolving jurisprudence on double jeopardy and the limitations of
appeals in criminal cases.


