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**Title:** Jaylo, Valenzona, and Habalo vs. Sandiganbayan: A Case of Nonappearance at
Judgment Promulgation

**Facts:**  The  case  revolves  around  Reynaldo  Jaylo,  William  Valenzona,  and  Antonio
Habalo,  Philippine  National  Police  officers  detailed  with  the  National  Bureau  of
Investigation (NBI) and charged with the homicide of Rolando De Guzman, Franco Calanog,
and Avelino Manguera following a botched buy-bust operation in 1990. Initially charged
with  murder  in  conspiracy,  the  Sandiganbayan  later  found  them  guilty  of  homicide,
sentencing each to prison and ordering them to pay damages. At the heart of the case’s
transition to the Supreme Court was the absence of the accused during the promulgation of
their  conviction  by  the  Sandiganbayan,  which  they  contested  alongside  the  court’s
judgment.

The narrative  began in  June 1990,  when the U.S.  DEA informed the NBI of  a  heroin
transaction, leading to a buy-bust operation headed by Jaylo. On July 10, 1990, during the
operation’s execution, the accused and other operatives clashed with the drug dealers,
resulting in the deaths of De Guzman, Calanog, and Manguera. The prosecution and defense
provided conflicting accounts of the incident, with the former alleging a premeditated attack
by the police and the latter claiming self-defense against armed aggression.

The case’s procedural journey from the incident through the investigation, the filing of
charges, the Sandiganbayan trial,  and the appellants’ nonappearance at the judgment’s
promulgation, paints a complex picture. Despite their conviction’s affirmation, the accused
contested the Sandiganbayan’s denial of their motion for reconsideration based on their
absence during promulgation.

**Issues:** The Supreme Court evaluated the legal ramifications of the accused’s failure to
appear  at  the  promulgation  of  their  conviction.  Key  issues  included  whether  this
nonappearance,  without  just  cause,  invalidated  their  right  to  file  a  motion  for
reconsideration and the efficacy of Section 6, Rule 120 of the Rules of Court in this context.

**Court’s  Decision:**  The  Supreme  Court  denied  the  petition,  affirming  both  the
Sandiganbayan’s decisions and its interpretation of the Rules of Court.  It  clarified that
failure to appear at a judgment’s promulgation, without justifiable cause, results in the
forfeiture  of  the  right  to  seek  post-conviction  remedies,  a  principle  grounded  in  the
necessity for judicial efficiency and the accused’s obligation to submit to jurisdiction.

**Doctrine:** The case reinforced the doctrine that the accused’s nonappearance at the
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promulgation  of  conviction,  absent  a  reasonable  justification,  results  in  the  loss  of
procedural  remedies  against  the  judgment.  Furthermore,  it  underscored  the  Supreme
Court’s authority to enact rules ensuring the swift and fair administration of justice, which
do not diminish substantive rights but merely prescribe their exercise.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Nonappearance at Promulgation:** Accused must be present at the promulgation of
conviction unless for a light offense, where representation suffices.
2. **Consequences of Nonappearance:** Failure to appear without a valid reason results in
the loss of the right to post-conviction remedies, including motion for reconsideration and
appeal.
3. **Justifiable Cause:** The accused must demonstrate a justifiable cause for their absence
to retain the right to post-conviction remedies.
4. **Section 6, Rule 120, Rules of Court:** Outlines the procedure and consequences related
to the promulgation of judgment, emphasizing the importance of the accused’s presence.
5. **Supreme Court’s Rule-Making Authority:** The Supreme Court has the constitutional
authority to promulgate rules governing court procedures, including those affecting post-
conviction remedies.

**Historical  Background:**  This  case  highlights  the  complexities  surrounding  law
enforcement operations and the legal aftermath of deadly encounters.  It  illustrates the
balancing  act  between  effective  criminal  justice  administration  and  the  rights  of  the
accused, against a backdrop of evolving procedural norms and the supreme authority of the
Supreme Court to dictate legal procedures.


