G.R. No. L-15309. February 16, 1961 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**The People of the Philippines vs. Rosalina Casiano: A Study on Preliminary Investigation
and Double Jeopardy**

### Facts:

The case initiated when Ricardo Macapagal filed a complaint against Rosalina Casiano on
October 19, 1955, with the Justice of the Peace Court of Rosales, Pangasinan, alleging
“estafa”. The court, finding probable cause, issued an arrest warrant. Casiano, upon arrest,
posted bail for temporary release. Opting to waive her right to a preliminary investigation,
the case was forwarded to the Court of First Instance of Pangasinan. The Provincial Fiscal
then filed an information for “illegal possession and use of a false treasury or bank notes”.
During the trial, after the prosecution presented its initial evidence, multiple postponements
led to a significant delay. In November 1958, Casiano’s new counsel filed a motion to
dismiss, claiming a lack of preliminary investigation on the current charge, which the Court
of First Instance later granted. The prosecution’s motion for reconsideration was denied,
prompting an appeal to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:

1. Whether Casiano is entitled to a preliminary investigation for the crime of illegal
possession and use of a false bank note, distinct from the initial charge of “estafa”.

2. The legality and implications of prosecuting an appeal by the People of the Philippines in
light of double jeopardy concerns.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court reversed the order of dismissal by the lower court, firmly holding that
the substance of the charges for “estafa” and illegal possession and use of false bank notes
were encompassed in the original complaint. Consequently, Casiano’s waiver of the
preliminary investigation for “estafa” effectively covered the latter charge. The Court
further reasoned that the absence of a preliminary investigation does not invalidate the
information, nor does it impair the jurisdiction of the court over the case. Regarding the
prosecution’s right to appeal, the Court concluded that double jeopardy concerns do not
prevent the appeal since Casiano, by not objecting to the appeal on such grounds, waived
her right to the defense of double jeopardy.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterates the principle that a waiver of a preliminary investigation for one charge
can extend to a derivative charge if the substance of the latter is included in the original
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complaint. Additionally, it solidifies the doctrine that an accused’s failure to object to an
appeal by the prosecution on grounds of double jeopardy constitutes a waiver of that
defense. Importantly, it highlights the Supreme Court’s jurisdictional authority to entertain
appeals in criminal cases, even against acquittals to correct errors of jurisdiction or
procedure by the lower courts, provided the accused’s rights are not infringed in terms of
double jeopardy.

### Class Notes:

- **Preliminary Investigation Waiver**: A defendant’s waiver of the right to a preliminary
investigation applies to all charges if the substance of such charges is included in the
original complaint, regardless of the specific legal terms or articles cited.

- ¥*Double Jeopardy**: The defense of double jeopardy must be explicitly invoked at the
earliest opportunity; failure to do so constitutes a waiver. The right to appeal by the
prosecution in criminal cases is not absolute and is subject to the condition that it does not
put the defendant in jeopardy of being punished for the same offense twice.

- *Supreme Court’s Appellate Jurisdiction**: The appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court includes the authority to review, revise, reverse, modify, or affirm judgments or
orders from lower courts in criminal cases involving questions of law, under specific
conditions that do not violate constitutional rights such as double jeopardy.

### Historical Background:

This case addresses the critical legal principles surrounding preliminary investigations,
charges’ substance over form, and nuanced interpretations of double jeopardy within the
Philippine judicial system. It serves as a foundational reference for understanding
procedural rights, the appellate process in criminal justice, and the dynamic between
procedural rules and constitutional guarantees.
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