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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Jose C. Go, Aida C. Dela Rosa, and Felicitas D.
Necomedes, G.R. No. 188457, October 9, 2023

**Facts:**
1. **Background:**
– On October 14, 1998, the Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (BSP) ordered the closure of the
Orient Commercial Banking Corporation (OCBC) and placed it under the receivership of the
Philippine Deposit Insurance Corporation (PDIC).

2. **Initial Allegations:**
– PDIC, upon managing OCBC’s assets and liabilities, began collecting past due loans. It
sent demand letters to borrowers, including Timmy’s, Inc. and Asia Textile Mills, Inc., for
loan settlements of 10 million pesos each.
– Representatives of both companies denied obtaining loans and claimed the signatures on
loan documents were falsified.

3. **Investigation Findings:**
– PDIC’s investigation revealed that the purported loan proceeds were issued as manager’s
checks in the names of Philippine Recycler’s and Zeta International, Inc. These checks were
deposited into the personal savings account of Jose C. Go, and funds were automatically
transferred to his current account to cover previously issued personal checks.

4. **Criminal Proceedings:**
–  On  September  24,  1999,  PDIC  filed  a  complaint  for  two  counts  of  Estafa  through
Falsification of Commercial Documents against Go, Dela Rosa, and Necomedes. The City
Prosecutor of Manila filed Informations in 2000, initiating Criminal Case Nos. 00-187318
and 00-187319.

5. **Trial Court Proceedings:**
– Upon arraignment,  the accused pleaded not guilty.  After the prosecution rested,  the
defense filed a Motion for Leave to File Demurrer to Evidence and a Motion for Voluntary
Inhibition.
– The presiding judge inhibited herself, and the case was re-raffled. The new judge granted
the demurrer to evidence, leading to the acquittal of the accused on July 2, 2007.

6. **Prosecution’s Actions:**
– The private prosecutor filed a Motion for Reconsideration, but the public prosecutor did
not join until later, having missed the deadline. The trial court denied the motion.
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7. **Court of Appeals Proceedings:**
– The Office of the Solicitor General (OSG) filed a Petition for Certiorari with the Court of
Appeals (CA). The CA denied the petition, citing the finality of the acquittal order and the
prosecution’s failure to demonstrate grave abuse of discretion by the trial court.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in ruling that no grave abuse of discretion was
committed by the RTC judge in granting the demurrer to evidence.
2. Whether the order of acquittal had already attained finality because it was not challenged
timely and appropriately.
3. Whether the trial court’s errors were merely errors of judgment, not of jurisdiction.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Grave Abuse of Discretion:**
– The Supreme Court found that the RTC judge gravely abused discretion in granting the
demurrer to evidence. The evidence presented by the prosecution showed sufficient proof to
convict the accused, contradicting the RTC’s conclusion.

2. **Finality of Acquittal:**
– The SC held that the order of acquittal was void due to grave abuse of discretion and thus
did not attain finality, allowing for reconsideration.

3. **Jurisdiction:**
– The SC determined the trial court’s actions amounted to grave abuse of discretion, making
the judgment void and subject to review.

As a result, the SC reversed the CA decision and reinstated the criminal cases for further
proceedings.

**Doctrine:**
– **Grave Abuse of Discretion:** The court can review cases where acquittals are deemed to
involve grave abuse of discretion, amounting to void judgments, thereby not violating the
double jeopardy rule.
– **Sufficiency of Evidence in Demurrers:** Courts must carefully assess the competence
and sufficiency of prosecution evidence before granting demurrers to ensure justice for all
parties, including the public interest.

**Class Notes:**
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1. **Double Jeopardy:**
– Rule: An acquittal generally cannot be appealed, except when grave abuse of discretion
renders the judgment void.
– Article: Constitution, Art. III, Sec. 21.

2. **Demurrer to Evidence:**
– Definition: A motion challenging the sufficiency of prosecution evidence after it has rested
its case.
– Legal Basis: Section 23, Rule 119 of the Rules of Court.

3. **Estafa Elements (Article 315, par. 1(b), Revised Penal Code):**
– Misappropriation of money received in trust.
– Conversion resulting in prejudice.
– Demand for return or evidence of conversion.

4. **Falsification of Documents (Articles 171-172, Revised Penal Code):**
–  Committing any falsification acts  listed (e.g.,  imitating signatures,  making untruthful
statements).
– Whether the falsification serves as a means to commit estafa.

5. **Public Prosecutor’s Role:**
–  Only  public  prosecutors  or  the  OSG  can  handle  criminal  aspects  in  appeal  or
reconsideration, underscoring the distinct roles within criminal case procedures.

**Historical Background:**
– **Context:**
– The case emerged during efforts to stabilize the banking sector post-1997 Asian financial
crisis. Tighter regulations and monitoring were critical to avoid financial malpractice and
protect public funds.
– **Significance:**
– It underscores the judiciary’s responsibility in handling financial crimes and ensuring due
process and public interest protection in the banking industry.


