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BELLOSILLO, J.:

A.M. No. RTJ-94-1131 (Miguel Argel v. Judge Herminia M. Pascua, RTC-Br. 25, Vigan Ilocos Sur). - This is an
administrative complaint for Gross Ignorance of the Law filed by Miguel Argel against Judge Herminia M.
Pascua, RTC-Br. 25, Vigan, Ilocos Sur.[1]

Complainant alleged in his complaint that respondent Judge rendered a Decision dated 19 August 1993[2] in
Crim. Case No. 2999-V entitled People v. Miguel Argel convicting him of murder notwithstanding the fact that he
had already been previously acquitted by respondent in her Decision[3] dated 22 July 1993, promulgated on 13
August 1993. Complainant contends that respondent Judge is guilty of gross ignorance of the law and of violating
his constitutional right against double jeopardy.

In a letter-explanation dated 7 March 1994 respondent Judge alleged that she rendered the judgment of acquittal
dated 22 July 1993 because she erroneously thought that there was no witness who positively identified the
accused, herein complainant, as the perpetrator of the crime. Her mistake was brought about by the fact that the
testimony of the eyewitness was not attached to the records at the time she wrote her decision. However, when
she re-read her notes after her attention was called by the lawyer of the private complainant that there was such an
eyewitness, respondent confirmed that there was indeed one in the person of Tito Retreta. Hence she "revised" her
previous decision and rendered the Decision dated 19 August 1993 finding the accused guilty of murder. Fully
aware of her prior decision of acquittal, respondent nevertheless ordered the police to bring complainant Argel to
court not for the purpose of having him incarcerated but only to inform him of her new decision so that he could
be made to answer for his civil liabilities arising from the crime. Before she could explain the matter to
complainant, the latter's brother already filed a petition for habeas corpus before the Court of Appeals.[4]
According to respondent, she decided to await the hearing of the petition before setting complainant free so that
she could give him a copy of her new decision.[5]

In his Reply to the letter-explanation of respondent, complainant additionally charged respondent with gross
negligence for not exercising extreme caution in the preparation of her decision by making sure that all the
transcripts of stenographic notes were attached to the records before writing the decision.[6]

In a Memorandum dated 11 May 2001 the Office of the Court Administrator recommended that respondent be
fined P20,000.00 for gross ignorance of the law.

As stated earlier, complainant was accused of murder in Crim. Case No. 2999-V of the RTC of Vigan, Ilocos Sur.
On 13 August 1993 judgment was promulgated acquitting him on the ground that there was no witness who
positively identified him as the perpetrator of the crime. However after respondent's attention was called by the
private complainant's counsel to the fact that there was such a witness and confirmed by respondent upon
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re-reading her notes, she issued an Order dated 16 August 1993 stating her intention to"revise" the previous
judgment of acquittal, branded the same as "uncalled for" and "not final," and reset the case for another "rendering
of the decision."[7] The reason given was that the judgment of acquittal was rendered without all the facts and
circumstances being brought to her attention.

Respondent Judge explained that the transcript of stenographic notes of the testimony of eyewitness Tito Retreta
was not attached to the records when she wrote her decision. Thus, in a Decision dated 19 August 1993,
respondent Judge declared herein complainant Miguel Argel guilty beyond reasonable doubt of murder on the
basis of the eyewitness account of Tito Retreta, sentenced complainant Argel to seventeen (17) years, four (4)
months and one (1) day of reclusion temporal to reclusion perpetua, and to pay the heirs of the victim P50,000.00
as civil indemnity and P60,000.00 for actual damages.

Too elementary is the rule that a decision once final is no longer susceptible to amendment or alteration except to
correct errors which are clerical in nature,[8] to clarify any ambiguity caused by an omission or mistake in the
dispositive portion,[9] or to rectify a travesty of justice brought about by a moro-moro or mock trial.[10] A final
decision is the law of the case and is immutable and unalterable regardless of any claim of error or
incorrectness.[11]

In criminal cases, a judgment of acquittal is immediately final upon its promulgation.[12] It cannot be recalled for
correction or amendment[13] except in the cases already mentioned nor withdrawn by another order reconsidering
the dismissal of the case since the inherent power of a court to modify its order or decision does not extend to a
judgment of acquittal in a criminal case.[14]

Complainant herein was already acquitted of murder by respondent in a decision promulgated on 13 August 1993.
Applying the aforestated rule, the decision became final and immutable on the same day. As a member of the
bench who is always admonished to be conversant with the latest legal and judicial developments, more so of
elementary rules, respondent should have known that she could no longer "revise" her decision of acquittal
without violating not only an elementary rule of procedure but also the constitutional proscription against double
jeopardy. When the law is so elementary, not to know it constitutes gross ignorance of the law.[15]

The fact that respondent never had any intention of having complainant incarcerated on the basis of the second
decision but only to make him answer for the civil liabilities arising from the crime, as respondent explained,
cannot exculpate her from administrative liability. On the contrary, such thinking on the part of respondent that
she could still "revise" a promulgated decision of acquittal even for such a purpose underscores, not mitigates, her
gross ignorance.

We cannot write finis to this case without also commenting on respondent's negligence in the preparation of her
decision. Judges have always been reminded to take down their own notes of salient portions of hearings and not
to rely on the transcripts of stenographic notes. The pivotal testimony of Tito Retreta would not have been
overlooked and consequently disregarded had respondent prepared her own notes and read them as she was
supposed to.

WHEREFORE, for Gross Ignorance of the Law respondent Judge Herminia M. Pascua, RTC-Br. 25, Vigan,
Ilocos Sur, is FINED P20,000.00, the same to be deducted from her retirement benefits. Since respondent has
already compulsorily retired as of 18 September 1998, let her retirement benefits be immediately released to her
minus the amount of P20,000.00 herein imposed on her as fine.
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SO ORDERED.

Mendoza, Quisumbing, Buena and De Leon, Jr., JJ., concur.

[1] Respondent Judge compulsorily retired on 18 September 1998.

[2] Rollo, pp. 12-20.

[3] Id., pp. 4-9.

[4] Docketed as CA-G.R. SP No. 32060. Complainant was eventually ordered released in an Order dated 4
October 1993 of Executive Judge Efren O. Ramos, RTC, Vigan, Ilocos Sur, who heard and decided the petition
per Resolution dated 20 September 1993 of the Court of Appeals.

[5] Rollo, pp. 50-51.

[6] Id., p. 54-55.

[7] Id., pp. 10-11.

[8] Yu v. National Labor Relations Commission, G.R. Nos. 111810-11, 16 June 1995, 245 SCRA 134.

[9] Hiyas Savings and Loan Bank v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 95625, 4 October 1991, 202 SCRA 543.

[10] Galman v. Sandiganbayan, G.R. No. 72670, 12 September 1986, 144 SCRA 43.

[11] Buaya v. Stronghold Insurance Co., Inc., G.R. No. 139020, 11 October 2000.

[12] Regalado, Florenz, Remedial Law Compendium, Vol. II, Seventh Rev. Ed., p. 453 citing People v. Sison,
105 Phil. 1249 (1959).

[13] People v. Sison, 105 Phil 1249 (1959).

[14] Catilo v. Abaya, 94 Phil. 1014 (1954).

[15] Cortes v. Agcaoili, A.M. No. RTJ-98-1414, 20 August 1998, 294 SCRA 423.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. RTJ-94-1131. August 20, 2001

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. RTJ-94-1131. August 20, 2001

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org


