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ZALAMEDA, J.:

Courts must take judicial notice of the official acts of the legislative, executive, and judicial departments of the
National Government of the Philippines. This rule is mandatory in the resolution of cases, more so if what is at
stake is no less than the liberty of an accused.

The Case

This instant Petition for Review on Certiorari[1] under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court seeks to annul and set aside
the Decision[2] and Resolution[3] of the Court of Appeals (CA). The CA affirmed the Decision[4] of the
Regional Trial Court (RTC), convicting petitioner Ponce De Leon y Lamuas (De Leon) with illegal possession of
firearms punishable under Presidential Decree No. 1866,[5] as amended by Republic Act Nos. 8294[6] and
10591.[7]

Antecedents

In an Information dated October 12, 2015, De Leon was charged with violation of Presidential Decree No. 1866,
as amended:

That on or about 5:40 [a.m.] of October 11, 2015 at Brgy. Sta. Rosa, municipality of Umingan, province of
Pangasinan, Philippines, and within the jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, elements of PNP-CIDG, Urdaneta
City (Pangasinan SATT3) implemented a search warrant No. T-005 issued by the Honorable Judge Emma S.
Ines-Parajas of RTC-Branch 52, Tayug, Pangasinan against PONCE DE LEON [y] LAMUAS for violation of
[Presidential Decree No.] 1866 as amended by [Republic Act No.] 8294, and as further amended by [Republic
Act No.] 10591 (Comprehensive Firearm and Ammunition Act of 2013), as a result thereof, accused PONCE
DE LEON [Y] LAMUS, did then and there willfully, unlawfully and feloniously have in his possession,
control and custody, [One] unit of Cal. 9mm Taurus PT with SN 20785 marked as "AN[,]" [One] magazine for
Cal. 9mm marked as "AN1[,]" [Six] pieces live ammunition for Cal. 9mm marked as "AN2-AN7[,]" and [One]
black holster marked as "AN8[,]" without any legal documents or authority to possess the same.[8]

Upon arraignment, De Leon entered a plea of "not guilty."[9] The parties stipulated on the following matters
during the pre-trial conference: (1) the identity of De Leon to be the same person charged; and (2) that he had an
expired license of the subject firearm at the time of the search.[10]

During trial, the prosecution presented Senior Police Officer I Ariston Noval II (SPO1 Noval) and Senior Police
Officer I Romeo Galisim (SPO1 Galisim) as its witnesses.[11] They testified that on October 8, 2015, the
Philippine National Police-Criminal Investigation and Detection Group (PNP CIDG) Urdaneta City applied for
the issuance of a search warrant against De Leon.[12] This was pursuant to a memorandum issued by the Camp
Crame Firearms and Explosives Office (FEO) that De Leon is a registered holder of three firearms; however, two

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 1 of 12

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



of his firearms' licenses have expired.[13] Subsequently, Search Warrant No. T-005 was issued.[14]

On October 11, 2015, SPO1 Noval and SPO1 Galisim went to De Leon's house at Brgy. Sta. Rosa, Umingan,
Pangasinan, to implement the search warrant.[15] Notably, they invited Barangay Kagawads Tamayo Ducos and
Edwin De Leon to serve as witnesses.[16]

SPO1 Noval presented the search warrant, explained its nature, and furnished De Leon a copy.[17] Thereafter,
SPO1 Noval and SPO1 Galisim, together with the witnesses, entered De Leon's house.[18] While searching,
SPO1 Noval found on top of a cabinet in the living room a caliber 9mm Taurus PT 915 with Serial Number 20785
(subject firearm), and a magazine loaded with six pieces of live ammunition inside a black holster.[19] When De
Leon was asked, he presented a machine copy of Firearms License Card No. 432711719397 with an expiration
date of July 18, 2014.[20] Thereafter, SPO1 Noval marked the items as follows: (1) the subject firearm as AN; (2)
the magazine as AN1; (3) the six live ammunition as AN2 to AN7; and (4) the holster as AN8.[21] A
Receipt/Inventory of Property Seized and a Certification of Orderly Search were subsequently executed, duly
signed by De Leon and the witnesses.[22]

De Leon testified for himself.[23] He admitted ownership of the subject firearm, which is covered by an expired
firearms license.[24] However, he claimed that he attempted to apply for the renewal of his firearms license but
the process was very complicated at the time.[25] He again applied for the renewal in January 2016 and was
granted a Certificate of Firearms Registration for Individuals on March 2, 2016.[26]

Ruling of the RTC

On June 18, 2018, the RTC rendered its judgment convicting De Leon of the crime charged, viz.:

WHEREFORE, judgment is rendered finding the accused GUILTY as charged and is hereby sentenced to an
indeterminate penalty of [six] years and [eight] months of prision mayor minimum, as minimum, to [eight]
years and [eight] months of prision mayor medium, as maximum. The firearm, magazine and ammunitions
subject of this case are forfeited in favor of the government.

SO ORDERED.[27] (Emphasis in the original)

The RTC stated that the prosecution was able to establish all the elements of illegal possession of firearms.[28] It
gave no credence to De Leon's assertion that he made attempts to renew his license upon its expiration, and he
was in fact issued a Certificate of Firearms Registration on March 2, 2016.[29] The RTC noted that the
application for firearms registration was filed almost two years after the expiration of De Leon's license on July
18, 2014, and three months after the filing of the criminal case against him.[30] Therefore, it stated that De Leon
may have applied for the renewal only in hopes of being absolved of criminal liability.[31]

Finally, the RTC explained that a pistol is properly classified as a small arm, the penalty for the possession of
which is prision mayor in its medium period, which ranges from eight years and one day to 10 years.[32]

Aggrieved, De Leon filed an appeal with the CA.

Ruling of the CA

In its assailed June 17, 2020 Decision, the CA affirmed the ruling of the RTC, to wit:

WHEREFORE, the appeal is DENIED. The [June 18, 2018] Decision rendered by the Regional Trial Court,
Branch 52, Tayug, Pangasinan, in Criminal Case No. T-6214, finding accused-appellant Ponce De Leon y
Lamuas guilty beyond reasonable doubt for violation of [Presidential Decree] No. 1866, as amended by
[Republic Act] No. 10591, is AFFIRMED.
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SO ORDERED.[33] (Emphasis in the original)

The CA confirmed that the prosecution was able to establish the presence of the elements of the crime
charged.[34] Similarly, it sustained the RTC's conclusion that De Leon's Certificate of Firearms Registration does
not help his cause.[35] It explained that Republic Act No. 10591 clearly states that failure to renew the
registration of the firearm on or before the date of expiration shall cause the revocation of the license, and the
firearm shall be confiscated or forfeited in favor of the government.[36]

Also, the CA expounded that the prosecution was able to prove that De Leon had ownership and constructive
possession of the subject firearm, coupled with intent to own and possess the same.[37] His lack of authority to
possess was proven through the memorandum issued by the Camp Crame FEO and his own admission that he
only had an expired firearms license at the time of the arrest.[38] It found no merit in De Leon's argument that the
prosecution failed to prove that the subject firearm would be used for an unlawful purpose, as the crime of illegal
possession of firearms is malum prohibitum.[39]

Incidentally, the CA mentioned that the prosecution failed to specifically state that the officers found the six
pieces of live ammunition loaded into the magazine and inserted in the subject firearm.[40] Thus, the CA agreed
with the RTC that De Leon is guilty of illegal possession of firearms under Section 28(a) of Republic Act No.
10591, which prescribes the penalty of prision mayor in its medium period for the unlawful possession of a small
arm.[41]

Aggrieved, De Leon filed a motion for reconsideration with the CA.[42] Therein, he invoked for the first time that
on August 20, 2014, then Chief PNP Director General Alan L. Purisima (PNP Chief Purisima) approved the
extension of validity of firearms licenses due for expiration in 2014, to December 31, 2015.[43] Thus, De Leon
asserted that his firearms license was still valid at the time of the implementation of the search warrant.[44] As
proof of this, screenshots of posts and articles from news outlets were attached to his motion.[45]

On May 25, 2021, the CA issued its assailed Resolution[46] denying De Leon's Motion for Reconsideration. It
stated that issues raised for the first time on appeal or a motion for reconsideration are not allowed.[47] Further, it
explained that it cannot take judicial notice of the alleged directive of the PNP taken from the internet.[48] The
CA stated that the screenshots are deemed as hearsay evidence unless authenticated under the Rules on Electronic
Evidence.[49]

Thus, the instant petition. De Leon maintains that the CA erred in ruling that it cannot take judicial notice of the
PNP's extension of the validity of firearms licenses due for expiration in year 2014, to December 31, 2015.[50]
Also, he asserts that the prosecution failed to prove that he had intent to possess the subject firearm, as all efforts
were undertaken by him to renew his license.[51] At any rate, Republic Act No. 10591 and its 2013 and 2018
Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR) do not provide the procedure or regulation on how a firearm will be
handled after the expiration of the license.[52]

In its Comment, respondent People of the Philippines, through the Office of the Solicitor General (OSG), argues
that De Leon raises no substantial question of law.[53] Moreover, the OSG raises that De Leon's purported
intention to renew his license is irrelevant in a prosecution for illegal possession of firearms.[54] Neither could the
CA have taken judicial notice of mere internet articles submitted by De Leon, supposedly proving the extension of
the validity of firearms licenses.[55] Further, the OSG states that the IRR of Republic Act No. 10591 clearly
provides for the procedure for handling a firearm after the expiration of the license.[56]

Issue

The relevant issue for resolution of the Court is whether petitioner was properly convicted of illegal possession of
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firearms under Presidential Decree No. 1866, as amended by Republic Act Nos. 8294 and 10591.

Ruling of the Court

We grant the Petition.

On May 29, 2013, Republic Act No. 10591 was enacted to regulate the ownership, possession, carrying,
manufacture, dealing in, and importation of firearms, ammunition, or parts thereof.[57] It was passed in light of
the policy of the State to maintain peace and order, and to protect its people against violence.[58] Notably,
Republic Act No. 10591 introduced changes and repealed certain provisions of Presidential Decree No. 1866 and
Republic Act No. 8294, the laws originally dealing with the illegal possession of firearms, among others.[59]

Under Republic Act No. 10591, the penalty of illegal possession of firearms is dependent on the type or part of
firearm or weapon.[60] Republic Act No. 8294 defines the coverage of "unlicensed firearm" to include: (1)
firearms with expired license; or (2) unauthorized use of licensed firearm in the commission of the crime.[61]
Notably, this was not amended nor repealed under Republic Act No. 10591.

As jurisprudence dictates, the elements of the crime of illegal possession of firearms are as follows: (1) the
existence of the subject firearm; and (2) the fact that the accused who possessed or owned the same does not have
the corresponding license for it.[62]

Taking the foregoing into consideration together with the arguments of the parties, the Court will now examine
whether the prosecution was able to establish all of the elements of illegal possession of firearms.

The presence of the first element is undisputed. Petitioner admits in his petition that the subject firearm was
confiscated from him, and it was originally a licensed firearm.[63] This was also stipulated upon by the parties
during the pre-trial conference.[64] The license was purportedly issued in his name when he was still the Punong
Barangay of Barangay Sta. Rosa, Umingan, Pangasinan, but this expired on July 18, 2014.[65]

Under contention is the presence of the second element. Petitioner invokes that then PNP Chief Purisima
approved the extension of the validity of firearms licenses supposedly expiring in 2014, to December 31,
2015.[66] He concludes that, given the extension, his firearms license should still have been considered valid at
the time of the search.[67]

Pertinently, the CA gave no credence to petitioner's assertion. It considered petitioner's belated invocation of the
said extension as a fatal flaw, as he was only able to raise this in his motion for reconsideration with the CA.[68]
Also, the CA noted that petitioner failed to attach a copy of the issuance or memorandum of the PNP on the
alleged extension.[69] This notwithstanding, petitioner insists that the rule that issues raised for the first time on
appeal shall not be allowed, is not absolute.[70] Also, petitioner asserts that the CA should have taken judicial
notice of the extension as it pertains to a directive given by the government.[71]

The Court finds merit in petitioner's arguments.

Granted, it is settled that issues raised for the first time on appeal or on motion for reconsideration will not be
entertained.[72] However, it is known that an appeal in a criminal case throws the whole case open for
review.[73] Regardless of the fact that an issue is raised only upon appeal, our courts are bound to rule in favor of
the accused if it gives rise to doubt as to their guilt.[74] In this case, the issue raised by petitioner ultimately
affects the determination of his innocence. Thus, the Court finds it proper to entertain the points raised by
petitioner, for a just resolution of the case.

On the issue regarding petitioner's failure to attach a copy of the issuance or memorandum from the PNP, indeed,
he merely attached copies of news articles and posts reporting the extension.[75] However, there may be merit in
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petitioner's contention that the Court can take judicial notice of this matter.

Judicial notice is defined as the cognizance of certain facts which courts may take and act on without proof,
because they already know them.[76] Otherwise stated, by taking judicial notice, the court dispenses with the
need for the traditional form of presentation of evidence.[77] The Court took the opportunity to discuss this in
State Prosecutors v. Muro,[78] viz.:

Generally speaking, matters of judicial notice have three material requisites: (1) the matter must be one of
common and general knowledge; (2) it must be well and authoritatively settled and not doubtful or uncertain;
and (3) it must be known to be within the limits of the jurisdiction of the court. The provincial guide in
determining what facts may be assumed to be judicially known is that of notoriety. Hence, it can be said that
judicial notice is limited to facts evidenced by public records and facts of general notoriety.

To say that a court will take judicial notice of a fact is merely another way of saying that the usual form of
evidence will be dispensed with if knowledge of the fact can be otherwise acquired. This is because the court
assumes that the matter is so notorious that it will not be disputed. But judicial notice is not judicial
knowledge. The mere personal knowledge of the judge is not the judicial knowledge of the court, and [they
are] not authorized to make [their] individual knowledge of a fact, not generally or professionally known, the
basis of [their] action. Judicial cognizance is taken only of those matters which are "commonly" known.

Things of "common knowledge," of which courts take judicial notice, may be matters coming to the
knowledge of men generally in the course of the ordinary experiences of life, or they may be matters which are
generally accepted by mankind as true and are capable of ready and unquestioned demonstration. Thus, facts
which are universally known, and which may be found in encyclopedias, dictionaries or other publications, are
judicially noticed, provided they are of such universal notoriety and so generally understood that they may be
regarded as forming part of the common knowledge of every person.[79]

Under Rule 129 of the Revised Rules on Evidence, judicial notice may either be mandatory or discretionary, to
wit:

RULE 129
WHAT NEED NOT BE PROVED

Section 1. Judicial notice, when mandatory. — A court shall take judicial notice, without the introduction of
evidence, of the existence and territorial extent of states, their political history, forms of government and
symbols of nationality, the law of nations, the admiralty and maritime courts of the world and their seals, the
political constitution and history of the Philippines, official acts of the legislative, executive and judicial
departments of the National Government of the Philippines, the laws of nature, the measure of time, and the
geographical divisions.

Section 2. Judicial notice, when discretionary. — A court may take judicial notice of matters which are of public
knowledge, or are capable of unquestionable demonstration, or ought to be known to judges because of their
judicial functions. (Emphasis in the original)

Verily, there have been several instances where the Court took judicial notice of facts deemed relevant for its
proper resolution of the case.

In In Re: Petition for Adoption of Jan Aurel Maghanoy Bulayo,[80] the Court took judicial notice of the existence
of diplomatic relations between the Philippines and Japan. It explained that diplomatic relations form part of the
official acts of the executive department, and are matters which are of public knowledge.[81] Hence, the Court
concluded that this no longer requires the presentation of proof.[82]

Also, in Suplico v. NEDA,[83] the Court dealt with the ZTE National Broadband Network Project, which
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petitioners therein sought to enjoin. However, in a meeting with China, then President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo
informed China's President Hu Jintao that the Philippines had decided not to continue with the project.[84] On
this basis, the OSG filed a manifestation and motion with the Court, insisting that the issues of the case have
become moot.[85] To counter this, petitioners asserted, among others, that the OSG failed to attach the notes of
the said meeting with China to prove its allegations.[86]

In agreeing with the OSG, the Court stated that pursuant to Rule 129, Section 1 of the Rules on Evidence, it has
no alternative but to take judicial notice of the official acts of the President, who heads the executive branch.[87]
Since the act of the cancellation of the proposed project is an official act of the executive department, the Court
explained that it must take judicial notice of the same without the need for evidence.[88]

Lastly, in Integrated Bar of the Philippines v. Zamora,[89] the Court was called to determine whether the
President committed grave abuse of discretion in calling the armed forces to prevent or suppress lawless violence,
invasion, or rebellion. Ultimately, the Court concluded that the President's exercise of judgment and discretion
deserves to be accorded respect.[90] In its examination, the Court took judicial notice of bombings perpetrated by
lawless elements in shopping malls, public utilities, and other public places at that time.[91]

At this juncture, it must be pointed out that pursuant to Republic Act No. 6975,[92] it is the PNP that has the
authority to issue licenses for the possession of firearms and explosives.[93] Republic Act No. 10591 expressly
states that it is the Chief of the PNP, through the FEO, who shall issue licenses to qualified individuals and cause
the registration of firearms.[94] The PNP is likewise in charge of implementing the provisions of Republic Act
No. 10591.[95]

To reiterate, Republic Act No. 10591 introduced significant changes in the application and procedure for firearms
licenses. Thus, upon the promulgation of the IRR of Republic Act No. 10591 on December 7, 2013, individuals
and organizations filed petitions to question the validity of the law and the rules, consolidated in Acosta v.
Ochoa.[96] Pending the resolution of the petitions, on April 8, 2014, the Court issued a Temporary Restraining
Order (TRO) enjoining the PNP from fully implementing Republic Act No. 10591 and its IRR, particularly the
provisions on: (1) the centralization of firearms applications and renewals at the PNP Headquarters at Camp
Crame, Quezon City; (2) the implementation and enforcement of the "waiver and consent" requirement for the
licensing and registration of firearms, whereby applicants were required to sign a Consent for Voluntary
Presentation for Inspection, authorizing the PNP to inspect their firearms at the residence/address indicated in the
application; and (3) the utilization of courier services for delivery of firearms license cards.[97]

Subsequently, the PNP announced the extension of the validity of firearms licenses expiring in 2014, to December
31, 2015. The PNP explained that this is to give way to upgrades in the information technology involved in the
firearms registration system.[98] Also, given the Court's issuance of the TRO, the extension was called for due to
the necessary replication of the registration system to the regional offices of the PNP, as this was originally only
available at its Headquarters in Camp Crame.[99] Notably, the said extension was publicly reported in different
news outlets at the time.[100]

Verily, on October 15, 2019, the Court promulgated its decision on Acosta, declaring the provision in the IRR on
the "waiver and consent" requirement for the licensing and registration of firearms as unconstitutional.[101]
Hence, the Court made its TRO on this matter permanent.[102]

To repeat, a court is mandated to take judicial notice of, without the introduction of evidence, the official acts of
the legislative, executive, and judicial departments of the National Government of the Philippines.[103]
Concomitantly, in light of the PNP's authority to issue licenses for the possession of firearms,[104] the TRO
issued during the pendency of Acosta, and the publicity of the extension granted by the PNP, it is clear that the
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extension is an official act of the government which the Court has no alternative but to take judicial notice of.

Again, the firearms license of petitioner relevant in this case expired on July 18, 2014,[105] and his house was
searched on October 11, 2015.[106] Both of these dates fall under the extension announced by the PNP, which
again, extended the validity of firearms licenses due for expiration in 2014, to December 31, 2015. Therefore, it is
evident that the second element of illegal possession of firearms is absent. Petitioner benefited from the extension
and his firearms license was still valid at the time his house was searched.

It is established that in criminal cases, the paramount consideration is not whether there is doubt in the innocence
of the accused, but whether there is reasonable doubt as to their guilt.[107] If the accused's guilt is questionable,
the Court must rule in their favor, as every fact relevant to constitute the crime must be established by proof
beyond reasonable doubt.[108] The Court will fall short of its duties if it fails to apply these well-entrenched
principles in petitioner's case.

Hence, due to the prosecution's failure to establish all the elements of the crime of illegal possession of firearms,
petitioner must perforce be acquitted.

FOR THESE REASONS, the Petition is GRANTED. The June 17, 2020 Decision and May 25, 2021 Resolution
of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CR No. 42045, affirming the June 18, 2018 Decision of Branch 52, Regional
Trial Court of Tayug, Pangasinan, are REVERSED and SET ASIDE. Accordingly, petitioner Ponce De Leon y
Lamuas is ACQUITTED for failure of the prosecution to prove his guilt beyond reasonable doubt.

Let an entry of final judgment be issued immediately.

SO ORDERED.

Gesmundo, C.J., Hernando, Rosario, and Marquez, JJ., concur.

[1] Rollo, pp. 12-27.

[2] Id. at 32-39. The June 17, 2020 Decision in CA-G.R. CR No. 42045 was penned by Associate Justice Ruben
Reynaldo G. Roxas and concurred in by Associate Justices Fernanda Lampas Peralta and Myra V.
Garcia-Fernandez of the Second Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

[3] Id. at 60-62. The May 25, 2021 Resolution in CA-G.R. CR No. 42045 was penned by Associate Justice Ruben
Reynaldo G. Roxas and concurred in by Associate Justices Fernanda Lampas-Peralta and Myra V.
Garcia-Fernandez of the Former Second Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

[4] Id. at 28-31. The June 18, 2018 Decision in Criminal Case No. T-6214 was penned by Judge Emma S.
Ines-Parajas of Branch 52, Regional Trial Court, Tayug, Pangasinan.

[5] Presidential Decree No. 1866 (1983), Codifying the Laws on Illegal/Unlawful Possession, Manufacture,
Dealing in, Acquisition or Disposition, of Firearms, Ammunition or Explosives or Instruments used in the
Manufacture of Firearms, Ammunition or Explosives, and Imposing Stiffer Penalties for Certain Violations
thereof, and for relevant purposes.
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amended, Entitled "Codifying the Laws on Illegal/Unlawful Possession, Manufacture, Dealing in, Acquisition or
Disposition, of Firearms, Ammunition or Explosives or Instruments used in the Manufacture of Firearms,
Ammunition or Explosives, and Imposing Stiffer Penalties for Certain Violations thereof, and for relevant
purposes."
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[95] Republic Act No. 10591, art. VI, sec. 44.

[96] 923 Phil. 451 (2019) [Per J. Leonen, En Banc].

[97] Id. at 433.

[98] Id.
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[99] Id.

[100] Id.

[101] Acosta v. Ochoa, 865 Phil. 400, 433 (2019) [Per J. Leonen, En Banc].

[102] Id.

[103] Republic v. Rosario, 779 Phil. 418, 432 (2016) [Per J. Perez, Third Division].

[104] Republic Act No. 6975, chapter III (A), sec. 24(f).

[105] Rollo, p. 30.

[106] Id. at 28.

[107] Marcos v. People, 914 Phil. 388, 401 (2021) [Per J. Carandang, Third Division].

[108] People v. Martin, 853 Phil. 322, 350 (2019) [Per J. Reyes, Jr., A., Third Division].
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