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**Title: Alimpoos v. Court of Appeals**

**Facts:**

1.  The  Offended  Parties,  Eliseo  and  Ciriaca  Alimpoos,  accused  Reynaldo  Mosquito  of
robbery  with  less  serious  physical  injuries  for  allegedly  robbing  their  property.  The
Municipal Judge of Bayugan issued a warrant for Mosquito’s arrest.

2. Mosquito, detained by the Chief of Police, claimed that his arrest warrant was defective
due to non-compliance with legal requirements. Consequently, Mosquito and his wife filed a
habeas corpus petition before the Court  of  First  Instance (CFI)  of  Agusan against  the
Offended Parties, their witnesses, certain police officers, and the issuing Municipal Judge.

3. The Complaint for habeas corpus cited violations of Article 32 and Article 269 of the
Revised Penal Code, seeking Mosquito’s release and the enjoinment of the criminal case.

4. The Offended Parties contended through counsel that they were uninvolved in the arrest;
the police defended the warrant’s validity.

5.  The CFI,  presided by Judge Montano A.  Ortiz,  deemed Mosquito’s  detention illegal,
granted habeas corpus, and issued a preliminary injunction against the continuation of the
criminal case (Criminal Case No. 458), upon a bond posting.

6. The Provincial Fiscal initially moved to appeal within the 48-hour limit but later withdrew.
Meanwhile,  the  Offended Parties  filed  a  Notice  of  Appeal  from Cebu,  challenging the
jurisdictional and procedural aspects of the order.

7. Judge Ortiz dismissed the appeal, determining it was submitted out of the prescribed time
limit. Not deterred, the Offended Parties filed a mandamus petition before the Court of
Appeals to compel the CFI to continue the appeal.

8. On January 11, 1967, the Court of Appeals denied the mandamus, establishing the appeal
as untimely based on the CFI’s records.

9.  Turning  to  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Offended  Parties  lodged  a  certiorari  petition
contending errors in the procedural handling and findings by the Court of Appeals and CFI,
particularly the date they allegedly received notice of the CFI’s order.

**Issues:**
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1. Was the appeal filed by the Offended Parties within the allowable period for habeas
corpus cases?

2.  Did  Judge  Ortiz  err  in  granting  habeas  corpus  and  enjoining  the  related  criminal
proceedings?

3. Do the Offended Parties possess standing to appeal the habeas corpus proceedings?

4. Can damages be adjudicated as part of the habeas corpus proceedings?

5. Proper use and scope of habeas corpus under the circumstances.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Timeliness of Appeal:** The Supreme Court found that notices of the CFI’s order sent to
“Attys. Seno, Mendoza, Ruiz & Ass. & Capt. Cunanan” were by registered mail, received in
Cebu only on April 11, 1966. Considering this, notice was not deemed served until April 14,
substantiating that the counsel’s Notice of Appeal was timely.

2.  **Grant of  Habeas Corpus and Injunction:** While technically appealed within time,
reconciling  the  broader  errors  obliged  corrective  action.  The  trial  court  erroneously
enjoined criminal prosecution; a feasible step was setting aside the wrongful warrant and
allowing due process (i.e., preliminary investigation).

3. **Standing to Appeal:** Offended Parties lacked standing as the appeal right in habeas
proceedings is to those detained, their custodians, or prosecutorial authorities, such as the
fiscal who recurringly framed appeal issues absent contrary action.

4. **Damages in Habeas Corpus:** The Court clarified habeas corpus as inappropriate for
adjudicating damages,  contradicting the non-adversarial,  status-centric scope of  release
determinant.

5. **Proper Habeas Corpus Undertaking:** Alternative avenues, such as quashing warrants
or  requesting  proper  preliminary  investigations,  accommodate  circumspection  where
procedural lapses implicate custodial legality.

**Doctrine:**

– “Habeas Corpus proceedings are not suits between private parties.”
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– “Technical procedural missteps do not bar substantive redress if they abate statutory or
civil liberties.”

– Habeas corpus focuses solely on imprisonment legality and not ancillary compensations or
private redress mechanisms.

**Class Notes:**

– **Filibuster of Habeas Corpus:** Secures individual liberty against unlawful detention;
distinct from usual lawsuits by negating judgement-based adversarialism.

– **Appeal Mechanics in Habeas Corpus:** Unique rapidity—48-hour appeal standard unless
inapplicable  or  miscalculated  in  non-ordinary  circumstances;  procedural  acuity  in
conveyance  timing  holds  sway.

–  **Jurisdictional  Parameters:**  Defense  against  fiscal  alienation  in  criminal-threaded
detention—Fiscal  assumes  appellate  representation  when  congruent  with  governmental
interest.

– **Preliminary Examination Imperative:** Inherent to arrest legitimacy, echoing Republic
Act reforms to judicial arrest practices.

–  **Prohibition  of  Restoration  beyond  Liberty:**  Remedial  focus  precludes  ancillary
restitutions; damages pursuing diverges into proper civil domains.

**Historical Background:**

The  case  takes  place  amidst  judicial  reforms  grappling  to  synchronize  procedural
safeguards  with  constitutional  liberties.  The  ruling  surfaces  when  the  judiciary
reemphasized, through Republic Act adaptations, the rational necessity of interposing layers
ensuring warrants’ cogency by attending impartial inquiry and diluting possible municipal
bench errancy.


