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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Pacita Madrigal-Gonzales

**Facts:**

1. On August 23, 1956, Pacita Madrigal-Gonzales, while acting as Administrator of the
Social  Welfare  Administration  (SWA),  was  charged  in  Criminal  Case  No.  36877  with
malversation  of  public  funds  amounting  to  P104,000.00.  It  was  alleged  that  she
misappropriated the funds on several occasions from February 1954 to September 1955 in
Manila.

2.  On  the  same  date,  Madrigal-Gonzales  and  several  co-accused  were  charged  with
falsification of public documents across 27 different informations, allegedly conspiring to
reflect fraudulent transactions that concealed non-existent relief aids and supplies.

3. Simultaneously, the prosecution sought to consolidate all 27 falsification cases and the
malversation charge in one court branch, granted by the Court of First Instance (CFI) of
Manila.

4. Subsequently, the prosecution reversed its stance, seeking to distribute the falsification
cases across different branches of the CFI,  which was approved. Malversation charges
remained in Branch II along with three falsification cases.

5. The accused filed motions to quash based on double jeopardy across various branches.
Branch XVIII quashed some cases, asserting that the falsifications were a result of a single
criminal  impulse  and  thus  encompassed  one  continuing  offense,  constituting  double
jeopardy.

6. The State appealed this ruling, while the Solicitor General later sought to withdraw the
appeal, opposed by the City Fiscal of Manila as amicus curiae.

**Issues:**

1. Did the 27 falsifications stem from a single criminal intent, thus constituting a continuing
offense?
2.  Whether  the  orders  dismissing  certain  falsification  charges  due  to  double  jeopardy
constituted a valid bar to prosecution of the remaining charges.

**Court’s Decision:**
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1. **Single Intent or Continuing Offense:** The Supreme Court disagreed with the trial
court, ruling that each act of falsification constituted separate crimes. The falsifications
involved different vouchers, dates, and amounts, indicative of multiple, distinct criminal
intents.

2. **Double Jeopardy:** The Court ruled that, given the separate acts and intentions behind
each falsification, the principle of double jeopardy did not apply. Each charge pertained to
independently criminal actions that required distinct prosecution.

**Doctrine:**

1.  **Separate  Crimes  for  Separate  Acts:**  The  ruling  underscored  that  each  act  of
falsification on different documents constitutes a discrete crime. Continuous criminal intent
requires a transactional link, which was not found here.

2. **Double Jeopardy Application:** Double jeopardy cannot be claimed unless it’s clear and
categorical that multiple charges stem from the exact same legal and factual circumstances.

**Class Notes:**
– Double Jeopardy: A constitutional protection that prevents the retrial of a defendant for
the same offense after acquittal or conviction. However, when separate acts differ distinctly,
protections do not apply.
–  Falsification of  Documents:  Each act  of  forgery or  falsification constitutes  a  distinct
offense when related to separate documents/contracts unless they are component parts of a
single instrument.
– Motive vs. Intent: In criminal law, motive is not an integral element of a crime, while
criminal intent is needed to establish culpability.

**Historical Background:**

The case is set against the backdrop of accountability and corruption in public office in post-
war Philippines, signaling a significant engagement in judicial processes to uphold legal
accountability. The governance and administration under scrutiny reflect the era’s political
climate, wherein high-profile cases involving public officials drew significant public and
legal attention. The approach towards consolidating or classifying offenses also reflects
evolving  legal  interpretations  of  criminal  acts  and  procedural  safeguards  like  double
jeopardy.


