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Short Description

StatCon Cases...



Description


PEOPLE v. ALMUETE G.R. No. L-26551; February 27, 1976 NATURE: Appeal for review. FACTS:    







Respondents, WenceslaoAlmuete, Fernando Fronda, CiprianoFronda and FaustoDurion were tenants of a certain Margarita Fernando. Fernando accused before the CFI Nueva Ecija that on December 1963, the respondents have violated Section 39 of the Agricultural Tenancy Law for pre-threshing a portion of their respective harvests without her consent. Respondents filed to dismiss the case for lack of details as to how they violated the law, Lower Court denied their motion. Respondents appealed again with these reasons: (1) that it does not allege facts sufficient to constitute the crime charged; (2) that there is no law punishing it, and (3) that the court has no jurisdiction over the alleged crime. LC granted the appeal because the initial case does not describe the circumstances under which the cavans of palay were found in the possession of the accused tenants; it does not specify the date agreed upon for the threshing of the harvests, and it does not allege that the palay found in the tenants' possession exceeded ten percent of their net share based on the last normal harvest. Thus, this appeal from the prosecution citing the provision of Section 39 and 57 of the said Agricultural Tenancy Law.



ISSUE: 1. Is the failure of the original petitioner to enumerate specific circumstances with its corresponding violations to the cited law justified in granting of appeal in favor of the respondents? 2. Should the respondents be prosecuted under the said Agricultural Tenancy Law? HELD: 1. YES. Because failure of the petitioners to substantiate the violation of the Agricultural Tenancy Law with facts proving the same gave respondents the power to question the accusation. While it is basic that there is no crime when there is no law punishing it, the mere existence of a law does not make a crime without the elements that constitute a violation thereof. 2. No. Because the Agricultural Tenancy Law, in the first place, was already repealed during time when the alleged crime took place. The Agricultural Reform Code was already in force. RULING: Order of Dismissal by the LC is AFFIRMED. ANALYSIS: The Court cannot punish the people for crimes of violations under laws which are already repealed. The LC should have dismissed the petition firsthand when the information filed an alleged violation of the Agricultural Tenancy Law when the Agricultural Reform Code was already in force. Since the prohibition of prethreshing in the new prevailing code was already abolished because the tenants are now asked to pay a fixed amount of lease in replacement, the petitioner should not have used it as a reason. It is also made clear that the Agricutural Reform Code replaced the share-tenancy system because it is contrary to public policy. The latin maxim cessanterationelegis, cessatipsalex (the reason for the law ceasing, the law itself also ceases) applies to this case.
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TOMAWIS v. BALINDONG G.R. No. 182434; March 5, 2010 NATURE: Petition for certiorari, prohibition, and mandamus. FACTS:    







The original case was filed by the now private respondents, who are sisters claiming to be the absolute owners of the property in question being the legal heirs of their late father who have been in continuous possession of the property prior to his death. Petitioner Tomawis assumed ownership to the said property on the claim that he bought the same from another MangodaRadia, who claims to have inherited the property from his late father. Tomawis reportedly utilized the said land he claimed to have bought for the costruction of small houses bringing forth the said original action before the Sharia Circuit Court in Marawi. Petitioner prayed to dismiss the case, assailing the jurisdiction of the SDC as it should be under the regular Civil Court pursuant to the Judiciary Reorganization Act. SDC denied the motion, affirming its jurisdiction over the case pursuant to the Code of Muslim Personal Laws in the Philippines. Petitioner appealed again with the SDC, reiterating that it does not have jurisdiction over the case because it involves real property. It was likewise denied. Petitioner appealed to the CA but the CA immediately denied it claiming that it does not have jurisdiction over cases from the SDC. Petitioner appealed once more with the SDC and the latter dismissing the same with finality. Finally, this petition before the SC.



ISSUE: WON SDC has jurisdiction over the original civil case filed against the now petitioner, Tomawis? HELD: YES. Code of Muslim Personal Laws in the Philippines provides that SDC has exclusive original jurisdiction over all actions arising from contracts customary to Muslims. RULING: Petition is DISMISSED for lack of merit. Petitioners are ADMONISHED to refrain from engaging in activities tending to frustrate the orderly and speedy administration of justice. ANALYSIS: While the SC recognizesthe jurisdictions of both the Judiciary Reorganization Act and the Code of Muslim Personal Laws in the Philippines with the former being the general law and the latter a special one, it considered the rule in Statutory Construction in applying both laws. Because both laws tackle the same subject matter, they should be construed in parimateria, taking into account the lawmaker’s intent that they be harmonized together. Another principle to be applied is the generaliaspecialibus non derogant, a general law does not nullify a special law. It must be born in mind that the reason of creation of the special law, particularly the Code of Muslim Personal Laws, is to acknowledge the need for the Muslims to have a law specific to their own customs and denying the SDC that jurisdiction will defeat the purpose of the said Code. However, the said code does not invalidate the generally rules laid upon by the Judiciary Reorganization Act, it merely provides for the jurisdiction of Sharia Courts over cases where an especially devised law exclusive to the Muslims is needed, like the case at bar.
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