
G.R. NO. 162416. January 31, 2006 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

Title:
The case of Chester De Joya v. Judge Placido C. Marquez, et al.: An Examination of the
Issuance of Warrants of Arrest and Jurisdiction in Philippine Criminal Procedure

Facts:
Manuel Dy Awiten, the private complainant, filed a complaint against Mina Tan Hao, Victor
Ngo, and later included Chester De Joya, among others, alleging that he was induced to
invest  over  a  hundred  million  pesos  in  State  Resources  Development  Management
Corporation (SRDMC). Awiten claimed that the investment checks were dishonored due to
insufficient funds or closed accounts. De Joya, along with the others, was then implicated as
an incorporator and director of SRDMC.

Following the investigation by the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI), State Prosecutor
Benny  Nicdao  issued  a  resolution  finding  probable  cause  to  indict  the  accused  for
syndicated estafa, leading to the filing of Criminal Case No. 03-219952.

The respondent judge, Judge Placido C. Marquez, issued a warrant of arrest against De Joya
and his co-accused, which De Joya challenged before the Supreme Court through a petition
for  certiorari  and prohibition,  arguing that  the respondent  judge had erred in  finding
probable cause.

Issues:
The central legal issue raised in this Supreme Court decision is whether the trial judge
erred in finding the existence of probable cause warranting the issuance of a warrant of
arrest against Chester De Joya and his co-accused for the offense of syndicated estafa.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed De Joya’s petition. It held that the documents reviewed by the
respondent  judge provided sufficient  basis  to  establish  probable  cause  for  issuing the
warrant of arrest against the petitioner and his co-accused. The Court emphasized that
probable cause for arrest is not the same as the standard used to convict an accused;
instead, it requires the showing of a prima facie case that an offense has been committed by
the person sought to be arrested.

Furthermore, the Supreme Court underscored that jurisdiction over a defendant is typically
acquired either by voluntary appearance or by coercive process, and De Joya’s refusal to
surrender precluded him from seeking relief. The Court explained jurisdictional principles
and reiterated that he who seeks jurisdiction must submit to it.
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Doctrine:
The case reiterates the doctrine concerning the determination of probable cause for the
issuance of a warrant of arrest. Probable cause pertains to facts and circumstances which
would lead a reasonably discreet and prudent person to believe that an offense has been
committed by the person sought to be arrested. Additionally, the decision underscores the
principle  that  one  who  invokes  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  must  first  submit  to  its
jurisdiction.

Classes Notes:
– Probable Cause: A reasonable belief that a person has committed a crime.
– Issuance of Warrant of Arrest: Judges evaluate the prosecutor’s resolution and supporting
evidence to determine if there is sufficient ground to issue a warrant.
– Jurisdiction over a Defendant: Achieved through voluntary submission to the court or by
coercive process (e.g., service of summons).
– Jurisdiction over the Plaintiff: Acquired by filing the complaint or petition.
– Submitting to Jurisdiction: To obtain relief, a petitioner must first submit to the court’s
jurisdiction.

Citations:
– Section 6, Rule 112, Revised Rules of Criminal Procedure
– Article 315, par. 2(a) of the Revised Penal Code in relation to Presidential Decree No. 1689

Historical Background:
This case reflects the adherence of the Philippine judiciary to procedural standards in the
issuance of warrants of arrest and principles of jurisdiction. It demonstrates the Court’s
continuous vigilance against the misuse of judicial processes and the importance placed on
submission to legal authority as a precondition to seeking judicial relief. The case arises in
the broader context of estafa and white-collar crime in the Philippines—a prevalent issue
that  the  Philippine  legal  system  has  been  addressing  through  both  substantive  and
procedural laws.


