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**Title:** Al-Ghoul et al. vs. Court of Appeals and People of the Philippines

**Facts:** The case involves petitioners Yousef Al-Ghoul, Isam Mohammad Abdulhadi, Wail
Rashid Al-Khatib Nabeel Nasser Al-Riyami, et al.,  who were arrested and charged with
illegal possession of firearms, ammunitions, and explosives under Presidential Decree No.
1866. The charges were a result of search warrants executed by the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) of Kalookan City, Branch 125. Post-arrest, the petitioners sought bail but the trial
court chose to defer this decision pending the prosecution’s evidence presentation to assess
if  the  evidence  of  guilt  was  strong.  After  evaluating  the  evidence  presented  by  the
prosecution, the trial court denied bail citing the strong evidence and the gravity of the
charges. The petitioners challenged this decision through a petition for certiorari at the
Court of Appeals, which was later dismissed, affirming the trial court’s decision.

Subsequently, the petitioners filed a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 at the Supreme
Court against the Court of Appeals’ decision. Concurrently, they requested a temporary
restraining order (TRO) to halt the criminal trial, which the Supreme Court granted while
considering the petition.

Amid these proceedings, with the enactment of Republic Act No. 8294, which amended P.D.
1866 and reduced the penalties for the charges against the petitioners, they moved for the
clarification or partial lifting of the TRO to enable bail hearing by the trial court, given the
change in penalties. The Supreme Court granted this motion, recognizing the right to bail
due to the lowered penalties under the amended law.

**Issues:** The core legal issue deliberated by the Supreme Court involved the entitlement
of the petitioners to bail following the legislative amendment of P.D. 1866 by RA 8294,
which lowered the penalties for the crimes they were charged with.

**Court’s Decision:** The Supreme Court granted the motion for clarification or partial
lifting of the TRO related to the bail hearing, acknowledging that under RA 8294’s new
provisions, the petitioners were entitled to bail as a matter of right before their conviction.
This decision was made in light of the recognized changes in the law, which now prescribed
lower penalties for the offenses under P.D. 1866.

**Doctrine:** The case reiterated the doctrine that the accused have the right to bail before
conviction, for offenses not punishable by death, reclusion perpetua, or life imprisonment,
under the conditions set forth by law or the appropriate rule.
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**Class Notes:**

1. **Temporary Restraining Order (TRO)**: A temporary restraining order is a court order of
limited duration that commands the parties to maintain a certain status quo until the court
can hear further evidence and decide whether to issue a preliminary injunction.

2. **Certiorari under Rule 65**: A legal remedy in the Philippine legal system where a
higher court reviews the actions of a lower court or tribunal for correction of errors of
jurisdiction or grave abuse of discretion.

3. **Presidential Decree No. 1866 vs. Republic Act No. 8294**: Demonstrates the evolution
of legal penalties and its impact on the rights of the accused, specifically the right to bail.
PD 1866 prescribed higher penalties for illegal possession of firearms, whereas RA 8294, an
amendment, lowered the penalties, affecting bail entitlement.

4. **Bail as a Matter of Right:** Before conviction, an accused is entitled to bail as a matter
of right except for offenses punishable by death, reclusion perpetua, or life imprisonment.

5.  **Legal  Impact  of  Legislative  Amendments**:  Legislative  amendments  can  have
retrospective  effects  that  may  alter  the  rights  and  obligations  of  individuals,  as
demonstrated  by  the  changed  entitlement  to  bail  following  RA  8294.

**Historical  Background:**  This  case  exemplifies  a  situation  where  legislative  changes
directly impact ongoing legal proceedings and the rights of the accused. The enactment of
RA 8294, amending P.D. 1866 to reduce the penalties for illegal possession of firearms and
explosives, fundamentally altered the legal landscape, ensuring that the accused’s right to
bail was recognized, demonstrating the dynamic interplay between legislative action and
judicial interpretation in protecting constitutional rights.


