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### Title: People of the Philippines vs. Hon. Edmar P. Castillo, Sr., et al.

### Facts:
This case involves a legal challenge to the quashing of Search Warrant No. 45 issued by the
Municipal Trial Court (MTC) of Gattaran, Cagayan. The search warrant, issued on January
13,  2012,  targeted  Jeofrey  Jil  Rabino  y  Taloza  (“private  respondent”)  for  a  suspected
violation of the Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Act (R.A. 9165). The enforcement of the
warrant  led  to  the  discovery  of  methamphetamine  hydrochloride  (shabu)  in  Rabino’s
possession. Consequently, criminal charges were filed against him in the Regional Trial
Court (RTC) of Branch 6 in Aparri, Cagayan.

Before  arraignment,  Rabino  filed  a  Motion  to  Quash  the  Search  Warrant  and  for
Suppression of Illegally Acquired Evidence, arguing, among other things, that the issuing
court (MTC Gattaran) lacked territorial jurisdiction and that no probable cause justified the
warrant’s issuance. The RTC, presided by respondent Judge Castillo, granted the motion,
quashing the search warrant and dismissing the criminal case against Rabino, based on the
reasoning  that  MTC Gattaran  lacked  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  search  warrant  since  it
involved an offense with penalties beyond its jurisdictional limit.

The prosecution’s motion for reconsideration was denied, leading to the filing of a Petition
for Certiorari under Rule 65 with the Supreme Court by the People of the Philippines,
challenging the RTC’s resolution.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Municipal Trial Court of Gattaran, Cagayan, had the authority to issue a
search warrant for a crime committed outside its territorial jurisdiction but within the same
judicial region.
2. Whether the direct filing of a Petition for Certiorari with the Supreme Court violated the
doctrine of hierarchy of courts.
3.  Whether the petition should have been filed by the Solicitor General instead of the
Assistant Provincial Prosecutor.
4. Whether the RTC’s quashing of the search warrant constituted grave abuse of discretion.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the petitioner, concluding that the MTC of Gattaran,
Cagayan, indeed had the authority to issue the search warrant for offenses committed
within the same judicial region, provided the application stated compelling reasons. The
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Court  found that  the  respondent  judge gravely  abused his  discretion by  quashing the
warrant based on jurisdictional grounds unrelated to the constitutionally and procedurally
established reasons  for  quashing  such warrants.  The  Court  also  addressed  procedural
concerns,  allowing  the  petition’s  direct  filing  and  recognizing  the  Assistant  Provincial
Prosecutor’s standing to file the petition under circumstances that prevent miscarriage of
justice and serve the ends of substantial justice.

### Doctrine:
The case reiterates the principle that a municipal trial court can issue a search warrant
involving an offense outside its territorial jurisdiction but within the same judicial region if
compelling reasons are provided. It also highlights the Supreme Court’s discretion to take
cognizance  of  petitions  directly  filed  before  it,  especially  in  instances  requiring  the
application of rules it promulgated.

### Class Notes:
– **Search Warrants:** For a search warrant to be valid, it must comply with constitutional
and procedural requirements, focusing on probable cause and specific description of places
to be searched and items to be seized.
– **Certiorari under Rule 65:** This remedy is applicable when there is no appeal or any
sufficient remedy in the ordinary course of law, aiming to correct actions made with grave
abuse of discretion amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction.
– **Hierarchy of Courts Doctrine:** This doctrine, while generally demanding respect, may
be  bypassed  for  compelling  reasons  or  when  addressing  issues  of  significant  legal
importance directly affecting the exercise of the Supreme Court’s rule-making power.

### Historical Background:
This  case underscores the dynamic nature of  jurisdictional  questions in the context  of
evolving legal procedures and the Philippine judiciary’s efforts to adapt its rules to ensure
justice is served efficiently and effectively. It reflects the Court’s careful balance between
procedural technicalities and the broader goal of substantive justice.


