G.R. No. 171222. February 18, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: People of the Philippines vs. PMMA Authorities (BAYABOS et al.)
### Facts:

This case involves the liability of school authorities under the Anti-Hazing Law (Republic Act
No. 8049) following the death of Fernando C. Balidoy, Jr., a probationary midshipman at the
Philippine Merchant Marine Academy (PMMA). Balidoy died during the mandatory
“Indoctrination and Orientation Period” set from May 2 to June 1, 2001, on May 3, 2001.
The National Bureau of Investigation (NBI) conducted an investigation, which led to the
filing of criminal charges against several midshipmen as principals and certain PMMA
authorities as accomplices to hazing.

The Assistant Provincial Prosecutor of Zambales found probable cause to charge the
midshipmen and endorsed to the Deputy Ombudsman for the Military to charge the PMMA
authorities as accomplices. The criminal case against the midshipmen was filed with the
Regional Trial Court of Iba, Zambales, but was later dismissed, with an order of dismissal
being entered into the Book of Entries of Judgment.

The PMMA authorities subsequently filed a Motion to Quash the Information, arguing that it
lacked essential elements of the offense and that with the dismissal of the case against the
principal accused, there were no principals to be accomplices to. The Sandiganbayan
quashed the Information, reasoning that the dismissal of the charge against the principal
perpetrators carried with it the indictment against the accomplices. Additionally, it found
the Information to be insufficient for not alleging that the acts committed were not part of
approved “testing and training procedures.”

### Issues:

1. Whether the prosecution of PMMA authorities for the crime of accomplice to hazing can
proceed despite the dismissal of the case against the principal accused.

2. Whether the Information filed against the PMMA authorities contains all the material
averments for the prosecution of the crime of accomplice to hazing under the Anti-Hazing
Law.

##4# Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court affirmed the quashal of the Information against the PMMA authorities
but for different reasons than those stated by the Sandiganbayan. The Court held that the

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 171222. February 18, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

Information lacked the essential element that the acts committed were used as a
prerequisite for admission or entry into the organization. It emphasized that mere reference
to the term “hazing” is insufficient without stating that its purpose was for admission or
entry into the PMMA. The Court also pointed out that the prosecution could not cure this
defect by arguments presented only during the Petition before the Supreme Court.

Furthermore, the Supreme Court rejected the arguments that PMMA should not be
considered an organization within the context of the Anti-Hazing Law and clarified that the
law’s exemption pertaining to the AFP and PNP does not apply to PMMA. It concluded that
the dismissal of the case against the principals did not automatically necessitate the
dismissal of the case against the accomplices.

### Doctrine:

An Information must contain all the essential elements of the offense it purports to charge,
including statements of acts or omissions constituting the offense in clear and concise
language. In the context of the Anti-Hazing Law, this includes the requirement that the acts
committed were used as a prerequisite for admission or entry into an organization. The
prosecution of accomplices can proceed independently of the prosecution or outcome of the
case against the principal accused, provided the commission of the crime can be duly
proven.

##4# Class Notes:

1. **Anti-Hazing Law (Republic Act No. 8049)**: Criminalizes acts of hazing employed as a
prerequisite for admission into an organization, including educational institutions like the
PMMA.

2. **Essential Elements of Hazing**: (a) Subjecting a person to embarrassing, humiliating
situations, physical or psychological suffering or injury; and (b) Such acts are used as a
prerequisite for admission or entry into an organization.

3. ¥*Accomplices**: Individuals who, without direct participation, consent to, or fail to
prevent acts of hazing despite having actual knowledge thereof, can be prosecuted as
accomplices.

4. **Information Sufficiency**: The requirement for an information to contain all the
material facts constituting the offense, including the act’s purpose (e.g., as a prerequisite
for admission or entry into an organization).

### Historical Background:
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The context of this case reflects the legal and societal concerns regarding hazing practices,
particularly within educational and military training institutions in the Philippines. The Anti-
Hazing Law was enacted to address these concerns by holding individuals and authorities
accountable for permitting such practices. This case further clarifies the responsibilities of
educational institutions and their authorities under the Anti-Hazing Law.
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