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**Title:** Maca-Angcos Alawiya y Abdul, Isagani Abdul y Siacor, and Sarah Langco y Angli
vs. Court of Appeals et al.

**Facts:** This case revolves around an incident that occurred on 11 September 2001, when
petitioners Maca-Angcos Alawiya y Abdul, Isagani Abdul y Siacor, and Sarah Langco y Angli
claimed they were kidnapped by a group of police officers for ransom while driving along
United Nations Avenue, Manila. The accused officers were purportedly demanding PHP
10,000,000 and two vehicles, a demand later negotiated down to PHP 700,000 in addition to
the  vehicles,  for  the  petitioners’  release.  Following  the  petitioners’  allegation  and
subsequent investigation by both the Western Police District and the Philippine National
Police-National  Capital  Regional  Police  Office  Regional  Intelligence  and  Investigation
Division (PNP-NCR-RID),  an Information for Kidnapping for Ransom was filed by State
Prosecutor Emmanuel Y. Velasco in the Regional Trial Court of Manila against the accused
police officers.

Their  prosecution  journey  encountered  numerous  procedural  movements,  including  a
petition for review by the accused aimed at the Secretary of Justice’s office, which resulted
in the initial indictment’s reversal—deeming the incident a “bungled buy-bust operation”
rather than a kidnapping. The petitioners challenged this dismissal through a petition for
certiorari  with  the  Court  of  Appeals,  which was  subsequently  denied,  maintaining the
Secretary of Justice’s decision.

**Issues:** The Supreme Court was presented with several legal quandaries to resolve:
1. The necessity of the Ombudsman’s prior approval for prosecuting the accused officers.
2.  Whether  the  Secretary  of  Justice’s  reversal  of  the  kidnapping  for  ransom charges
constituted an “executive acquittal.”
3. The appropriateness of accused policemen seeking relief from the trial court despite their
non-arrest status.
4. The determination of probable cause against the accused for the crime of kidnapping for
ransom.

**Court’s Decision:**
– The Supreme Court clarified that the Ombudsman’s prior approval was not required for
the investigation and prosecution of the case against the accused policemen, aligning with
the concurrent jurisdiction principle established in previous case law.
– It held that the Secretary of Justice’s authority to review and possibly reverse the findings
of subordinates does not equate to an “executive acquittal,” but rather is an exercise of the
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Secretary’s supervisory powers.
– On the motion to quash raised by the accused, the Court found no requirement that an
accused must be under custody before seeking such relief. It distinguished the case from
previously cited jurisprudence and confirmed that custody was not a prerequisite for the
adjudication of the motion based on the ground raised.
– Lastly, the Court remanded the case for the trial court to independently determine the
presence of probable cause for kidnapping for ransom, emphasizing the trial court’s duty
and  authority  to  assess  probable  cause  independently  of  the  Secretary  of  Justice’s
recommendations.

**Doctrine:** The Supreme Court reiterated the concurrent jurisdiction of the Ombudsman
and the Department of Justice over offenses committed by public officers, as well as the
Secretary of Justice’s supervisory power over state prosecutors that includes the authority
to review, affirm, nullify, reverse, or modify their rulings.

**Class Notes:**
– *Concurrent Jurisdiction:* The power of the Ombudsman to investigate offenses involving
public officers is concurrent with other government agencies, such as provincial and city
prosecutors.
– *Secretary of Justice’s Authority:* Highlighted the Secretary of Justice’s power to review
the findings of subordinate prosecutors, even after charges have been filed in court.
–  *Principle  of  Independent  Judicial  Review:*  Trial  courts  must  independently  assess
probable cause for proceeding with a criminal trial, irrespective of the Secretary of Justice’s
position.
– *Motion to Quash:* An accused is not required to be under custody to file a motion to
quash based on the claim that the officer who filed the information had no authority to do
so.

**Historical  Background:**  This  case  provides  insight  into  the  complexities  of  legal
procedures  in  the  Philippines,  particularly  in  cases  involving  public  officials  and  the
intricate balance between prosecutorial discretion and judicial independence. It highlights
the  procedural  and  jurisdictional  nuances  critical  for  prosecuting  crimes  allegedly
committed  by  police  officers,  within  the  broader  context  of  ensuring  justice  and
accountability in the law enforcement system.


