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Title: **Tanchanco v. The Honorable Sandiganbayan: The Validity and Scope of Immunity
Agreements in Recovering Ill-Gotten Wealth**

### Facts:
Jesus Tanchanco served as the National Food Authority (NFA) Administrator from 1972 to
1986 under President Ferdinand Marcos. His co-petitioner, Romeo Lacson, was the Deputy
Administrator. On May 6, 1988, Tanchanco entered into a Cooperation Agreement with the
Presidential  Commission on Good Government (PCGG) to assist  in recovering ill-gotten
wealth,  in  exchange  for  immunity  from criminal  prosecution.  Despite  this  agreement,
several  criminal  charges,  including  malversation  and  failure  to  render  accounts,  were
subsequently filed against Tanchanco and Lacson.

Tanchanco contended that  his  cooperation with the government,  particularly  in a case
against Imelda Marcos in New York, merited the dismissal of charges as promised by the
agreement. The Sandiganbayan, however, differentiated between acts committed for the
Marcos  government  and  those  revealed  in  cooperation  with  the  PCGG.  It  denied
Tanchanco’s  motion  to  quash,  stating  the  crimes  charged  were  not  covered  by  the
agreement, as they were unrelated to the recovery of ill-gotten wealth.

### Issues:
1.  Whether the grant  of  immunity  under the Cooperation Agreement encompasses the
charges filed against Tanchanco.
2. The legal validity and scope of the immunity agreement between Tanchanco and the
PCGG under executive orders.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court  ruled in favor of  Tanchanco,  emphasizing the broad and clear-cut
immunity granted that covered acts committed during Tanchanco’s service in and for the
Marcos  government  and  any  actions  revealed  through  his  cooperation.  The  Court
determined that the PCGG had both the authority and scope under Executive Order No. 14-
A to grant such comprehensive immunity. The Sandiganbayan was found to have gravely
abused its  discretion by refusing to  dismiss  the charges,  which resulted from a gross
misunderstanding of  the  immunity’s  extent.  However,  a  different  ruling  was  made for
Lacson since the immunity agreement explicitly covered only Tanchanco and thus did not
grant Lacson any form of immunity.

### Doctrine:
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1. **Scope of Immunity** – The PCGG is authorized to grant wide-ranging immunity from
criminal  prosecution  under  Executive  Order  No.  14-A,  covering  not  only  the  specific
offenses arising from the direct  cooperation or testimony of  the grantee but also acts
committed during service in and for the government, provided they are in relation to the
recovery of ill-gotten wealth.
2. **Judicial Review of PCGG Decisions** – The reasons or motives behind the PCGG’s
decision to grant broad immunity are beyond the scope of judicial review, focusing instead
on procedural regularity and statutory authority.
3. **Validity of Immunity Agreements** – Ambiguities in immunity agreements must be
resolved against the State, favoring the accused, provided the agreement was within the
PCGG’s statutory authority.

### Class Notes:

–  **Immunity  from  Prosecution**:  An  exemption  granted  to  individuals  from  criminal
charges under specific conditions, often in exchange for cooperation or information critical
to government investigations.
– **Executive Order No. 14-A**: Empowers the PCGG with the authority to grant immunity
from criminal  prosecution  to  individuals  who contribute  vital  information  or  testimony
related to the recovery of ill-gotten wealth.
–  **Presidential  Commission  on  Good Government  (PCGG)**:  A  commission  created  to
recover ill-gotten wealth amassed by Marcos, his family, and associates, vested with powers,
including the granting of immunity from prosecution.
– **Legal Scope of Agreements**: Any agreement granting immunity must be within the
legal authority of the issuing body and is enforceable according to its clearly stated terms.
Ambiguities are interpreted in favor of the defendant.
–  **Procedural  Regularity**:  The legality  of  actions,  such as the grant  of  immunity,  is
evaluated based on their adherence to legal procedure and statutory authority, rather than
the motives or reasons behind them.

### Historical Background:
The case highlights the aftermath of the Marcos regime in the Philippines, reflecting efforts
to  recover  ill-gotten  wealth  and  the  complexities  involved  in  granting  immunity  to
individuals  who participated in  or  were  complicit  with  the  fraudulent  activities  of  the
regime. It underscores the legal framework established by the Philippine government to
address such issues, particularly through the establishment of the PCGG and the issuance of
executive orders to facilitate the recovery process and ensure justice.


