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Title: The Minor Francisco Juan Larrañaga vs. Court of Appeals and People of the
Philippines

Facts:
– Francisco Juan Larrañaga, charged with two counts of kidnapping and serious illegal
detention  (Criminal  Case  Nos.  CBU-45303  and  45304),  detains  at  Bagong  Buhay
Rehabilitation  Center.
– On October 1, 1997, Larrañaga, represented by his mother, filed a petition for certiorari,
prohibition, and mandamus, with preliminary injunction writs, alleging denial of preliminary
investigation rights.
– He submitted a supplemental petition for habeas corpus or bail on October 6, 1997.
–  The  Solicitor  General,  on  October  20,  1997,  recommended  a  regular  preliminary
investigation and Larrañaga’s release pending investigation.
– Supreme Court issued an October 27, 1997 resolution ordering a preliminary investigation
and immediate release of Larrañaga, nullifying the inquest investigation and related orders.
– October 30, 1997, Larrañaga moved for release in RTC Cebu; Judge Ocampo deferred
pending  court  resolution  reception  and  finality,  citing  Larrañaga’s  October  14,  1997
arraignment and claimed waiver of the right to preliminary investigation.
– November 3, 1997, Larrañaga petitioned the Supreme Court to enforce release; Judge
Ocampo filed a complaint against Larrañaga’s counsels for misleading the Court.
– November 17, 1997, prosecution filed for reconsideration, arguing lawful arrest due to a
continuing offense, proper inquest, and waiver through arraignment.
– Larrañaga requested transfer of preliminary investigation venue to Manila, citing media
influence in Cebu.

Issues:
1. Entitlement to a regular preliminary investigation.
2. Legality of detention pending preliminary investigation.
3. Appropriateness of transferring the preliminary investigation venue and authority.

Court’s Decision:
1. **Entitlement to Preliminary Investigation**:
–  The  Supreme  Court  affirmed  Larrañaga’s  right  to  a  preliminary  investigation.  The
prosecution’s argument that Section 7 of Rule 112 applies because of lawful warrantless
arrest under Rule 113 was rejected. The arrest attempt by PNP personnel failed as it lacked
both a warrant and the usual physical restraint criteria, thus nullifying the conditions for an
inquest investigation.
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– Claims of waiver due to non-appearance in the afternoon of September 17, 1997, before
the City Prosecutor were dismissed since Larrañaga actively sought a regular preliminary
investigation previously. The refusal indicated no unequivocal waiver but consistency in
demanding procedural due process.
– The preceding arraignment on October 14, 1997, does not negate the right to preliminary
investigation, especially given the prior efforts reflecting no waiver of rights.

2. **Detention Pending Preliminary Investigation**:
–  The  decision  to  not  release  Larrañaga was  based on  established jurisprudence  that
subsequent  valid  warrants  and  information  filings  cure  initial  procedural  irregularities
benefitting due court jurisdiction. Despite the absence of a preliminary investigation, the
valid arrest warrant ensured legal grounds for continued detention.
– Cited precedent (Sanchez v. Demetriou) clarified that valid subsequent judicial actions
authorizing detention rectify earlier procedural lapses.

3. **Venue and Authority Transfer Request**:
– Petition for venue change and alteration of investigating authority to the Department of
Justice  was  denied  on  jurisdictional  grounds.  Preliminary  investigations  fall  under
Executive,  not  Judicial,  domain.
– Even if jurisdictional issues were moot, lacking substantial proof of bias influenced by
publicity made claims for venue transfer unpersuasive per standards requiring concrete
allegations of prejudiced judicial conduct.

Doctrine:
– A person’s right to preliminary investigation forms part of procedural due process and
cannot be waived lightly or implicitly.
– Arrests must meet criteria of actual physical restraint or clear submission to custody to
justify inquest procedures without preliminary investigation.
–  Subsequent  valid  court  orders  or  warrants  remedy  irregularities  in  initial  detention
procedures, maintaining legality.
– Claims for venue transfer based on prejudicial publicity require tangible, provable biases
against judiciary impartiality.

Class Notes:
– **Preliminary Investigation**: Ensures due process; not lightly waived.
– **Warrantless Arrest**: Requires physical restraint or clear custody submission (Sec. 5,
Rule 113).
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–  **Information  Filing**:  Curative  effect  on  procedural  irregularities  (Sanchez  v.
Demetriou).
– **Bias in Judicial Processes**: Actual prejudice standard (Martelino v. Alejandro).

Historical Background:
The  case  exemplifies  the  critical  role  of  enforcing  procedural  due  process  rights,
particularly in high-stakes criminal cases. It emphasizes procedural intricacies governing
preliminary investigations in the Philippine judicial system and echoes the broader narrative
of maintaining legal robustness amidst public and media pressures. The Larrañaga case
reaffirms constitutional safeguards against arbitrary custody while accommodating legal
corrective measures ensuring due process.


