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### Title:
**Lavides vs. The Court of Appeals et al.: An Examination of Multiple Charges for Child
Abuse Under R.A. 7610**

### Facts:
The case revolves around Manolet O. Lavides, who was arrested without a warrant on April
3, 1997, following an entrapment operation due to allegations of child abuse under R.A. No.
7610. The operation was conducted after the parents of 16-year-old Lorelie San Miguel
reported to the police that Lavides had arranged a meeting with their daughter at a hotel in
Quezon City. Upon his arrest, further investigations led to the filing of more informations
based on the accusations of Lorelie San Miguel and three other minors,  each alleging
instances of sexual intercourse for which they received payment, thus framing a scenario of
exploitation.

Lavides contested these charges through several back-and-forth legal maneuvers including
a motion for judicial determination of probable cause, an omnibus motion challenging his
warrantless arrest, and applications for bail which all led through procedural sequences up
to the Supreme Court after traversing the Regional Trial Court and the Court of Appeals.
His legal journey raised substantial questions on the conditions of his bail and the multiple
charges filed against him based on supposedly connected or singular incidents of abuse.

### Issues:
1. Whether the conditions imposed by the trial court for Lavides’ bail, particularly requiring
arraignment as a prerequisite, were valid.
2. Whether the arraignment of Lavides was valid despite the alleged invalid condition tied to
his bail.
3. If the denial of Lavides’ motion to quash the informations against him can be contested
through a petition for certiorari.
4.  Whether Lavides could be charged under several  informations corresponding to the
number of alleged acts of child abuse committed against each minor.

### Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court concurred with Lavides on the invalidity of conditioning bail approval
upon his arraignment, stating this undermines the accused’s constitutional rights without
necessarily serving justice efficiency or the complainants’ interests.
2. Despite the invalid condition attached to Lavides’ bail, the Court upheld the validity of his
arraignment, arguing the arraignment is an essential procedural step independent of bail
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conditions.
3. The Court recognized that generally the denial of a motion to quash should be addressed
in trial, not via certiorari, but noted exceptions exist, especially in cases posing broad legal
questions that might affect the trial’s fundamental fairness or the procedural rights of the
accused.
4. On the matter of multiple charges, the Court clarified each act of sexual abuse under R.A.
7610 constitutes a separate offense, rebutting Lavides’ argument for singular or reduced
charges based on an “unbroken chain of events.”

### Doctrine:
The principal doctrine established in this case is that under R.A. 7610, each act of sexual
intercourse or lascivious conduct with a child,  exploited in prostitution or subjected to
sexual abuse, constitutes a separate and distinct offense. Therefore, multiple charges for
such acts are both valid and necessary to appropriately address each incident’s legality and
impact on the victims.

### Class Notes:
– **Essential Elements of Child Abuse Under R.A. 7610**: An act qualifies as child abuse
under this law if it involves (1) sexual intercourse or lascivious conduct, (2) with a child
exploited in prostitution or subjected to other sexual abuse, and (3) the victim is under 18
years of age or is incapacitated to fend for themselves.
– **Conditions of Bail**: The conditions set for an accused’s bail must not undermine their
procedural or constitutional rights, such as the right to file a motion to quash or the right to
bail before arraignment.
– **Trials in Absentia**: An accused can be tried in absentia only after they have been
arraigned, and their subsequent absence is unjustifiable despite proper notice.

### Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  legislative  intent  behind  R.A.  7610  to  provide  stronger
mechanisms against child abuse. It illustrates the judiciary’s role in intricately balancing the
accused’s rights against the mechanisms designed to protect children from exploitation,
highlighting the complexities  involved in  cases  of  multiple  instances of  abuse and the
corresponding need for a nuanced legal approach in prosecuting such offenses.


