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### Title: Malacat y Mandar vs. Court of Appeals and People of the Philippines

### Facts:
On August  27,  1990,  petitioner Sammy Malacat  y  Mandar was apprehended by police
officers in Quiapo, Manila, without a warrant due to his suspicious behavior amidst reports
of bomb threats. Upon search, a grenade was discovered tucked in his waistline, leading to
his arrest and subsequent charge for illegal possession of explosives under P.D. No. 1866.
Throughout the judicial proceedings—from his arraignment to the trial—Malacat denied
possession  of  the  grenade,  alleging  police  brutality  and  planting  of  evidence.  Despite
inconsistencies in police testimonies, notably on the grenade’s chain of custody, the trial
court convicted Malacat, basing its decision on the legality of the warrantless arrest and
search framed as a “stop and frisk” situation. Malacat appealed the conviction to the Court
of Appeals, which affirmed the trial court’s decision, stating that he was indeed attempting
to commit an offense due to the presence of the grenade. Malacat then elevated the case to
the  Supreme  Court,  arguing  against  the  validity  of  his  warrantless  arrest  and  the
subsequent search.

### Issues:
1. Whether the warrantless arrest of petitioner Sammy Malacat y Mandar was valid.
2. Whether the warrantless search yielding the grenade was lawful.
3.  Whether  evidence obtained (the grenade)  from the unlawful  search and arrest  was
admissible in court.
4. The appropriate jurisdiction for the appeal considering the sentence meted out.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court set aside the decision of the Court of Appeals for lack of jurisdiction, as
the penalty involved reclusion perpetua, which falls under the Supreme Court’s appellate
jurisdiction. The Court further ruled the warrantless arrest and search of Malacat invalid for
lack of probable cause and personal knowledge of the committing of a crime, thus violating
his constitutional rights. The grenade, being the fruit of an illegal search, was deemed
inadmissible as evidence. Consequently, due to reasonable doubt, Malacat was acquitted of
the charge.

### Doctrine:
1. A lawful arrest without a warrant must be based on probable cause and that the person to
be arrested has committed, is actually committing, or is attempting to commit an offense in
the presence of the arresting officer (Rule 113, Section 5 of the Rules of Court).
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2. Evidence obtained through an unlawful search and seizure is inadmissible as it violates
the constitutional right against unreasonable searches and seizures (Article III, Section 2
and 3(2) of the Philippine Constitution).
3. The principle of “fruit of the poisonous tree” wherein any evidence derived from the
illegal conduct is also deemed tainted and inadmissible.

### Class Notes:
– **Warrantless Arrest and Search**: Valid under specific exceptions which must be strictly
construed to prevent abuse (e.g., In flagrante delicto, hot pursuit, stop and frisk under
limited conditions).
– **Evidence Admissibility**: Derives from the legality of the method through which it was
obtained; illegally acquired evidence is inadmissible (fruit of the poisonous tree doctrine).
–  **Jurisdiction  for  Appeals  in  Criminal  Cases**:  Determined  by  the  penalty  imposed;
reclusion perpetua or higher warrants direct appeal to the Supreme Court (Section 9(3) of
B.P. Blg. 129).
– **Right to Counsel during Custodial Investigation**: Essential for the admissibility of any
confession or admission; any waiver must be in writing and made in the presence of counsel
(Article III, Section 12(1) of the Philippine Constitution).

### Historical Background:
This  case  captures  the  tension  between  state  security  operations  and  individual  civil
liberties in the Philippines,  especially  concerning responses to public  safety threats.  It
underscores  the  judiciary’s  role  in  delineating  the  boundary  between  legitimate  law
enforcement activities and the upholding of constitutional rights, particularly in situations of
warrantless arrests and searches.


