
Republic of the Philippines
S andi ganh ay an

Quezon City
***

SEVENTH DIVISION

MINUTES of the proceedings held on 09 May 2018.

Present:

Hon. MA. THERESA DOLORES C. GOMEZ-ESTOESTA Chairperson
Hon. ZALDY V. TRESPESES Associate Justice

Hon. BAYANIH. JACINTO Associate Justice^

The following resolution was adopted:

Crim, Case No, SB-17-CRM~0923 - People vs, Celso G, Regencia

This resolves the following:

.  1. Accused Celso Regencia's "MOTION TO SUSPEND
PROCEEDINGS AND MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AD

CAUTELAM Minute Resolution dated 14 February 2018)" dated 26
February 2018;^

2. The prosecution's "COMMENT/OPPOSITION (re: Motion to
Suspend Proceedings and Motion for Reconsideration Ad Cautelam [re
Minute Resolution 14 February 2018] dated 26 February 2018)' dated 27
February 2018;^

3. Accused Celso Regencia's "MANIFESTATION AND MOTION
TO ADMIT ATTACHED SUPPLEMENTAL MOTION FOR

RECONSIDERATION" dated 9 March 2018;^ and
4. The prosecution's "MEMORANDUM" dated 11 April 2018.^

For the Court's resolution are the motions of accused Celso Regencia
(accused) seeking reconsideration of our 14 February 2018 Resolution and
the suspension of proceedings herein.

Accused's Motion to Suspend Proceedings

In his motion to suspend proceedings, accused attached a copy of the
15 February 2018 Decision^ of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP

' Per Administrative Order No. 284-2-17 dated 18 August 2017.
2 Rollo, Vol. II, pp. 238-260. ^
2 Id. at 261-272. V

Md. at 317-352. / '
Md. at 359-365.

«Id. at 246-260.
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No. 08088-Mn^ entitled ^^Celso G. Regencia versus the Honorable
Ombudsman, The Regional Director of Region X, Department of the Interior
and Local Government and Ruderic MarzoT Accused alleges that the CA
ruling held that the Ombudsman's Order dated 29 March 2017 was a nullity.
Accused further alleges that this nullified Ombudsman order was the basis
for filing the Information in the present case.

He adds that should the CA Decision be affirmed on further appeal or
attains finality without any appeal being filed, it would render the
Information herein a patent nullity, thus depriving the Sandiganbayan of
jurisdiction over the present case. For this reason, accused seeks the
suspension of proceedings in the case pending the final resolution of the
Court of Appeals' Decision dated 15 February 2018.

Accused's Motion for Reconsideration ̂4/) Cautelam

In the same pleading, accused also seeks the reconsideration of the
Sandiganbayan's Resolution dated 14 February 2018 ordering his preventive
suspension.

Accused's motion is premised on the following grounds:

1. There exists a supervening event (i.e., the Court of Appeals'
15 February 2018 Decision) that puts in issue the validity of
the present Information;

2. The question of whether accused was prosecuted under a valid
Information has not yet been finally resolved because he has
not yet waived his right to assail the validity of the
Information, notwithstanding the Court's previous denial of
his Motion to Quash; and

3. The Court's ruling - that the second and fifth distinction
between accused's case and that of Miranda v.

Sandiganbayan^ is not persuasive because accused was
admittedly notified of the decision on who should perform the
functions of mayor - is not supported by the records.^

On the first ground, accused argues that under Section 13 of Republic
Act No. 3019 (R.A. No. 3019), one of the elements for preventive
suspension of a public officer to attach is that he/she must be prosecuted
"under a valid information." In this case, the Information suffers from a

' 502 Phil 423-474 (2005). 7^'
«/?o//o,Vol II, p. 280.
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jurisdictional defect because the CA nullified the Ombudsman's Order that
was the basis for filing the said Information.^

On the second ground, accused insists that there is yet to be a final
determination of whether he was prosecuted under a valid information.
Accused claims that he has not waived his right to assail its validity
notwithstanding that his motion to quash the information had previously
been denied, because he filed the said motion before trial started.^®

As to the third ground, accused claims that at the time of his detention,
he never received any directive or order fi'om the Department of Interior and
Local Government (DILG) to desist from performing his functions and
duties as City Mayor of Iligan City. In contrast, in Miranda v.
Sandiganbayan,^^ the basis for ordering Miranda's preventive suspension
was his receipt of Orders from the Ombudsman and the DILG directing that
he desist from performing his functions and duties as mayor.

Prosecution's Comment/Opposition to Accused's Motions

In its comment, the prosecution starts with the statement that contrary
to the accused's misleading declarations, what led to the filing of the
Information in the present case is the Ombudsman's Order dated 6
December 2016 in Case No. OMB-M-C-15-0422. On the other hand, what
was declared a patent nullity by the Court of Appeals was the Ombudsman's
Order dated 29 March 2017 in OMB-M-A-15-0514, which pertained to the
administrative aspect of the case.^^

As to accused's second ground, the prosecution points out that the
Court has already passed upon this issue in its Resolution dated 14 February
2018 when it ruled that accused was arraigned under a valid Information.'"^

Regarding accused's last argument, the prosecution once again calls
accused's claim as a lie. According to the prosecution, records show that
what led the Ombudsman to reverse its Joint Resolution dated 17 May 2016
is the newly discovered evidence adduced by private complainant Marzo
that accused, in fact, received the DILG Opinion on 21 October 2015. In
support of this argument, the prosecution attached a copy of the
Ombudsman's Order'^ dated 6 December 2016 in Case No. O^ffi-M-C-15-

0422, where the Ombudsman found:

^ Rollo, Vol. II, pp. 240-242. , ,
Id. at 242-243. /
" Supra at note 7.
'2/?o//o. Vol.II,p.243-244.
>3 Id. at 262-263.

'"Id. at 263. ^'Md. at 267-271. ^ J
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Records show that, indeed, respondent received the DILG opinion on
21 October 2015, and not on 4 November 2015 as respondent led ̂ e Office
to believe. This conclusion is supported by the signature of respondent's
counsel acknowledging receipt of the DILG opinion on behalf of
respondent Assuming that respondent received the DILG opinion only on 4
November 2015, complainant was able to adduce evidence showing that
respondent continued to perform mayoral functions thereafter by issuing
Executive Orders and Memoranda, and signing checks and vouchers. Xxx

In addition, even after the writ of preliminary injunction was
subsequently riecalled on 24 June 2016 by RTC Judge Bacaraman,
respondent continued to perform his mayoral functions by issuing an
Executive Order and several Appointments and by signing a Memorandum.
(Footnotes omitted.)'^

At any rate, the prosecution adds, accused's claim of never receiving
any directive from the DILG to desist from performing his functions and
duties as city mayor is an evidentiary matter that is properly ventilated
during the trial of the case.^^

Further Proceedings

In our Order dated 2 March 2018 following the hearing of accused's
motions and manifestation, the parties were further directed to
simultaneously file their Memoranda within ten (10) days to address all the
issues raised in the hearing.

On 6 March 2018, the Court received from Gana Atienza Avisado Law
Offices their Entry of Appearance as collaborating counsel for the accused.

On 13 March 2018, the Court received accused's Manifestation,^^
dated 13 March 2018, stating that he sent by registered mail a Manifestation
and Motion to Admit Attached Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration
dated 9 March 2018 (copy of which was attached to the Manifestation) and
seeks to have the motion be set for hearing on 16 March 2018.

In accused's Manifestation and Motion to Admit attached Supplemental
Motion for Reconsideration,^® accused's counsel claims that while the draft
Memorandum had already been prepared, they feel the need to amplify
additional arguments in accused's motion for reconsideration and thus
sought the admission of the Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration.

'^/?o//o,Vol.II,p.269. / '
Id. at 264.

Id. at 273-274.

Id. at 277-278.

20 Id. at 279-282.
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In its Resolution^* dated 20 March 2018, noting that accused set his
Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration on a date when the Court is in
lloilo for its out-of-town hearings, the Court directed the prosecution to
incorporate in its Memorandum its arguments with respect to the matters
raised in accused's Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration. The Court
thereafter gave both parties a fi'esh period of ten days within which to file
their memoranda, after which the incident shall be submitted for resolution.

On 10 April 2018, the Court was furnished a copy of a letter^^ dated 4
April 2018 issued by Mr. Amel M. Agabe, Regional Director of Region X of
the DDLG addressed to Undersecretary Eduardo M. Ano Officer-in-Charge,
DILG Secretary, for the attention of Atty. Romeo P. Benitez, Director of the
Legal and Legislative Liaison Office of the DILG. The letter sought
guidance on the implementation of accused's preventive suspension
considering the pendency of the latter's motion for reconsideration before
the Sandiganbayan.

On 24 April 2018, the Court received a letter^^ fi'om Atty. Romeo P.
Benitez, DILG Director IV, seeking clarification on the legal effect of the
motion for reconsideration timely filed by accused vis-a-vis the Resolution
preventively suspending him.

On 24 April 2018, the Court issued a Resolution^"* deferring the
implementation of its 14 February 2018 Resolution pending action on
accused's Motion for Reconsideration.

Accused's Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration

In his Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration, accused claims that
the principle of preventive suspension applies only to cases involving graft
and corruption. Accused further argues that while he is being charged with
usurpation of authority herein, there was no fraud involved. Hence, the
principle of preventive suspension does not apply to the present case.

Accused claims that in Miranda v. Sandiganbayan^^ the Supreme
Court held that Mayor Miranda's usurpation of authority was committed
with fraud because he refused to leave his position despite the order of the
DILG directing him to desist from reassuming his position. In contrast,
accused alleges that he received a letter from ftie DILG Secretary

2'Id. at 316.
22 Rollo, Vol. II, pp. 356-357. ^ '
23 Id. at 369-370. ^
2Md.at398.
23 Supra at note 7. 1  ̂
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recognizing Vice Mayor Marzo as acting Mayor of Iligan City only on 4
November 2015 and that immediately thereafter, he relinquished his post.^^

Accused next argues that he could not be held liable for Usurpation of
Authority because his detention does not prevent him from performing his
functions as mayor. In support thereof, he cites a portion of the Decision of
the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 08172 dated 7 February 2018
entitled Mayor Celso G. Regencia v. Civil Service Commission purportedly
holding that his detention did not incapacitate him from performing his
official duties and functions as mayor.^^ Accused further bolsters his
position by citing Trillanes v. Pimentel, et al}^ where the Court noted that in
the Jalosjos case, accused could somehow still accomplish legislative results
despite confinement that restrained actual physical movement.^^

Accused also argues that there is no reason to preventively suspend
him. The rationale for imposing preventive suspension is to prevent accused
from using his position and the powers and prerogatives of his office to
influence potential witnesses or tamper with records, which may be vital in
the prosecution of the case against him. However, the main issue in this case
is a question of law and not a question of fact. As there is no need to present
witnesses or present evidence herein, there is no reason to preventively
suspend him.^^

Finally, accused contends that his preventive suspension has serious
national security implications. He stresses that he is Mayor of Iligan City,
Lanao del Norte, an area in Mindanao under constant threat of intrusion by
Islamic militants. He adds that another siege could happen again anj^ime
soon and, being a retired police officer, he has the experience and training on
matters of security. If he is preventively suspended, incumbent Vice Mayor
Jemar Vera Cruz might be hindered from imposing strict measures due to his
background as a monsignor of the Archdiocese of Iligan City.^^

Prosecution's Memorandum

In its Memorandum, the prosecution addresses the Supplemental
Motion for Reconsideration as follows:

Rollo, Vol. II, pp. 285-286. Accused goes on to recount that a Temporary Restraining Order and,
subsequently, a Preliminary Injunction was issued against Marzo by RTC Iligan City, Branch 4, restraining
him from continuing to occupy the position of Mayor of Iligan City. This was pursuant to a petition for
Declaratory Relief filed by accused. Accused however omits the fact that the records also show that after
due hearing, the same court dismissed the petition and recalled and cancelled the writ of preliminary
injunction it previously issued.
27 Id. at 287-289. ^
28 578 Phil. 1002-1021 (2008).
29/?o//o, Vol. II, pp. 287-289. zy .
20 Id. at 289-290. /
2'Id. at 290-292. ^
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As to the first argument, the prosecution counters that the application of
Section 13 of R.A. No. 3019 on preventive suspension is not limited only to
cases involving graft and corruption. It also applies to any offense involving
fraud upon the government, including Usurpation of Authority under Article
177 of the RPC, as held in Miranda v. Sandiganbayan?^

As to accused's second argument, the same is a matter of defense that is
properly threshed out during the trial of the case.

Regarding the third argument, the prosecution points out that accused
caimot dictate how the Court will decide the present case. Hence, accused's
argument that there is no need to preventively suspend the accused because
resolving the case at bar does not require the presentation of evidence or
witnesses is preposterous.^^

As to his last argument, the prosecution maintains that accused's claim
of national security implications is based on surmises and conjectures,
considering that the Marawi situation has been quelled.^"^

Our Ruling

A. On the Motion to Suspend Proceedings

We deny accused's motion to suspend proceedings for lack of merit.

We note that this motion is premised on the claim that the
Ombudsman's Order dated 29 March 2017 (which was nullified by the
Court of Appeals in its Decision dated 15 February 2018 in CA-G.R. SP No.
08088-MIN) was what led to the filing of the present Information.

Contrary to the accused's trite assertion, we emphasize that the origin
of the present Information is the Ombudsman's Resolution dated 6
December 2016 in OMB-M-C-15-0422 for usurpation of official functions.
Accused has not shown that this particular resolution, which ordered the
filing of the present Information, has been nullified by any court.

Me^while, the Court of Appeals' 15 February 2018 Decision in CA-.
G.R. SP No. 08088-MIN reversed only the Ombudsman's Order dated 29
March 2017, which found accused guilty of grave misconduct. As reiterated
in our 14 February 2018 Resolution:

7'Supra at note 7.
" Roilo, Vol. II, p, 362.
34 Id.

/
i
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Accused tests the patience of this Court in repeatedly basing his
motions and arguments on the evidently false claim that the 29 March 2017
0MB Resolution is the origin of the present case. In our Resolution dated
19 September 2017 resolving accused's Omnibus Motion (for a bill of
particulars and suspend proceedings due to a prejudicial question), which
we quoted anew in our Resolution dated 16 November 2017 resolving
accused's Motion to Quash, we have maintained that:

On 17 May 2016, the Office of the Ombudsman (0MB)
issued a Joint Resolution dismissing both the criminal (0MB-
M-C-15-0422 for usurpation of official functions) and
administrative (OMB-M-A-15-0514 for grave misconduct)
complaints against accused.

However, on 6 December 2016. 0MB issued an Order
reversing the criminal aspect of its Joint Resolution. It found
probable cause to ch^ge accused with usurpation of official
functions. Consequentlv. an Information against the accused was
filed with this Court on 21 April 2017.

Thereafter, in an Order dated 29 March 2017. 0MB also
reversed the administrative aspect of its Joint Resolution, and

found accused guiltv of grave misconduct with the penalty of
dismissal from service and perpetual disqualification from
government service. (Footnotes omitted.)

Accused questioned the OMB's 29 March 2017 Order, particularlv on
the administrative case for grave misconduct (OMB-M-A-15-0514T bv

filing a Special Civil Action for Certiorari before the CA docketed as CA-

G.R. SPNo. 08088-MIN.

XXX

Hence, the resolution in CA-G.R. No. 08088-MIN xxx pertains only
to the OMB's ruling on the administrative case for grave misconduct
(OMB-M-A-15-0514). It does not affect the 0MB ruling in OMB-M-C-15-
0422 for usurpation of official functions, which was the basis for the filing
of the present Information.^^ (Underscoring supplied.)

Accordingly, there is neither factual nor legal basis to grant accused's
motion to suspend the present proceedings.

B. On the Motion for Reconsideration

We likewise deny the motion for reconsideration for lack of merit.

1. This Court reiterates that the origin of
the present Information is the
Ombudsman's Resolution dated 6

3S Rollo, Vol. II, pp. 229-230.

/  ̂
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December 2016 in OMB-M-C-15-0422,

Hence, the Court of Appeals' Resolution
reversing the Ombudsman's Order dated
29 March 2017 in OMB-M-A-15-0514

does not affect the validity of the present
Information,

We find untenable the claim of accused that the order of preventive
suspension should be reconsidered because allegedly, the Court of Appeals'
15 February 2018 Decision in CA-G.R. SP No. 08088-MIN puts in issue the
validity of the present information.

As discussed in the immediately preceding section, it is the
Ombudsman's Order dated 6 December 2016 in OMB-M-C-15-0422 for

usurpation of official functions which directed^^ the filing of the present
Information.

Hence, the Court of Appeals' Resolution reversing the Ombudsman's
Order dated 29 March 2017 in OMB-M-A-15-0514 does not affect the

validity of the present Information.

2, The issue of the validity of the present
Information has already been passed
upon by the Court in its Resolution
denying accused's Motion to Quash,

We likewise find no merit in accused's argument that the validity of the
present Information has not yet been finally resolved because accused has
not waived his right to assail the validity of the Information, notwithstanding
the Court's denial of his Motion to Quash.

Under Rule 15, Section 8 of the Rules of Court, otherwise known as the
Omnibus Motion Rule, "(a) motion attacking a pleading or proceeding shall
include all objections then available, and all objections not so included shall
be deemed waived."

The dispositive portion of the Order dated 6 December 2016 in OMB-M-C-15-0422 (Rollo, Vol. I, p, 15)
read:

WHEREFORE, the Motion for Reconsideration of complainant is GRANTED.
Accordingly, this Office's Resolution dated 17 May 2016 is set aside, there being probable
cause against Mayor Celso G. Regencia of Iligan City for Usurpation of Authority or
Official Functions. Let the corresponding Information be filed before the appropriate court.

so ORDERED.

/

/
T
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More particularly, under Rule 117, Section 8 of the Rules of Court,^^
the general rule is that accused's failure to assert any ground of a motion to
quash before he pleads to the complaint or information (either due to non-
filing of a motion to quash or failure to allege the ground in the motion to
quash filed) shall be deemed a waiver of the said objections.

Meanwhile, accused has previously filed a Motion to Quash^^ the
Information dated 19 October 2017. This was already denied by the Court in
its 16 November 2017 Resolution.^^ Moreover, as reflected in our Order
dated 22 November 2017,"^® accused was arraigned on even date, and
pleaded not guilty to the crime charged.

Clearly, as it now stands, the validity of the present Information has
been upheld. Whether there is any possibility that it will ever be found
invalid after accused has already been arraigned and after his Motion to
Quash has already been passed upon would be conjectural at best.

3. The records show that accused has been

apprised of the DILG directive on who
should perform the functions of mayor.

We ailso reject accused's assertion that his admission that he was
notified of the decision on who should perform the functions of mayor is not
supported by the records.

In the assailed Resolution, we held:

Neither do the accused's second and fifth distinction persuade us.
What is important to consider is whether accused was notified of the
decision on who should perform the functions of mayor, and he admittedly
was. Whether or not he was additionally instructed by authorities to desist
from performing the functions of mayor would be a mere superfluity,
considering that the law never contemplates a situation in which there are
two persons legitimately performing the functions of the position at any one
time."^^

(

Contrary to accused's misleading allegation, the records in fact show
that he was served a letter from the DILG recognizing Marzo as the city's
acting mayor. The points of contention between the parties was the date
when accused was served with a copy of the DILG directive and his actions

Section 9. Failure to move to quash or to allege any ground therefor. — The failure of the accused to
assert any ground of a motion to quash before he pleads to the complaint or information, either because he
did not file a motion to quash or failed to allege the same in said motion, shall be deemed a waiver of any
objections based on the grounds provided for in paragraphs (a), (b), (g), and (i) of section 3 of this Rule.
38i?o//o,Vol.II,pp.32-40.
39 Id. at 48-55.

Id. at 91-92.

Id. at 228.

/•

/



Minute Resolution

People vs. Ceiso G. Regencia
SB-17-CRM-0923

Page 11 of 14

X  X

thereafter. At any rate, the Ombudsman's Order"^^ dated 6 December 2016 in
OMB-M-C-15-0422 (which ordered the filing of the present Information)
held:

Records show that indeed, respondent received the DILG opinion on
21 October 2015. and not on 4 November 2015. as respondent led the Office
to believe. This conclusion is supported by the signature of respondent's
counsel acknowledging receipt of the DILG opinion on behalf of
respondent. Assuming that respondent received the DILG opinion only on 4
November 2015. complainant was able to adduce evidence showing that

respondent continued to perform mavoral functions thereafter bv issuing
Executive Orders and Memoranda, and signing checks and vouchers.

Respondent's belief that he had the legal right to the office did not give him
authority to contravene the directives of the DILG. It must be stressed that
the DILG has the power of general supervision over all Local Government
Units, and has the legal mandate to ensure that they act within the scope of
their prescribed powers and functions. (Footnotes omitted.)"^^ (Underscoring
supplied.)

As discussed by the Ombudsman above, even assuming the truth of
accused's claim that he received the DILG directive only on 4 November
2015 (despite evidence that the directive was received on his behalf at a
much earlier date), there was still evidence adduced below that accused had
continued to perform mayoral functions thereafter.

Hence, accused's brazen claim that this Court's ruling was not
supported by the records cannot be countenanced.

4. Preventive stispension applies not only to
cases involving graft and corruption. It
also applies to any offense involving
fraud upon the government.

Accused's contention that the charge against him for violation of
Article 177 of the RFC does not fall under the cases where preventive
suspension apply has already been passed upon by the Court in its 14
February 2018 Resolution, when it quoted Miranda v. Sandiganbayan^"^ as
follows:

It is obvious to the eyes that the phrase "fraud upon government"
means "any instance or act of trickery or deceit against the government." It
cannot be read restrictively so as to be equivalent to malversation of funds
as this is covered by the preceding phrase "any offense involving ... public
funds or property." It ought to follow that "fraud upon government" was

^^Rollo, Vol. I, p. 11-15.
Id. at 13. w '

Supra at note 7.

/
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committed when the petitioner allegedly assumed the duties and performed
acts pertaining to the Office of the Mayor under pretense of official position.

While accused continues his attempt to draw minute distinctions
between his case and that of Miranda to convince the Court of its

inapplicability to his case, our 14 February 2018 Resolution has also
sufficiently addressed these supposed distinctions.

5. Accused's argument that he could not he
held liable for Usurpation of Authority
because his detention does not prevent
him from performing his functions as
mayor is an issue best threshed out
during a full-blown trial.

Accused also claims that he could not be held liable for Usurpation of
Authority because his detention does not prevent him from performing his
functions as mayor, citing Trillanes v. Pimentel, et al.^^

We agree with the prosecution that the said issue is a matter of defense
that is properly threshed out during the trial of the case.

In People v. Maceda,^^ the Supreme Court held:

Let it be stressed that all prisoners whether under preventive
detention or serving final sentence cannot practice their profession nor
engage in any business or occupation, or hold office, elective or
appointive, while in detention. This is a necessary consequence of arrest
and detention.

On the other hand, in Trillanes v. Pimentel,^^ the Supreme Court
observed that "(t)l^®se inherent limitations, however, must be taken into
account only to the extent that confinement restrains the power of
locomotion or actual physical movement. It bears noting that in Jalosjos,
which was decided en banc one month after Maceda, the Court recognized
that the accused could somehow accomplish legislative results."

to

Notably, however, Trillanes and Jalosjos both pertained to legislators,
while accused occupies an executive position.

Thus, the issue is contentious and requires a full-blown trial to resolve.

Supra at note 28.
380 Phil. 1-6(2000).
578 Phil. 1002-1021(2008)

/
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6. As there are factual issues to be resolved
in the present case, it is necessary to
present witnesses and evidence herein.
Thus, the rationale for preventively
suspending accused is present.

We are not persuaded by accused's contention that there is no reason to
preventively suspend him because there is no need to present witnesses or
present evidence in the present case, where the main issue is allegedly a
question of law, and not a question of fact.

As discussed in a preceding section, the date when accused was
apprised of the DILG's directive on who should perform the duties and
fimctions of Iligan City Mayor is contentious and necessary in fully
resolving the case. So are the existence and dates of documents showing
accused's exercise of the powers of the position.

Clearly, there are salient questions of fact, which necessitate the
presentation of witnesses and evidence in order to be resolved. Accordingly,
the rationale for preventive suspension exists in this case.

7. Accused's contention that his preventive
suspension has serious national security
iniplications is speculative,

Finally, we find speculative the contention of accused that his
preventive suspension has serious national security implications.

We note that in support of his claim, accused attached two news
clippings to his Supplemental Motion for Reconsideration - one reporting an
interview with a separatist leader and the other, with a professor — claiming
^that there might be another siege in Mindanao and that Iligan City might be
one of the targets.

Unfortunately, accused's evidence is not sufficient to support his
position, which rests not only on the assumption that there is an imminent
terrorist attack on Iligan City. In addition, accused's theory also presumes
that this possible attack will happen during his preventive suspension, and
that the incumbent Vice Mayor of the City will be incompetent to assume
the position when faced with the potential attack.

Accordingly, accused's argument that his preventive suspension has
serious national security implications fails to persuade the Court to
reconsider its order to preventively suspend him.

%

y.
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WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, accused's motions to
suspend the proceedings and for reconsideration of our Resolution dated 14
February 2018 are DENIED for lack of merit.

Let a copy of this Resolution be furnished the Office of the Secretary of
the Department of Interior and Local Government for the immediate
implementation of our 14 February 2018 Resolution suspending accused
Celso G. Regencia from his position as Mayor of Iligan City, and from any
other public office which he may now or hereafter be holding for a period of
ninety (90) days from receipt of this Resolution. The said office is directed
to inform this Court of its action thereon within five (5) days from receipt
hereof.

Let the initial presentation of the evidence for the prosecution proceed
on 18 and 19 Jime 2018 both at 8:30 in the morning at the Fourth Division
Courtroom, as previously scheduled.

SO ORDERED.

Approved:

GOMEZ-ESTOESTA, J., Chairperson

TRESPESES,J.

JACINTO,J.


