
G.R. No. 84656. January 04, 1994 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

Title: People of the Philippines v. Cesar Lucero

Facts: On August 3, 1986, Sgt. Ruben Bazar of the Narcotics Command (NARCOM) received
information that Cesar Lucero was trafficking marijuana in Valenzuela, Metro Manila. A
buy-bust operation was organized. During the operation, the informant bought marijuana
from Lucero, and upon giving a signal, Lucero was arrested by the raiding team. Laboratory
examination confirmed the substance was marijuana. Lucero was charged with violating
Section 4, Article II, of RA 6425, as amended.

Lucero’s version of events was that he was arrested without warrant while cooking in his
house by armed men including Bazar and Reyno. He claimed he was forced to admit selling
marijuana and was detained for four days. Lucero also accused the officers of harboring a
grudge against him from a previous case.

The case was brought before the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Valenzuela, Metro Manila,
Branch 172, where Lucero was found guilty and appealed to the Supreme Court, claiming
procedural and evidentiary irregularities.

Issues:
1. Whether the testimonies of prosecution eyewitnesses are credible and sufficient to prove
the guilt of the accused beyond reasonable doubt.
2.  Whether  the  absence  of  the  informant-poseur-buyer’s  testimony  is  fatal  to  the
prosecution’s case.
3. Whether the appellant’s constitutional rights were violated due to the delay in bringing
him to the fiscal.
4. Whether the defense of alibi and frame-up raises reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the
accused.

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court found the testimonies of the NARCOM officers credible and that the
actual exchange of the marked money and delivery of marijuana was personally witnessed
by them.
2. The Court held that the testimony of the informant-poseur-buyer could be dispensed with
as the NARCOM officers’ eyewitness testimonies sufficed to prove the illegal transaction.
3. The Supreme Court dismissed Lucero’s argument regarding his delayed presentation to
the fiscal since he did not point out how this delay had prejudiced his rights or the integrity
of the evidence against him.



G.R. No. 84656. January 04, 1994 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

4. The Court ruled that the defenses of alibi and frame-up were not credible. Regarding
Lucero’s claim that the arresting officers had a grudge against him, the Court considered
that it was not substantiated sufficiently to cast doubt on the prosecution’s case.

Doctrine:  In  drug-related  cases,  the  presence  of  the  informant-poseur-buyer  is  not
indispensable  when  the  apprehending  officers  have  adequately  witnessed  the  illegal
transaction. The Supreme Court has ruled that what is material is the presentation of the
prohibited drug and the clear identification of the accused as the offender.

Class Notes:
–  Prohibited  drug-related  buy-bust  operations:  Court  considered  the  credibility  of
eyewitness  officers  over  an  alibi  defense.
– Section 4, Article II of RA 6425: Outlines offenses related to illegal drug dealings.
– Constitutional rights upon arrest: Accused must be brought “before any judge” without
unnecessary delay (Section 2, Rule 113 of the Rules of Court).
–  Alibi  and frame-up:  Weak defenses compared to positive identification and require a
higher level of proof.
– Eyewitness testimony: Can be deemed sufficient to prove illegal drug transactions in the
absence of testimony from informants.
– Requirements for appellate briefs: Call for strict adherence to Rule 46, Section 17 of the
Rules of Court.

Historical Background: The illicit trafficking and use of drugs became a significant issue in
the Philippines, leading to stringent laws such as RA 6425, known as the Dangerous Drugs
Act of 1972. This case reflects the tough stance of the Philippine judiciary against narcotics
and underscores the use of buy-bust operations as a primary tool in drug law enforcement.
During the 1980s, the Philippines was grappling with various challenges, including political
unrest and a burgeoning drug problem – a context that adds gravity to the Supreme Court’s
affirmation of strict penalties for drug offenses.


