G.R. No. 95902. February 04, 1992 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: **People of the Philippines vs. Don Rodrigueza**

### Facts:

The case concerns Don Rodrigueza, who was charged with violating the Dangerous Drugs
Act of 1972 in Legaspi City, alongside co-accused Samuel Segovia and Antonio Lonceras for
allegedly possessing and selling 100 grams of marijuana. Following arraignment, where all
defendants pleaded not guilty, the trial concluded with Rodrigueza’s conviction, despite the
acquittal of Segovia and Lonceras. The case’s appeal to the Supreme Court stems from
procedural anomalies and the handling of evidence, leading to the Solicitor General’s
unusual recommendation for Rodrigueza’s acquittal.

### Procedural Posture:

On July 10, 1987, Rodrigueza, Segovia, and Lonceras were charged. After trial, only
Rodrigueza was found guilty by the Regional Trial Court of Legaspi City, prompting an
appeal to the Supreme Court. The appeal highlighted issues surrounding the admissibility of
evidence, particularly Rodrigueza’s sworn statement obtained without counsel and the
physical evidence from a warrantless arrest and seizure.

### Issues:

1. The admissibility of Rodrigueza’s sworn statement obtained without counsel during the
investigation.

2. The proper identification and handling of the marijuana allegedly sold in a buy-bust
operation.

3. The credibility of the prosecution’s evidence against Rodrigueza.

4. The procedural correctness of the buy-bust operation and subsequent actions by law
enforcement.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court found in favor of Rodrigueza, focusing on the procedural errors and
inconsistencies in the prosecution’s case:

1. *Sworn Statement Admissibility**: Rodrigueza’s statement was deemed inadmissible due
to the absence of counsel during its execution, violating constitutional rights.

2. **Evidence Identification and Handling**: The court identified discrepancies in the
evidence’s handling and presentation, undermining its credibility.

3. **Credibility of Prosecution’s Evidence**: Credibility was questioned due to
inconsistencies and discrepancies in testimony and evidence handling.

4. **Procedural Correctness**: The Supreme Court criticized the conduct of the buy-bust
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operation and the warrantless arrest and search, significantly impacting the case’s integrity.

### Doctrine:

The decision emphasizes the constitutional rights of individuals during custodial
investigation, particularly the right to counsel, and reiterates the principle that evidence
obtained in violation of such rights is inadmissible. It also highlights the importance of
procedural correctness in law enforcement operations, especially in drug-related cases.

### Class Notes:

- **Right to Counsel**: A fundamental right that must be observed during custodial
investigations. Any waiver of this right must be made in writing and in the presence of
counsel.

- **Buy-Bust Operations**: Must adhere to procedural standards, including the immediate
arrest of suspects in drug transactions.

- **Admissibility of Evidence**: Evidence obtained through constitutional violations,
including warrantless arrests and searches, is inadmissible.

- **Doctrine of Corpus Delicti**: The body of the crime must be established with certainty.
In drug cases, the narcotics in question must be properly identified and presented as
evidence.

### Historical Background:

This case reflects ongoing challenges in the enforcement of drug laws in the Philippines,
particularly issues related to human rights and procedural safeguards. It demonstrates the
judiciary’s role in upholding constitutional rights against procedural missteps by law
enforcement, reaffirming essential legal principles in criminal justice and drug law
enforcement.
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