G.R. No. 230718. September 16, 2020 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**People of the Philippines vs. Crisanto Haya y Delos Santos: A Reversal of Drug Conviction
due to Procedural Non-Compliance**

### Facts:

Crisanto Haya y Delos Santos, the accused-appellant, was convicted for Illegal Sale and
Possession of Dangerous Drugs under Sections 5 and 11, Article II of Republic Act No. 9165,
also known as the Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Act of 2002. This conviction stemmed
from operations conducted in 2010, prior to the amendment of RA 9165. The case reached
the Supreme Court after Haya sought reconsideration of the Court’s Resolution dated
August 1, 2018, which affirmed an earlier decision of the Court of Appeals (CA) upholding
his conviction.

The accused-appellant argued that his guilt was not proved beyond reasonable doubt,
chiefly due to procedural mishaps in the handling of the seized drugs. Specifically, he noted
the absence of mandatory witnesses during the inventory—a representative from the
Department of Justice (DOJ) and an elected public official—arguing it compromised the
integrity of the seized items and, by extension, his conviction.

### [ssues:

1. Whether the prosecution failed to prove the accused-appellant’s guilt beyond reasonable
doubt due to non-compliance with the prescribed procedures in handling the seized drugs.
2. Whether the absence of mandatory witnesses during the inventory and the initially
delayed marking of the seized items signify a breach of legal procedures warranting
acquittal.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court set aside its initial resolution, acknowledging procedural lapses in the
handling of the seized items which compromised their integrity and evidentiary value. The
Court highlighted non-compliance with the original provision of Section 21 of RA 9165,
emphasizing the necessity of immediate marking and the presence of predetermined
witnesses during the inventory. It underscored the procedural errors, particularly the
absence of a DOJ representative and an elected public official during the inventory, which
were neither acknowledged nor justified by the prosecution. This failure, according to the
Court, did not guarantee the integrity of the evidence against the accused, thereby raising
reasonable doubt in his guilt.
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The Court elucidated on the prosecution’s burden to prove any deviation from procedures
was warranted and to show earnest effort had been made to comply with legal
requirements. In this case, the prosecution’s failure to do so led the Court to acquit Haya
due to reasonable doubt surrounding the integrity of the seized items.

### Doctrine:

The Philippine Supreme Court reinforced the doctrine regarding strict adherence to the
procedural requirements under RA 9165 regarding the handling of seized dangerous drugs.
The doctrine emphasizes that the integrity and credibility of seized dangerous drugs as
corpus delicti significantly depend on the immediate marking and the presence of specific
witnesses during inventory and photographing. Any non-compliance without satisfactory
justification necessarily compromises the evidentiary value of the seized items, potentially
leading to the acquittal of the accused.

### Class Notes:

- **Procedural Requirements under RA 9165**: Immediate marking, inventory, and
photographing of seized drugs in the presence of the accused or representative, an elected
public official, a DOJ representative, and a media representative are crucial to maintain the
integrity of the evidence.

- **Burden of Proof**: The prosecution must not only prove guilt beyond reasonable doubt
but also ensure and demonstrate adherence to statutory procedural requirements,
explaining any deviations.

- **Justifiable Reasons for Deviation**: If unable to comply with procedural requirements,
prosecutors must present valid justifications for such failures, proving that efforts were
made to adhere to legal standards.

- *Impact of Procedural Non-Compliance**: Non-compliance, if unjustified, can lead to
questioning the integrity of the seized evidence and possible acquittal, as demonstrated in
this case.

### Historical Background:

This case exemplifies the judiciary’s stance on ensuring the legitimacy of drug-related
arrests and the handling of evidence in the Philippines. It underscores the Court’s
commitment to uphold legal standards and procedural integrity, especially in cases
involving narcotic substances, reflecting broader efforts to protect the rights of the accused
while also addressing the country’s issues with illegal drugs.
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