
G.R. No. 132662. May 10, 2001 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Enrique Hindoy and Bella B. Negrosa

### Facts:
The case originated from the arrest of Enrique Hindoy and Bella B. Negrosa on March 18,
1994, in Mandaluyong, Metro Manila, Philippines. They were charged under Criminal Case
No. 2674-D for possession of 12.04 kilograms of marijuana and under Criminal Case No.
2675-D for the sale of 1.01 kilogram of marijuana, both violating Sections 4 and 8, Article II
of Republic Act No. 6425, as amended by Section 13 of Republic Act No. 7659.

The arrests  followed a buy-bust  operation organized by police officers  of  the Criminal
Investigation Division of the Mandaluyong Police after receiving a tip from an informant
about a pending illegal drug transaction at the residence of the accused. The operation led
to the seizure of marijuana and the arrest of Hindoy and Negrosa, who were unrepresented
by counsel during post-operation investigation. They denied the accusations, claiming they
were asleep when the alleged crimes occurred.  The prosecution’s  case hinged on the
testimony of police officers and the forensic analysis of the seized substances confirming the
presence of marijuana.

Their conviction by the Regional Trial Court of Pasig City led to an appeal filed with the
Court of Appeals, which was dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. Subsequently, the case was
brought  before the Supreme Court  following procedural  confusion and appeals  by  the
accused for reconsideration.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the  search and arrest  without  warrant  fell  under  the  categories  of  lawful
warrantless searches and arrests.
2.  The admissibility  of  the marijuana seized during the operation in  light  of  potential
violations of constitutional rights against unreasonable search and seizure.
3. The credibility and weight of the testimonies of the police officers involved in the buy-bust
operation.
4.  The  defense’s  argument  of  denial  and  alibi,  and  their  effectiveness  against  the
prosecution’s evidence.

### Court’s Decision:
– The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s decision, holding that the search and arrest
without a warrant were lawful as they were incident to a lawful arrest during a buy-bust
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operation.
–  The  seized  marijuana  was  determined  admissible  as  evidence.  The  Court  found the
testimony of the police officers credible, consistent, and uncontroverted, establishing the
guilt of the accused beyond reasonable doubt.
– The Court dismissed the defense’s claims of denial and alibi, emphasizing the positive
identification  of  the  accused  as  the  sellers  of  the  marijuana,  and  the  presumption  of
regularity in the performance of official duties by the police officers.

### Doctrine:
–  The  decision  reiterates  the  doctrine  that  searches  incidental  to  lawful  arrests  are
exceptions to the rule against warrantless searches and seizures.
– It also highlights the principle that the testimonies of law enforcement officers, when
credible and consistent, are given full faith and credit, especially in the absence of any
evidence of ill motive on their part.

### Class Notes:
–  In cases involving illegal  drugs,  the identity of  the buyer and seller,  the object  and
consideration of  the sale,  and the delivery and payment for  the substance are critical
elements for prosecution.
– Warrantless arrests and searches incident to such arrests are permissible under Philippine
law if conducted in the presence of the arresting officers where the person to be arrested
has committed, is actually committing, or is attempting to commit an offense.
– Denial and alibi are weak defenses against a charge of illegal sale and possession of
dangerous  drugs,  especially  when  the  prosecution  has  established  the  accused’s  guilt
beyond reasonable doubt.
– The legality of the seizure of drugs and their admissibility as evidence in prosecuting drug-
related offenses is upheld when the arrest is lawful, even without a warrant.

### Historical Background:
This  case illustrates  the stringent  approach of  the Philippine judiciary  in  dealing with
violations of the Dangerous Drugs Act. It reflects the legal framework’s emphasis on the
legitimacy of buy-bust operations as an effective means of apprehending drug offenders and
the principle of presumption of regularity in the performance of official duties by the police
officers, provided their actions are within bounds of the law and established procedures.


