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**Title:** *People of the Philippines v. Ng Yik Bun et al.*

**Facts:**

This case arose from an operation conducted on August 24, 2000, involving the accused-
appellants Ng Yik Bun, Kwok Wai Cheng, Chang Chaun Shi, Chua Shilou Hwan, Kan Shun
Min, and Raymond S. Tan. They were indicted for transporting, delivering, and possessing
Methamphetamine Hydrochloride (shabu) without legal authority in Barangay Bignay II,
Sariaya, Quezon, Philippines. Based on information received about an ongoing shipment of
contraband, a team led by Captain Danilo Ibon and coordinated with the Philippine National
Police was deployed to Villa Vicenta Resort. Upon arrival, they observed from a distance the
accused loading bags into a van, which they later confirmed contained shabu.

Following their arrest and the seizure of the narcotics, the accused were charged with
violating Section 16, Article III of Republic Act No. 6425 (the Dangerous Drugs Act of 1972),
as amended. Throughout the court proceedings, the accused maintained their innocence,
providing individual  defenses that were later dismissed by authorities,  leading to their
conviction by the Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC) of  Quezon City.  The RTC’s  decision was
subsequently upheld by the Court of Appeals (CA), which led to the final appeal to the
Supreme Court of the Philippines.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the warrantless arrest and subsequent search, leading to the seizure of shabu,
were valid.
2. The legality of the trial conduct and the admissibility of evidence, notably the absence of
accused-appellant Hwan and his counsel during key proceedings.
3. The applicability of penalties under Republic Act No. 9165, despite the crime being
committed under Republic Act No. 6425.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Philippine Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeals, holding that
the warrantless arrest of the accused-appellants was valid, as it fell under the exception of
in  flagrante  delicto  arrest  outlined in  Rule  113,  Section 5(a)  of  the  Revised Rules  on
Criminal Procedure. The court deemed that the police officers had probable cause based on
their surveillance and the observations made at the scene of the crime. The court also
addressed the procedural concerns raised by the accused-appellant Hwan and found no
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merit,  concluding that any potential rights to be present during trial proceedings were
waived. The Court agreed with the lower courts’ decisions that the accused-appellants were
engaged in illegal drug activities, thus validating the charges and convictions under RA
6425, dismissing the claim of retrospective application of RA 9165.

**Doctrine:**

The case reaffirmed the principle that warrantless arrests are permissible under Philippine
law when a person is caught in the act of committing an offense (in flagrante delicto). It also
underscored the credibility courts place on the regular performance of official duties by law
enforcement officers in the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary.

**Class Notes:**

– **Warrantless Arrest:** Valid when the arrest is made during the actual commission of a
crime, the person to be arrested has just committed the crime, or the person to be arrested
is an escaped prisoner.
– **Possession of Illegal Drugs:** The elements for conviction include: (1) actual possession
or control of the prohibited drug; (2) knowledge that what is possessed is a prohibited drug;
(3) absence of any legal authority to possess the drug.
– **Weight and Penalties:** The quantity of the prohibited drug plays a significant role in
determining the penalty, with particular thresholds leading to higher penalties.
– **Doctrine of Presumed Regularity in Performance of Official Functions:** In the absence
of proof to the contrary, law enforcement actions are presumed to have been conducted in
the regular performance of duty.

**Historical Background:**

The  context  of  the  case  highlights  the  Philippines’  stringent  laws  against  the  illegal
possession, sale, and distribution of dangerous drugs, reflecting the continuing efforts of the
Philippine government to combat illegal drug trafficking and abuse. The case underscores
the procedural and substantive legal frameworks that govern how drug-related offenses are
prosecuted and adjudicated in the Philippines, symbolizing a critical aspect of the country’s
justice system’s stance against narcotics.


