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Title: **People of the Philippines vs. Donald Vasquez y Sandigan**

**Facts:**
1.  **Incident Initiation:** On April  1,  1998, a confidential  informant reported to Police
Inspector Jean Fajardo about Donald Vasquez’s alleged illegal drug activities. Fajardo was
instructed by her commanding officer to conduct a buy-bust operation.
2. **First Meeting:** A meeting between Fajardo (poseur-buyer) and Vasquez was arranged
for April 1, 1998, at Cindy’s Restaurant, where Vasquez claimed to be an NBI employee and
agreed to sell 250 grams of shabu for P250,000.00.
3. **Second Meeting:** On April 2, 1998, Fajardo showed Vasquez the buy-bust money
comprised of  genuine bills  and play money.  They agreed to finalize the transaction at
Vasquez’s apartment at 1:30-2:00 a.m. on April 3, 1998.
4. **Buy-Bust Operation:** On April 3, 1998, at Vasquez’s apartment, Fajardo completed the
transaction and gave the pre-arranged signal. Vasquez and his companion Reynaldo Siscar
were  arrested  after  attempting  to  flee,  and  247.98  grams  of  methamphetamine
hydrochloride  (“shabu”)  were  recovered.
5. **Seizure of Additional Drugs:** During a body search, 12 additional plastic sachets of
shabu weighing 4.03 grams were seized from Vasquez.
6.  **Laboratory  Confirmation:**  The  seized  substances  were  tested  in  the  PNP Crime
Laboratory and confirmed as methamphetamine hydrochloride.

**Procedural Posture:**
1.  Vasquez  was  charged  with  illegal  sale  (Criminal  Case  No.  98-164174)  and  illegal
possession (Criminal Case No. 98-164175) of regulated drugs.
2. **Trial Court:** The Regional Trial Court (RTC) convicted Vasquez of both charges on
August 6, 2009, based on the testimonies of the officers and the evidence submitted.
3. **Court of Appeals:** The decision was appealed, and the Court of Appeals affirmed the
RTC’s decision on May 31,  2011,  with a modification regarding the penalty for illegal
possession.
4. **Supreme Court Appeal:** Vasquez further appealed to the Supreme Court, questioning
the  legality  of  the  arrest/search  and  asserting  his  NBI  employment  authorized  his
possession of drugs.

**Issues:**
1. **Validity of Arrest/Search:** Whether Vasquez’s arrest and the subsequent search were
legal without a warrant.
2. **Substantive Evidence:** Whether the prosecution sufficiently proved the elements of
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the crimes of illegal sale and possession of shabu.
3. **Authority to Possess Drugs:** Whether Vasquez’s position at the NBI authorized him to
possess the drugs found.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Arrest/Search Legitimacy:** The Supreme Court ruled the arrest valid under the “in
flagrante delicto” doctrine since Vasquez was caught selling drugs, a circumstance allowing
warrantless arrest. As such, the warrantless search and seizure were lawful.
2. **Elements of Illegal Sale:** The prosecution proved the identity of the seller (Vasquez),
the object (shabu), and the transaction (delivery of drugs and payment). The testimonies of
the  arresting  officers  regarding  the  buy-bust  operation  were  consistent,  detailed,  and
credible.
3. **Elements of Illegal Possession:** The prosecution established that Vasquez knowingly
possessed additional shabu without authorization, evidenced by the body search conducted
post-arrest.
4. **Claim of Authorized Possession:** Vasquez’s defense of authorized possession due to
his employment was dismissed. The documentation presented was unconvincing without
supporting testimony from NBI officials. The evidence of Vasquez’s guilt was overwhelming
and unrefuted.

**Doctrine:**
The doctrine established/affirmed in this case is that objections to the legality of an arrest
must  be  made before  arraignment.  Additionally,  arrests  made during  a  valid  buy-bust
operation fall within legal warrantless arrests under the “in flagrante delicto” rule. The
presumption  of  the  regularity  of  official  duty  applies  unless  convincingly  rebutted  by
evidence of ill motive or irregularities.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Illegal Sale of Drugs (RA 6425, Sec 15):**
– **Elements:** (a) Identity of involved parties, (b) Existence of the transaction.
–  **Punishment:**  Reclusion  perpetua  to  death,  fines  ranging  from  P500,000  to
P10,000,000.

2. **Illegal Possession of Drugs (RA 6425, Sec 16):**
– **Elements:** (a) Identity of drug, (b) Unauthorized possession, (c) Voluntary possession.
– **Punishment:** Reclusion perpetua, fines ranging from P500,000 to P10,000,000 (if drugs
exceed 200 grams).
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3. **Legal Arrest Without Warrant (Revised Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 113, Sec 5):**
– **Conditions:** (a) Arrest in presence during crime, (b) Hot pursuit, (c) Escapees.
– **Search Incidental to Arrest:** Validates seizure of evidence without a warrant.

**Historical Background:**
The Dangerous Drugs Act (RA 6425) focused on combating drug operations due to rising
concerns of drug abuse in the Philippines. The case reaffirms strong enforcement actions
taken to curtail drug trafficking and emphasizes procedural and substantive standards in
criminal  prosecutions  involving prohibited drugs.  The legal  principles  from this  period
remain significant in guiding current practices and legal interpretations in drug-related
offenses.


