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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Yolly Teodosio

**Facts:**  This  case  revolves  around  Yolly  Teodosio,  who  was  charged  with  selling
methamphetamine hydrochloride (shabu), a regulated drug, violating Section 15, Article III
of RA 6425, as amended. The charge stemmed from a buy-bust operation executed by police
officers after four days of surveillance on Teodosio’s house in Pasay City. The operation
resulted in Teodosio’s arrest and the seizure of shabu and marked money treated with
ultraviolet powder, linking him directly to the sale.

The arraignment saw Teodosio pleading not guilty. The prosecution’s case was built on the
testimonies of police officers and forensic chemists who confirmed the substance sold by
Teodosio as shabu and his handling of the marked money. Contrarily, Teodosio’s defense
narrated unlawful entry and search by the police in his home, absence of found drugs, and a
frame-up accusation against him, asserting no drugs were sold or present in his house.

The Regional Trial  Court (RTC) found Teodosio guilty,  resulting in a life imprisonment
sentence initially. However, due to the enactment of RA 7659 which amended RA 6425,
penalizing the quantity of drugs found, the case was transferred from the Supreme Court to
the Court of Appeals as the quantity involved did not warrant a penalty exceeding reclusion
perpetua. The Court of Appeals affirmed the conviction but modified the penalty based on
the quantity of shabu involved, setting it at ten to twenty years imprisonment.

**Issues:**
1. The legality of the buy-bust operation and the warrantless arrest and search.
2. The admissibility of evidence from the operation.
3.  The  violation  of  Teodosio’s  constitutional  rights,  including  the  right  against  self-
incrimination.
4. The claim of bias from the trial judge against those charged with drug offenses.
5. The sufficiency of the prosecution’s evidence to warrant conviction beyond reasonable
doubt.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court analyzed each issue, affirming the conviction of Teodosio. The Court
held that  the buy-bust  operation was conducted lawfully,  with competent  and credible
witnesses corroborating the transaction. It ruled the warrantless arrest as valid due to the
crime being committed in flagrante delicto and upheld the seizure of evidence as part of a
lawful warrantless arrest. The Court dismissed the argument of violation of constitutional
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rights, concluding Teodosio’s claims were unfounded, lacked evidence, or were illogically
presented. Additionally, the Court rejected the assertion of judicial bias, emphasizing the
absence of any challenge to the trial judge’s impartiality during trial or appeal. Ultimately,
the  Court  found  the  prosecution’s  evidence  sufficient  to  support  conviction  beyond  a
reasonable doubt.

**Doctrine:**
1.  The  validity  of  a  buy-bust  operation  as  a  legitimate  form  of  entrapment  and  its
consequent lawful warrantless arrest and search.
2. The presumption of regularity in the performance of official duties by law enforcement
officers in the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary.
3. The admissibility of evidence obtained from a lawful warrantless operation.
4. The interpretation and application of the constitutional right against self-incrimination,
particularly stating that it does not prohibit the use of body evidence where it may be
material.
5. Clarification on the applicability of the Indeterminate Sentence Law and amendments
under RA 7659 regarding penalties for drug-related offenses, focusing on the quantity of the
drugs involved.

**Class Notes:**
– The essential elements of illegal drug sale must be established beyond a reasonable doubt:
(a) identity of the buyer and the seller, (b) the transaction or sale, and (c) the presentation
of the prohibited drug as evidence.
– A law enforcement operation does not require a warrant if it is a buy-bust operation
addressing a crime in flagrante delicto.
– Claims of frame-up and police misconduct require substantive evidence to overturn the
presumption of regularity in law enforcement activities.
– The applicability of penalties under the Dangerous Drugs Act is contingent on the quantity
of drugs involved, guided by RA 7659.

**Historical Background:** This case highlights the judicial processes and challenges in
addressing drug-related crimes in  the Philippines,  particularly  focusing on the balance
between  effective  law  enforcement  and  the  protection  of  constitutional  rights.  It
underscores the evolving legal framework, with amendments to the Dangerous Drugs Act
reflecting legislative intent to differentiate penalties based on the quantity of illegal drugs
involved, aiming for a more tailored and equitable approach to punishment.


