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SINGH, J.:

Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court,[1] dated July 4, 2024,
filed by petitioner Herwin Estrada Alea (Alea), seeking to reverse the April 12, 2024 Decision[2] of the Court of
Appeas (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 180500. The CA dismissed the Petition for Certiorari (with the Application for
a Writ of Preliminary Injunction and Urgent Prayer for Issuance of Temporary Restraining Order) filed by Alea,
which sought to nullify and set aside the Resolutions, dated March 27, 2023,[3] and June 27, 2023,[4] of Branch
295, Regional Trial Court of Parafiague City (RTC) in Crimina Case Nos. 2023-0226 and 2023-0227, which
denied the motion of Aleato plead to alesser offense.

The Facts
Alea was apprehended during a buy-bust operation. He was charged in two separate Informations for violation of
Articlell, Sections 5 and 11 of Republic Act No. 9165, the accusatory portions of the two Informations read:

Criminal Case No. 2023-0226

For Illegal Sale of Dangerous Drugs

That on or about the [February 5,] 2023, in the City of Parafiaque, Philippines and within the jurisdiction of
this Honorable Court, the above-named accused, not being lawfully authorized by law, did then and there
willingly, unlawfully and feloniously sell one [] heat-sealed transparent plastic sachet containing white
crystalline substance with marking and net weight ‘A(EGE(SUBJECT OF SALE) 5:00 p.m. 02-05-2013 San
Juan De Coastal Brgy. San Dionisio, Parafiaque City with signature 0.35 grams to poseur buyer PCPL
EUCLYPE EDUARTE for and in consideration of P[HP] 500.00, which contents when tested were found
positive for the presence of Methamphetamine Hydrochloride, a dangerous drug.

CONTRARY TO LAW.[5]

Criminal Case No. 2023-0227

For Illegal Possession of Dangerous Drugs

That on or about the [February 5,] 2023, in the City of Parafiaque, Philippines and within the jurisdiction of
this Honorable Court, the above-named accused, not being authorized by law to possess, did then and there
willingly, unlawfully and feloniously have in his possession and under his control and custody three []
heat-sealed transparent plastic sachets each containing white crystalline substance with the markings and net
weights B(EGE-1 5:00 p.m. 02-05-2023 San Juan De Coastal Brgy. San Dionisio, Parafiaque City with
signature)- 0.87 grams; C(EGE-2 5:00 p.m. 02-05--2023 San Juan De Coastal Brgy. San Dionisio, Parafiaque
City with signature)- 0.91 grams and D(EGE-3 5:00 p.m. 02-05-2023 San Juan De Coastal Brgy. San Dionisio,
Parafiaque City with signature) — 0.45 grams or atotal of 2.23 grams which contents, when tested, were found
positive for the presence of Methamphetamine Hydrochloride, a dangerous drug.

CONTRARY TO LAW.[6]
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Before the trial, Alea manifested his willingness to enter into a plea-bargaining agreement. Accordingly, on
March 20, 2023, Alea, through the Public Attorney's Office (PAO), filed a Motion to Enter Into Plea Bargaining
Agreement, with a prayer that he be allowed to withdraw his prior plea of "not guilty” and instead enter a plea to
the lesser offense of Article Il, Section 12 of Republic Act No. 9165 for both charges, pursuant to Administrative
Matter No. 18-03-16-SC (A.M. No. 18-03-16-SC).[7]

The Ruling of the RTC
The RTC, in a Resolution, dated March 27, 2023, denied Alea's motion to plead guilty to a lesser offense, the
dispositive portion of which reads:

Considering that court's discretion to act on plea bargaining proposals is independent from the requirement of
mutual agreement of the parties, and after assiduously considering the records of the above-entitled cases, as
well as the qualification/criminal propensity/character of the accused (being charged under [Article |1, Sections
5 and 11], of Republic Act No. 9165), this Court, pursuant to the mandate of OCA Circular No. 102-2023-AA
(Guidelines on Plea-Bargaining in Drugs Cases), DENIES the accused's motion to enter into plea bargaining
agreement.

SO ORDERED.[8] (Emphasis in the original)

Citing OCA Circular No. 102-2023-AA, the RTC held that regardless of the mutual agreement of the parties, the
acceptance of the offer to plead guilty to a lesser offense is not demandable by the accused as a matter of right,
but is a matter addressed entirely to the sound discretion of the court. It further highlighted that the court shall not
alow plea bargaining since the accused "has been charged many times' under Article I, Sections 5 and 11 of
Republic Act No. 9165.[9]

Aggrieved, Aleafiled a Motion for Reconsideration arguing that the RTC's interpretation of the phrase "has been
charged many times" is misplaced as the phrase should refer to past incidents, not applicable to the present case
where the two charges arose from the same incident.[10] Further, Alea cited the Letter of Referral from the
Southern Police District-Parafaque City Police Station to the Office of the City Prosecutor-Parafiague City, the
Joint Affidavit of Arrest, the Affidavit of Arrest by the Poseur-Buyer, the Spot Report, and the Booking and
Arrest Report, to state the relevant circumstances surrounding Alea's arrest:

@

[H]erein cases of Violations of Sections 5 and 11, [Republic Act No.] 9165 arose from one [] incident that
transpired at about 5:00 p.m. of February 5, 2023;

(b)

NO OTHER CASES arising from acts antecedent or subsequent to the Violations of Sections 5 and 11,
[Republic Act No.] 9165 were filed against herein accused, and an inquiry with the RTC-OCC, Paraiaque City
yielded negative results for any other case falling under herein accused's name;

(©

NO RESISTANCE came from the accused at any time during the entire operation, and is NEITHER "WATCH
LISTED" nor "TARGET LISTED";

(d)

The buy-bust operation conducted is NOT A "SIGNIFICANT OPERATION,” and the
methamphetamine-positive urine samples were from "Joseph Tripolca y Sumaylo" and "Harry Mariano y
Copada;”
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()

Accused was gainfully employed as a construction worker with monthly income of P[HP] 16,500.00; [and]

(f)

The quantities of the dangerous drugs involved in the cases for Violation of Section 5, [Republic Act No.]
9165 and Violation of Section 11, [Republic Act No.] 9165 are considered diminutive, as discussed in the
Letter of Justice Peralta, and are within the permissible amounts of dangerous drugs that may be subject to plea
bargaining under A.M. No. 18-03-16-SC.[11] (Citations omitted)

Subsequently, the People of the Philippines, through the public prosecutor, submitted a Manifestation identifying
individuals with previous charges and Alea was not included among those listed.[12]

On June 27, 2023, the RTC denied Alea's Motion for Reconsideration, reiterating that being charged for two
offenses, taking into consideration the nature of the charges and amount of drugs seized from him, defined the
character and criminal propensity of Alea[13]

Undeterred, Alea filed before the CA a Petition for Certiorari (With Urgent Prayer for Temporary Restraining
Order and/or Writ of Preliminary Injunction) aleging that the RTC acted with grave abuse of discretion
amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction in denying the motion to enter into a plea bargaining agreement despite
the fact that Alea possesses al the qualifications and none of the disqualifications under OCA Circular No.
102-2023-AA [14] The Office of the Solicitor General filed its Comment, dated November 24, 2023, asserting
that the RTC correctly exercised its discretion in denying Alea's motion.[15]

The Ruling of the CA
In the assailed Decision, the CA dismissed the Petition for Certiorari. The dispositive portion of the Decision
reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant Petition for Certiorari with the Application for a Writ of
Preliminary Injunction and Urgent Prayer for Issuance of Temporary Restraining Order is DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED.[16] (Emphasisin the original)

The CA held that the RTC did not act with grave abuse of discretion as it rightfully performed its duty in
assessing Alea's motion. The reasons for its denial were not unfounded or speculative and the RTC assessed the
nature of the offenses and Aleas involvement therein. Thus, the RTC's conclusion is a result of a careful
consideration of the facts, evidence, and law.[17]

Hence, this Petition.

The Issue
Did the RTC act with grave abuse of discretion when it denied Alea's motion to pleato alesser offense?

The Ruling of the Court
The Court finds the Petition impressed with merit.

Indeed, the Court, in People v. Montierro[18] (Montierro), emphasized that the approval or denia of the plea
bargaining, regardless of the mutual consent of the parties, is strictly within the sole power and discretion of the
court. However, it also underscored the duty of the trial court to independently evaluate the qualifications of the
accused and the circumstances of the case regardless of whether the prosecution is for or against the accused's
proposal to plead guilty to alesser offense.

In the present case, the RTC denied Alea's motion on the ground that Alea "has been charged many times," having
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been charged under both Article |1, Sections 5 and 11 of Republic Act No. 9165, which, according to the RTC, is
indicative of his criminal propensity:

Nos. 4 and 5 of OCA Circular No. 102-2023-AA (Guidelines on Plea-Bargaining in Drug Cases), [] states:

"4, As arule, plea bargaining requires the mutual agreement of the parties and remains subject to the approval
of the court. Regardless of the mutual agreement of the parties, the acceptance of the offer to plead guilty to a
lesser offense is not a demandable by the accused as a matter of right but is a matter addressed entirely to the
sound discretion of the court.

- Though the prosecution and the defense may agree to enter into a plea bargain, it does not follow that the
courts will automatically approve the proposal. Judges must still exercise sound discretion in granting or
denying plea bargaining, taking into account the relevant circumstances, including the character of the accused.

5. The court shall not allow plea bargaining if the objection to the plea bargaining is valid and supported by
evidence to the effect that:

- the offender is a recidivist, habitual offender, known in the community as a drug addict and a troublemaker,
has undergone rehabilitation but had arelapse, or has been charged many times; or

- when the evidence of guilt is strong.
The Court will now resolve.

Considering that court's discretion to act on plea bargaining proposals is independent from the requirement of
mutual agreement of the parties, and after assiduously considering the records of the above-entitled cases, as well
as the qualification/criminal propensity/character of the accused (being charged under [Article |1, Sections 5 and
11] of Republic Act No. 9165), this Court, pursuant to the mandate of OCA Circular No. 102-2023-AA
(Guidelines on Plea-Bargaining in Drugs Cases), DENIES the accused's motion to enter into plea bargaining
agreement.

SO ORDERED.[19] (Emphasis and underscoring in the original; citations omitted)

Moreover, in its Resolution denying the Motion for Reconsideration, the RTC further elaborated its reason for
denying Aled's motion:

Indeed, paragraph 5(a) of OCA Circular No. 102-2023-AA cites the phrase "has been charged many times" and
it appears that the circumstances enumerated therein has reference to "past incidents." To the mind of this
Court, however, this paragraph pertains to the accused's character and criminal propensity. Hence, regardiess
of the accused being charged "many times' — whether the same arise from past incidents or from a "single and
present” incident- it cannot be denied that these charges define the character and criminal propensity of the
accused. These will ultimately determine hissher qualification to claim the benefits of plea bargaining
agreement.

To emphasize, the accused was charged under [Article |1, Section 5] of [Republic Act No.] 9165 for illegally
selling one [] piece of heat-sealed transparent plastic sachet containing 0.35g of Methamphetamine
hydrochloride and under Section 11, supra, for illegally possessing three [] pieces of heat-sealed transparent
plastic sachets containing a total of 2.23g of Methamphetamine hydrochloride in these cases. Considering the
nature and number of charges, and the number of plastic sachets with dangerous drugs seized from the
accused, it cannot be said that these drugs are for persona use of the accused, but already intended for
distribution. The proliferation of dangerous drugs to the public and the youth is a serious social menace that
endangers not only the present life but also the future of the country. The fact that the accused was involved in

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 10
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 273882, November 19, 2025

the proliferation/distribution of dangerous drugs shows his character/criminal propensity which, to the mind of
the Court, is worse than being a recidivist, habitual offender, drug addict and troublemaker. Thus, the accused
is disqualified from availing the benefits of plea bargaining agreement. To allow the accused to claim the
benefits of plea bargaining despite the number and nature of the charges filed against him/her and the number
of sachets with dangerous drugs seized, will simply reduce this procedural mechanism as a "tool for
compromise" for higher convenience. This will certainly weaken the campaign of the government against
illegal drugs and will not help keep law and order in the community and society.[20] (Emphasis supplied;
citations omitted)

In this case, Alea, in his submissions before the RTC, the CA, and this Court, has repeatedly contended that the
phrase "has been charged many times" was erroneously construed by the RTC and, in denying the motion without
taking into account the other relevant circumstances of the case, the RTC acted with grave abuse of discretion.

The Court agrees.

The recent case of Aquino v. People[21] (Aquino) supplemented the guidelines laid down in Montierro for plea
bargaining in drug cases and emphasized the duty of the trial courtsin granting or denying plea bargaining:

4. As arule, plea bargaining requires the mutual agreement of the parties and remains subject to the approval
of the court. Regardless of the mutual agreement of the parties, the acceptance of the offer to plead guilty to a
lesser offense is not demandable by the accused as a matter of right, but is a matter addressed entirely to the
sound discretion of the court. Although the prosecution and the defense may agree to enter into a plea bargain,
it does not follow that the courts will automatically approve the proposal. Judges must still exercise sound
discretion in granting or denying plea bargaining, taking into account the objections raised by the prosecution
and other relevant circumstances, including the character of the accused.

6. The court shall not allow plea bargaining if the objection to the plea bargaining is valid and supported by
evidence to the effect that:

a. the offender is arecidivist, habitual offender, known in the community as a drug addict and a troublemaker,
has undergone rehabilitation but had arelapse, or has been charged many times; or

b. when the evidence of guilt is strong.[22] (Emphasis supplied)

Contrary to the averments of the RTC, the fact that Alea was charged with two offenses stemming from a single
incident does not fall within the circumstance contemplated by the Court in disqualifying an accused who "has
been charged many times" from availing of pleabargaining.

As amply discussed by the PAO, the phrase "has been charged many times' refers to past incidents where an
accused had prior charges different from the incident presently contemplated, which would tend to show an
accused's crimina propensity that would disqualify him from availing of the benefits of plea bargaining. This
interpretation aligns with the context in which the other enumerated disqualified individuals are categorized, such
as recidivists, habitual offenders, those known in the community as drug addicts or troublemakers, or individuals
who have undergone rehabilitation but relapsed, applying the principle of ejusdem generis.[23]

In fact, the Court, in Aquino, allowed plea bargaining to the lesser offense of Article Il, Section 12 of Republic
Act No. 9165 even when the accused in that case was also charged under Article 11, Sections 5 and 11 of Republic
Act No. 9165.

Further, the RTC denied the plea bargaining proposal since to its mind, the fact that Alea was involved in the
distribution of dangerous drugs shows his criminal propensity considering the nature of charges against Alea and
the amount of drugs seized from him.
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However, as aptly pointed out by Alea, the charges against him and the amount of drugs seized from him were
among those cases where plea bargaining cases in drugs cases is allowed, in accordance with Administrative
Matter No. 18-03-16-SC (Adoption of the Plea Bargaining Framework in Drugs Cases). The Court enumerated
the drug-related offenses eligible for plea bargaining, with the pertinent portions stating as follows:[ 24]

Offense Charged
Acceptable Plea Bargain
Section

Penalty

Quantity

Section

Penalty

Section 11, par. 3. Possession of Dangerous Drugs (Where quantity of shabu, opium, morphine, heroin, cocaineis
less than [five] grams)

12 years & 1 day to 20 years and fine ranging from [PHP] 300,000[.00] to [PHP] 400,000[.00]

.01 gram to 4.99 grams

Section 12. Possession of Equipment, Instrument, Apparatus and Other Paraphernaliafor Dangerous Drugs
[Six] months and [on€] day to [four] years and afine ranging from [PHP] 10,000[.00] to [PHP] 50,000[.00]
Section 5. Sale, Trading, etc. of Dangerous Drugs (M ethamphetamine hydrochloride or shabu only)

Life Imprisonment to Death and fine ranging from [PHP] 500,000[.00] to [PHP] 10,000,000[.00]

.01 gram to .99 grams (methamphetamine hydrochloride or shabu only)

Section 12. Possession of Equipment, Instrument, Apparatus and Other Paraphernalia for Dangerous Drugs
[Six] months and [one] day to [four] years and afine ranging from [PHP] 10,000[.00] to [PHP] 50,000[.00]
Torecall, the RTC, in its Resolution denying the Motion for Reconsideration, held that:

The fact that the accused was involved in the proliferation/distribution of dangerous drugs shows his
character/criminal propensity which, to the mind of the Court, is worse than being a recidivist, habitual
offender, drug addict and troublemaker. Thus, the accused is disqualified from availing the benefits of plea
bargaining agreement. To alow the accused to claim the benefits of plea bargaining despite the number and
nature of the charges filed against him/her and the number of sachets with dangerous drugs seized, will simply
reduce this procedural mechanism as a "tool for compromise” for hisher convenience. This will certainly
weaken the campaign of the government against illegal drugs and will not help keep law and order in the
community and society.[25] (Emphasis supplied; citations omitted)

Stated differently, the RTC disallowed Alea's mation by inferring his "criminal propensity” solely from the nature
of the charges, specifically the sale and distribution of dangerous drugs, and the quantity of drugs confiscated
from him. It bears stressing, however, that the Court's own Plea Bargaining Framework expressly permits plea
bargaining in drug-related cases, including those prosecuted under Article I, Section 5 of Republic Act No. 9165,
provided that the quantity of shabu involved falls within the range of 0.1 to 0.99 gram, as in the present case.
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Thus, contrary to the findings of the CA, the Court holds that the RTC failed to conduct an impartial and fair
evauation of Aleas qualifications considering the attendant circumstances of the case, as required under the
Court's ruling in Montierro and by the Constitution no less. Rather, the RTC's denial of Alea's motion was solely
predicated on the fact that he was charged with two offenses arising from a single incident, and it relied on the
nature of the offense and the quantity of drugs recovered to infer his character and criminal inclination.

While the RTC stated in the dispositive portion of the assailed Resolution that it assiduously considered the
records, it failed to specify the particular circumstances in the case records that would disqualify Alea from
benefiting from plea bargaining, apart from the nature of the charges filed against him.

At this juncture, it is pertinent to state that in the grant or denial of plea bargaining, the exercise of the RTC's
sound discretion should entail carefully reviewing the records of the case, considering al relevant circumstances
and the character of the accused as shown by the available evidence on record, to determine whether the accused
should be disqualified from receiving the benefits of pleabargaining.

Verily, the mere nature of the offense and the quantity of drugs confiscated do not, in themselves, constitute
sufficient grounds to deny a motion for plea bargaining, so long as such plea is allowed under A.M. No.
18-03-16-SC. To rule otherwise would be to undermine the Court's Plea Bargaining Framework.

The trial court's exercise of its discretion should neither be arbitrary nor should it amount to a capricious and
whimsical exercise of discretion as is equivalent to lack of jurisdiction. The abuse of discretion must be grave as
where the power is exercised in an arbitrary or despotic manner by reason of passion or persona hostility and
must be so patent and gross as to amount to an evasion of positive duty or to a virtual refusal to perform the duty
enjoined by or to act at al in contemplation of law.[26] Grave abuse of discretion attends when the trial court
manifestly acted with obstinate disregard of well-established rule of law or procedure.[27]

Thus, by denying Aleas motion based only on the fact that he faced two charges stemming from the same
incident, along with the nature of the charges and quantity of drugs seized, the RTC was remiss in its duty to
thoroughly evaluate the accused's qualifications and the circumstances of the case. This amounts to grave abuse of
discretion.

Considering that Alea's proposed plea bargain conforms with the Court-issued Plea Bargaining Framework and
absent any finding of the RTC that he is arecidivist, habitual offender, known in the community as a drug addict
and a troublemaker, has undergone rehabilitation but had a relapse, or has been charged many times, or that the
evidence of Alea's guilt is strong, the grant of the proposed plea bargain must follow.

Pursuant to Aquino, in instances where both the trial court and the appellate court have erroneously ruled on the
matter, failing to adhere to the guidelines established in Montierro, the Court shall render a new judgment
directing the trial court to permit plea bargaining in the accused's case and, thereafter, issue a judgment of
conviction in accordance therewith.[28]

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition for Review on Certiorari is GRANTED. The April 12, 2024 Decision of the Court
of Appealsin CA-G.R. SP No. 180500 is REVERSED. Branch 295, Regional Trial Court of Parafiaque City is
DIRECTED to alow the motion of herein petitioner Herwin Estrada Aleato enter apleato alesser offense and to
render a guilty verdict accordingly.

SO ORDERED.

Caguioa (Chairperson), Inting, Gaerlan, and Dimaampao, JJ., concur.
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[1] Rollo, pp. 11-33.

[2] Id. at 36-43. Penned by Associate Justice Maximo M. De Leon and concurred in by Associate Justices
Perpetua Susana T. Atal-Pafio and Bonifacio S. Pascua of the Special Sixth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

[3] Id. at 74-76. Penned by Presiding Judge Xerxes U. Garcia.

[4] 1d. at 77-79. Penned by Presiding Judge Xerxes U. Garcia.

[5] Id. at 80.

[6] Id. at 83.

[7] Id. at 13.

[8] Id. at 75-76.

[9] Id. at 72.

[10] Id. at 92-93.

[11] Id. at 91-92.

[12] Id. at 96-99.

[13] Id. at 77-79.

[14] 1d. at 44-69.

[15] Id. at 106-118.

[16] Id. at 42.

[17] Id. at 38-42.

[18] 926 Phil. 430 (2022) [Per J. Caguioa, En Banc].

[19] Rallo, pp. 75-76.

[20] Id. at 77-79.

[21] G.R. No. 259094, January 28, 2025 [Per J. Dimaampao, En Banc].
[22] Id. at 6-7. This pinpoint citation refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court website.

[23] See Alta Vista Golf and Country Club v. The City of Cebu, 778 Phil. 685, 704 (2016) [Per J. Leonardo-De
Castro, First Division]. "Under the principle of ejusdem generis, ‘where a general word or phrase follows an
enumeration of particular and specific words of the same class or where the latter follow the former, the genera
word or phrase is to be construed to include, or to be restricted to persons, things or cases akin to, resembling, or
of the same kind or class as those specifically mentioned.™

[24] A.M. No. 18-03-16-SC (2018).

[25] Rallo, pp. 78-79.

[26] See UCPB v. Looyuko, 560 Phil. 581, 591 (2007) [Per J. AustriaMartinez, Third Division].

[27] Spouses Crisologo v. JEWM Agro-Industrial Corp., 728 Phil. 315, 328 (2014) [Per J. Mendoza, Third
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Division].
[28] Aquino v. People, G.R. No. 259094, January 28, 2025 [Per J. Dimaampao, En Banc]. This pinpoint citation
refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court website.
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