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DECISION 

LAZARO-JAVIER, J.: 

-The Case 

Petitioner Glen Orda y Loyola (petitioner) assails the Amended 
Decision I dated July 2 1, 2021 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CEB SP. 
No. 12760 entitled People of the Philippines v. Hon. Kristine B. Tiangco
Vinculado, in her capacity as Presiding Judge of Regional Trial Court of 
Roxas City, Branch 16, and Glen Drda y Loyola which granted the People's 

1 
Penned by Associate Justice Gabriel T. Ingles and concurred in by Associate Justice Marilyn B. Lagura
Yap and Associate Justice Lorenza Redulla Bordios. r r;l/o, pp. 167-- 178. 

II 
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Motion for Reconsideration agairist the grant of petitioner's proposal to enter 
into plea bargaining in the three drugs cases against him. 

Antecedents 

Petitioner was separately charged w ith violations of Sections 5, 11, and 
12, Article II of Republic Act No. 9165,2 viz:3 

Criminal Case No. C-87-16 

(Violation of Section 5, Article II of RA 9 165) 

"That on or about the 25th day of February 2016, in the City 
of Roxas, Philippi nes, and within the jurisd iction of the Honorable 
Court, said accused with de liberate intent, did then and there 
wil lfu ll y, unlawfully, and fe loniously sell and del iver to POI 
ARGJE ESICO a ("poseur buyer"), in consideration of the sum of 
PJ 00.00 one ( 1) piece heat-sealed transparent plastic sachet with 
marking "BB-GO-1" containing 0.310 [gram] ofmethamphetamine 
hydrochloride or "shabu" a dangerous drug without authority to sell 
and distribute the same. 

CONTRARY TO LAW." 

Criminal Case No. C-88-16 

(Vio lat ion of Section 1 L Article f I of RA 9 165) 

"That on or about the 25111 day of f.ebruary 20 l 6, in the C ity 
of Roxas, Philippines, and within the jurisd iction of the Honorable 
Court, said accused , did then and there w illfully, unlawfully, and 
feloniously have in his possession and control s ix (6) pieces heat
sealed transparent plastic sachets containing wh ite crystal line 
substance of suspected shabu marked as "P-OO-2", "P-GO-3", " P
OO-4", "P-GO-5'·, '·P-OO-6", and "P-GO-T', of melhamphetamine 
hydrochloride or "SI-IABU" a dangerous drug with a total weight of 
0. 164 [gram], without being authorized by law to possess the same. 

CONTRARY TO LAW." 

Criminal Case No. C-89-16 

(Violation of Section 12, A rticle ll of RJ\ 9165) 

"That on or about the 25111 day of February 2016, in the City 
o f Roxas, Philippines, and wi thin the jurisdiction of the Honorable 
Court, said accused. did then and there wi llful ly, unlawfu lly. and 
relon ious ly, without being authorized by law, have under his 
possession and control one ( l) piece improvised tooter t ransparent 

The Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Acl of 2002. 
Rollo. p. I 08. 

fl 
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glass pipe marked as P-GO-8, and one (I) piece rolled aluminum 
foi l marked as P-GO-9, one ( 1) piece disposable lighter marked as 
P-GO-10 cons idered as drug equi pment, instrument, apparatus 
and/or paraphernal ia fit or in tended for smoking, consuming, 
administering, ingesting or introducing dangerous drugs into the 
body. • 

CONTRARY TO LAW." 

The cases were raffled to the Regional Trial Court, Branch 16, Roxas 
City.4 

On arraignment, petitioner pleaded not guilty to a ll the charges.5 

During the trial, petitioner expressed his intention to enter into plea 
bargaining to all the charges pursuant to A.M. No.18-03-1 6-SC, or the 
Adoption of Plea Bargaining Framework in Drug Cases. For Criminal Case 
Nos. C-87-16 and C-88-1 6, he intended to plead guilty to two counts of 
violation of Section 12, Article II of Republic Act No. 9165, with an 
imposable penalty of six months and one day to four years of imprisonment 
and a fine ranging from PHP l O,b00.00 to PHP 50,000.00.6 As for Criminal 
Case No. C-89-16, he proposed to plead guilty to violation of Section 15 of 
the same law.7 

Too, as mandated by A.M. No. 18-03-16-SC, petitioner underwent a 
drug dependency evaluation which yielded the following results:8 

DIAGNOSIS/DIAGNOSES 

Melhamphetamine Use Disorder, Mi ld 

RECOMMENDA TJON 

MR. GLEN L. ORDA has been found to be a drug dependent and 
is hereby recommended to undergo OUT PA TI ENT 
REHABILlT ATION at Department of Health Treatment and 
Rehabilitation Center- lloilo for a period of not less than six (6) 
months to one (1) year with cjischarge or completion contingent 
upon the evaluation and recommendation of the treatment team. It is 
further recommended that he will undergo an After Care Program 
after completion of hi s pri mary rehabilitation program for a period 
of 18 months with discharge from the program contingent upon the 
eva luation and recommendation of the treatment team. Violation of 

•
1 Id. at 76. 

Id. at 33 . 
6 Id. at 72. 
7 Id. at 133 . 
8 Id. at 72. 
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any of the center's rules and regulation will result in the imposition 
of proper sanction.9 

l\!Ieantime, the People, through the public prosecutor, interposed its 
objection to the proposal since: (l) in Criminal Case No. C-87-1 6, the plea
bargaining proposal is not in accordance with Department of Justice Circular 
No. 27 10 dated April 10, 2018 which only allows an accused charged with 
violation of Section 5, Article II of Republic Act No. 9 165 to plea bargain to 
Section I I (3), Article II of the same Act, with an imposable penalty of 12 
years and one day to 20 years, and a fine of PHP 300,000.00; and (2) in 
Criminal Case Nos. C-88-1 6 and C-89-16, though in consonance with 
Department of Justice Circular No. 27, violated Section 2,11 Rule 11 6 of the 
Revised Rules on Criminal Procedure which requires the consent of both the 
prosecutor and the police officers to any plea of guilty to a lesser offense. 12 

The Ruling of the Trial Court 

By Decision 13 dated February 4, 2019, the trial court granted 
petitioner's proposal for plea bargaining, thus: 

9 

WHEREFORE, judgment is hereby rendered as fo l lows: 

1. In Criminal Case No. C-87-16 accused Glen Orda y 
Loyola alias "Lapong" is found GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt 
of the crime of violation of Seetion 12, Article II of RA No. 9165 
and is hereby sentenced to imprisonment consisting of six (6) 
months and one ( 1) day to three (3) years and to pay a fine of 
Pl 0,000.00; 

2. In Crimina l Case No. C-88-16, accused Glen Orda y 
Loyola alias "Lapong" is fo und GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt 
of the crime of violation or Section 12, Article 1I of RA No. 9165 
and is hereby sentenced to imprisonment consisting of six (6) 
months and one (l) day to one (1) year and to pay a fine of 
'P I 0,000.00; and 

3. In Criminal Case No. C-89-1 6 accused G len Orda y Loyoa 
alias ' 'Lapong" is found GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt of the 
cri me of violation of Section 15, Article 11 of RA 9 165 and is hereby 
sentenced to six (6) months o f drug treatment and rehabi li tation. 

Id. at 72- 73. 
10 Adoption r!f the Plea-Bargaining Fra111ewurk in Drug Cases. 
11 Section 2. Plea v_f guilty to a lesser o_/fense. - At arraignment, the accused, w i th lhe consent or the 

offended party and the prosecutor, may be al lowed by the tr ial court lo plead gui lty to a lesser offense 
which is necessarily included in lhe offense charged. After arraignment but before trial, the accused may 
sti ll be allowed to plead gui lty to said lesser offense after withdrawing his plea of not gui lty. No 
amendment of the complaint or information is necessary. 

12 Rollo, p. 73 . 
" Id. at 75. 
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Accused's de tention period and his yet to be served drug 
treatment and rehabilitation shall be credited in his service of 
sentences. Unless he has already served the maximum penalties 

involved, he is advised to avail the benefits of probation and be 
released on recognizance. 

Accused is mandated to report to the DOH Treatment and 
Rehabilitation Center, Brgy. Rumbang, Pototan, Iloilo for the proper 
ori entation of the terms and condition of his OUTPATIENT drug 
treatment and rehabilitation within fifteen ( 15) days from his 
release . 

The sachets of shabu and drug paraphernalia are confiscated 
to be turned over to the Ph il ippine Drug Enfo rcement Agency 
Region VI, Iloilo City for proper disposal. They buy-bust money 
shal l be turned over to the natio))a] treasury. 

SO ORDERED. (Emphases in the original) 

The trial couti essentia lly ordained that A.M. No. 18-03-16-SC should 
prevail over Department of Justice Circular No. 27 considering that the former 
was issued in the exercise of the Supreme Court's rule-making authority, 
especially for the protection and enforcement of constitutional rights, pleading 
practice, and procedure in all cou1is, including plea bargaining in drug cases, 
as mandated by Section 5 (5), 14 Article VIII of the 1987 Constitution. 15 Too, 
the consent of the pol ice officers should be dispensed with since violation of 
Republic Act No. 9 165 is a public crime and, as such, the State is deemed to 
be the offended party. The public prosecutor is the representative of the State 
and thus, hi s or her comment to the proposal for plea bargaining of the 
petitioner wi ll suffice.16 

Petitioner was immediateJy rearraigned thereafter. 17 The People's 
Motion for Reconsideration was denied under Order 18 dated February 22, 
201 9. 

The Proceedings before the Court of Appeals 

Undaunted, the People, through the Offi ce of the Solicitor General, 
sought the nullification of the trial court' s dispositions via a Petition for 

l •I 

15 

IC, 

17 

18 

Section 5. The Supreme Coun shall have the following powers: 
XXX 

(5) Promulgate rules concern ing the protection and enforcement of const itut iona l rights, plead ing, 
practice, and procedure in al l courts, the admission to the practice of law, the integrated bar, and legal 
assistance to the underprivileged. Such rules shall provide a simpli fied and inexpensive procedure for 
the speedy disposition of cases, shall be uniform for all courts of the same grade, and shall not diminish, 
increase, or modify substantive rights. Ru les of procedure of special courts and quasi-judicial bodies 
shall remain effective unless disapproved by the Supreme Court. 
XXX 

Rollo, p. 74. 
Id. at 73 . 
Id. at 133 . 
Id. at 76. 
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Certiorari before the Court of Appeals.19 It maintained that as provided in the 
rules and pertinent jurisprudence, \he consent of the State is required to sustain 
a valid plea of guilty to a lesser offense. Hence, the trial court's alleged 
disregard of the prosecution's objection to petitioner's plea bargaining 
constitutes grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack or excess of 
jurisd iction.20 

The Ruling of the Court of Appeals 

Under its assailed Decision21 dated November 29, 20 19, the Court of 
Appeals d ismissed the Petition. It ruled that the trial court did not commit 
grave abuse of discretion when it granted petitioner's proposed plea 
bargaining,22 for plea bargaining is always addressed to the sound discretion 
of the judge as mandated under A.M. No. 18-03- 16-SC. If the objection to the 
plea bargaining will weaken the drug campaign of the government, then the 
judges may overrule such objection because they are constitutionally bound 
to settle actual controversies inv9lving rights which are legally demandable 
and enforceable.23 Ultimately, the tria l court strictly adhered to the Supreme 
Court's framework on plea bargaining despite the opposition of the 
prosecution.24 

But respondent's subsequent Motion for Recons ideration 25 dated 
January 20, 2020 was granted by the Cou1t of Appeals under its Amended 
Decision26 dated July 21, 2021, viz.: 

19 

20 

~ I 

22 

23 

2,l 

15 

26 

WHEREFORE, the Motion for Reconsideration filed by 
respondent is GRANTED. Accordingly, the dispositive portion of 
our 29 November 20 19 Decision is hereby amended, to read as 
rollows: 

WHEREFORE, the petition is GRANTED. 4 February 20 l 9 
Decision of the Hon. Kristine B. Tiangco-Vinculado, the Presiding 
Judge of the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 16, Roxas City, 
in Crim. Case Nos. C87-16,' C-88-16, and C-89-16 are hereby 
ANNULLED and SET ASIDE. 

Accordingly, the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 16, 
Roxas City, is ORDERED to proceed with the trial on the original 
charges in Crim. Case Nos. C87-l 6, C-88-16, and C-89- 16. 

SO ORDERED. (Emphases in the original) 

Id. at 43--68. 
Id. 
Id. at 132- 148. 
Id. al 144. 
Id. 
Id. at 147. 
Id.at 149- 163. 
Id. at 167- 178. 
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The Court of Appeals held that a plea of guilty to a lesser offense would 
never become valid without the confonnity of the prosecutor. In the absence 
of a mutual agreement to plea bargain, the proper course of action would be 
the continuation of the proceedings.27 Too, Depa1tment of Justice Circular No. 
27 d id not violate the rule-making authority of the Court. Rather, it merely 
served as an internal guideline for prosecutors to observe before they may give 
their consent to proposed plea bargains. 28 ln any event, the trial court 
committed grave abuse of discretion when it granted petitioner's proposal to 
plea bargaining to lesser offenses sans the consent of the prosecution.29 

The Present Petition 

Petitioner now seeks affirmative relief from the foregoing dispositions 
of the Cou1t of Appeals via Rule 45 . He essentially avers that the trial court 
did not commit grave abuse of discretion when it granted the proposed plea 
bargaining on the offenses charged. In fact, courts have the authority to 
overrule objections since they are constitutionally bound to settle actual 
controversies involving rights which are legally demandable and 
enforceable. 30 Verily, the trial cou1t' s exercise of sound discretion is not 
tantamount to grave abuse of di scretion . 31 

We reverse. 

The recently issued 
Department of Justice 
Circular No. 18 now 
conforms to the Court-issued 
Plea Bargaining Framework 

. 
Our Ruling 

Foremost, the issues raised in this Petition have already been addressed 
and resolved in the recent consolidated cases of Montierro v. People and 
Baldadera v. People. 32 In these cases, Cypher Baldadera and Erick Montierro 
were separately charged with v iolation of Section 5, Article 11 of Republic Act 
No. 9 165. During the pendency of thei r cases, the Court promulgated Estipona 
v. Lobrigo. 33 which essentially 'allowed plea bargaining in drugs cases. 
Incidental thereto, Montierro and Baldadera accordingly filed their respective 
proposals for plea bargaining, offering to enter a guilty plea to Section 12 of 

27 Id. at 174. 
28 Id. a l 176 
2') Id. at 174. 
-'0 Id. at 20. 
-'' Id. at 25. 
12 G.R No. 254564 and G.R. No. 254974 . Ju ly 26: 2022. 
1J See 8 16 Phil. 789(2017). 
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Republic Act No. 9165, in accordance with the Court's p lea bargaining 
framework. The prosecution nevertheless interposed its objection, citing the 
provisions of Department of Justice Circular No. 27. Ultimately, however, the 
Cou11 held that consistent with the amendments introduced by Department of 
Justice Circular No. 18, the prosecution's objection to Montierro's plea 
bargaining proposals, which was based solely on the superseded 
provisions of Department of Justice Circular No. 27, may now be 
considered to have been effectively withdrawn. 

Indeed, Department of JJJstice C ircular No. 18 is a significant 
development in the framework on plea bargaining in drug cases as it 
introduced amendments which harmonized contl icting portions under A.M. 
No. 18-03-16-SC. Thus: 

AM 18-03-16-SC 
dated Ma,, 4, 2018 

DOJ 27 dated June 
26,2018 

DOJ 18 dated May 10, 
2022 

Offense Acceptable Offense 
charged in Plea charged in 
[nfo rmation Bargain Information 

Section 5, Section 12 Section 5 

Sale, Trading, 
etc. <f 
Dangerous 
Drug,· 

Penalty: 

Lire 
Imprisonment 
to Death 

Fine: 

PI-IP 
500,000.00 to 
PHP 
10,000,000.00 

Possession 
of 
Equipment, 
Appartus, 
and Other 

Penalty: 

Sale, Trading, 
etc. of 
Dangerous 
Drugs 

Penalty: 

G months Life 
and l day Imprisonment 
to 4 years to Death 

Fine: Fine: 

PHP PHP 
I 0.000.00 500,000.00 to 
to PHP PHP 
50,000.00 10,000,000.00 

Acceptable Offense 
Plea charged in 
Bargain ln fo rmation 

Section I I Section 5 
(3) 

Possession 
of 
Dangerous 
Drugs 

Penalty: 

Sale, Tradinf,;, 
etc. of 
Dangerous 
Drugs 

Penalty: 

12 years Life 
and 1 day Imprisonment 
to 20 years to Death 

f-'ine: Fine: 

PHP PHP 
300,000.00 500,000.00 to 
to PHP PHP 
400,000.00 I 0,000,000.00 

Acceptable 
Plea Bargain 

Section 12 

Possession 
c?f 
Equipment, 
Apparatus, 
and Other 

Penalty: 

6 months 
and 1 day to 
4 years 

Fine: 

PHP 
10,000.00 to 
PHP 
50,000.00 

.__ ____ __._ _ _ _ _ ___.___ ---+----'----·---'-------'------
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Notably, the recently issued Department of Justice Circular No. 18, 
which amended Department of Justice Circular No. 27, now conforms to A.M. 
No. l 8-03-16-SC specifically as regards the acceptable plea bargain on 
Section 5, Article II of Republic Act No. 9165 (to Section 12 of the same law). 

In fine, following Montierro, the prosecution's objection to petitioner's 
plea bargaining proposal in Criminal Case No. C-87-16 may now be deemed 
to have been effectively withdrawn. Anent Criminal Case Nos. C-88-1 6 and 
C-89-1 6, though in conformity with Department of Justice Circular No. 27, 
the proposal violated Section 2, Rule 116 of the Revised Rules on Criminal 
Procedure since it lacks the required consent on the part of the publ ic 
prosecutor. 

Approval of a Plea 
Bargaining proposal is 
ultimately subject to the 
sound discretion of the court 

Secti on 2, Rule 11 6 of the Revised Rules of Criminal Procedure 
governs the plea bargaining in criminal cases, thus : 

SECTION 2. Plea of guilty to a lesser offense. - A t arraignment, 
the accused, with the consent of the offended party and the 
prosecutor, may be allowed by the trial court to plead guilty to a 
lesser offense which is necessarily included in the offense charged. 
After arraignment but before trial, the accused may still be allowed 
to plead guilty to said lesser offense after withdrawing his plea of 
not gu ilty. No amendment of the complaint or information is 
necessary. 

Jurisprudence has always referred to plea bargaining as a process of 
arriving at "a mutually satisfactory disposition of a case."34 Hence, mutual 
consent of the prosecution and the offended party, on one hand, and the 
defendant, on the other, has always been emphasized as a condition precedent 
or an indispensable requirement to a valid plea of gu ilty to a lesser offense.35 

More, plea bargaining in criminal cases is a rule of procedure which 
falls within the Cou1i's exclusive rule-making power under Article VIII, 
Section 5 of the 1987 Constitution.36 It advances the constitutional right to 
speedy disposition of cases and benefits both the State and the accused.37 On 
one hand, the State is, inter alia, able to secure a conviction without expending 
scarce judicial and prosecutorial resources. On the other hand, the accused is 

.14 

JS 

36 

J7 

See Sayre v. Xenos, 871 Phil. 86 (2020). 
Id. 
See Montierro v. People G.R. No. 245564, July 26. 2022 citing Echegaray v. Secretcuy cl( Justice, 
36 1 Phil. 73 (1999). 
Id. cit ing Estipona v. Lohrigo, G.R. No. 226679, 816 Phil. 789(2017). 
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able to avoid trial , reduce his or her possible exposure, and limit the penalty 
which would probably be imposed on him or her.38 

Here, petitioner manifested his intention to enter into plea bargaining 
during the trial court proceedings. In Criminal Case Nos. C-87-1 6 (for 
v iolation of Section 5, Article II of Republic Act No. 9 165) and C-88-16 (for 
violation of Section 11 , Article II of Republic Act No. 9165), he proposed to 
plead guilty to two counts of violation of Section 12, Article 11 of Republic 
Act No. 9165. And in Criminal Case No. C-89-1 6 (for violation of Section 12, 
Article II of Republic Act No. 9165), he proposed to plead guilty to the lesser 
offense of violation of Section 15 of the same law. Despite the objection of 
the public prosecutor, the trial couri proceeded to grant his proposal to plea 
bargain. The Court of Appeals initially affirmed, but subsequently granted the 
Petition on reconsideration. It ruled that a plea of guilty to a lesser offense 
cannot be sustained without the conformity of the prosecutor, as here. 

Again, though the mutual consent of the State and the accused has 
always been a condition precedent to a valid plea of guilty to a lesser offense,39 

trial courts have the discretion whether to allow the accused to make such 
plea.40 To be sure, the exercise of such discretion is independent from the 
requirement of mutual consent.4 1 Indeed, if the approval of plea bargaining 
proposals is made entirely contingent upon the consent of the prosecution
which has general ly been withheld due to issuances such as Department of 
Justice C ircular No. 27 which contravened A.M. No. 18-03-16-SC-then the 
Court's constitutionally-endowed rule-making power would be rendered 
nugatmy.42 

As impartial tribunals, trial courts are objectively in the best position to 
disinterestedly assess whether the facts, the evidence, and the circumstances 
of the accused necessitate a plea bargaining agreement, and ultimately, to 
determine its propriety in each case. Thus, their duty necessarily includes the 
discretion to approve the accused's plea of guilty to a lesser offense over the 
objection of the prosecution when such objection has no valid basis, or is not 
supported by evidence, or if the objection solely tends to undermine the 
Court's plea bargaining framewot1(, or that the objection is solely to the effect 
that it will weaken the drug campaign of the governrnent.43 

On this score, the Court in A1ontierro set forth the following guidelines 
for plea bargaining in drugs cases: 

-10 

-11 

Id. 
Id. citing People v. Villarama, Jr. , 285 Phil. 723, 730 ( 1992). 
Id. citing Daan v. Sa11diganhayan, 573 Phil. 368, 376 (2008). 
Id. 

•
12 Supra note 36 & 34. 
4

•
1 

S1:e People v. Montierro. G.R. No. 245564, July 26, 2022. 

if 
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l. Offers for plea bargaining must be initiated in writing by 
way of a formal written motion filed by the accused in 
court. 

2 T he lesser offense which the accused proposes to plead 
guilly to must necessari ly be included in the offense 
charged . 

3. Upon receipt of the proposal fo r plea bargai ning that is 
compliant with the provis ions of the Plea Bargaining 
Framework in Drugs Cases, the j udge shall order that a 
drug dependency assessment be administered. If the 
accused admits d rug use, or denies it but is found positive 
after a drug depende ncy test, then he/she shall undergo 
treatment and rehabilitation for a period of no t less than s ix 
(6) months. Said period shall be credited to his/her penalty 
and the period of h is/her a~er-care and follow-up program 
if the penalry is sti II unserved . If the accused is found 
negative for drug use/dependency, then he/she wi II be 
re leased on time served, otherwise, he/she w ill serve h is/her 
sentence in j ail m inus the counselling peri od al 
rehabi I itation center. 

4. As a rule, plea barga in ing requires the m utua l agreement of 
the parties and remains subject to the approval of the court. 
Regardless of the mutual agreement of the pa rties, the 
acceptance of the offer•to plead gu il ty to a lesser offense is 
not demandable by the accused as a matter of right but is a 
matter addressed entirely to the sound di scretion of the 
court. 

a . T hough the prosecu tion and the defense may agree 
to enter inlo a plea bargain, it does not fol low that 
the courts wi 11 automatically approve the proposal. 
Judges must stil l exercise sound di screti on in 
grant ing or denying plea bargain ing taking into 
account the relevant circumstances, includ ing the 
charncter o f the accused. 

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

a. the offende r 1s a recidivist, habitual offender, 
known in the com munity as a d rug addict and a 
trou blemaker, h,as undergone rehabi li tation but had 
a re lapse, or has been charged many ti mes; or 

b. wher1 the evide nce of gui lt is s trong. 

6. P ica barg.aining in cl rugs cases ::;hal l not be allowed when 
the p1opoi,e:-! plea bargain does not conform to the Court
issued Plea Barg..:iini ng Fra:ne\,\.vrk in Dn ,gs Cases. 

7 . Judges may <..'verrule rhe objection of the prosecution if it is 
hc1sed so lely on the ground that tile accused's pica 
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bargaini,ig propo~ai is inconsistem with the acceptable plea 
harouin under anv mterna! rule~ or gL:idelines of the DOJ, 

0 -

though in accordance with the plea bargain ing framework 
issued hy the Cour1, ii' any. 

8. ff the 1xosccL1tio11 ol~jects to thi:: accused's plea bargaining 
proposal due to the circumstances enumerated in item no. 5, 
the tri::d court is mandated lo hear the pro~ecu"tion 's objection 
and rule on the merits thereof. If the trial court finds the 
objection meritorious, it shall order the continuation of the 
crimi:ial proceedings. 

9. lf an acc:used appl ies for probation in offeu~es punishable 
under RA. No. 9165, other than for illegal drug traffick ing or 
pt1shing under Section 5 in relation to Section 24 thereof, 
tllt'n the h: w on probation shall apply. 

In sum, the Court darifies that the conseJtL or the parties is necessary in 
the plea bargaining process. The approval of the accused's plea of guilty to a 
lesser offense, however, is ultimately subject to the sound discretion of the 
trial court.44 Thus, petitioner's plea bargaining depends on the trial cou1i's 
assessment of their quaiifications, along with the foregoing guidelines, and 
not whether the public prosecutor will interpose his or her objection thereto. 
Verily, we find it necessary to remand the case to the trial court to determine 
whether petitioner is qualified to avail of the benefits of pl.ea bargaining. 

ACCORDlNGL Y, the Petition is PARTLY GRANTED. The 
Amended Decision elated July 2 1, 2021 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. 
CEB SP. No. 12760 is REVERSED insofar as it NULLIFIED the Decision 
dated February 4, 2019 in Crimh1al Case Nos. C-87-16; C-88-/6, and C-89-
16. These cases arc remanded to 1he Regional Trial Court, Branch 16, Roxas 
City, which is directed to determine the qualification of petitioner GLEN 
ORDAy LOYOLA based on the Guidelines heretofore stated, and thereafter, 
resolve anew his plea ba rgain ing proposals. 

SOORDRRED. 

-14 Id 

AMY ~A-;0 -JAVIER 
Ast~ociate Justice 



Decision 13 G.R. No. 258894 
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-----~ ~ - • 
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