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### Title:
**Stonehill vs. Diokno**: A Landmark on the Rights Against Unreasonable Searches and
Seizures

### Facts:
The case revolves around Harry S. Stonehill, Robert P. Brooks, John J. Brooks, and Karl
Beck,  hereafter  referred to  as  the  petitioners,  who were allegedly  involved in  various
criminal activities in the Philippines. Following suspicions, a massive number of raids were
conducted by the Philippine government, spearheaded by then Secretary of Justice Jose W.
Diokno, Acting Director of the National Bureau of Investigation Jose Lukban, and several
special prosecutors and assistant fiscals, collectively known as the respondents. These raids
targeted multiple premises owned or controlled by the petitioners, resulting in the seizure
of a vast quantity of documents, papers, and other items without specific warrants for the
searches.

Questioning the legality of these searches and seizures, the petitioners filed for injunctions
and relief with the Supreme Court of the Philippines, which issued a preliminary injunction
preventing the use of the seized materials in any judicial proceedings. This led to a legal
battle reaching the Supreme Court, focusing on the constitutionality and legality of the
searches and the admissibility of evidence obtained through them.

### Procedural Posture:
The case made its  way to  the Supreme Court  following several  motions and petitions
challenging the legality of the searches and the use of the seized evidence in deportation
proceedings against the petitioners. After initial injunctions and legal maneuvers in lower
courts, the Supreme Court took on the case to resolve the fundamental issues brought forth.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the  searches  and  seizures  conducted  without  specific  warrants  were
constitutional.
2. Whether the seized documents could be used as evidence in deportation or criminal
proceedings against the petitioners.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court, in a landmark decision, addressed each issue meticulously:

1. **Searches and Seizures Without Warrants**: The Court found that the searches and
seizures  conducted  were  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  rights  against  unreasonable



G.R. No. L-19550. June 29, 1962 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

searches and seizures, as they were executed without specific warrants. The constitution
requires that a search warrant must particularly describe the place to be searched and the
persons or things to be seized, which was not adhered to in this case.

2. **Use of Seized Evidence**: Given the illegal manner in which the evidence was obtained,
the Court ruled that such evidence could not be used in any legal proceedings against the
petitioners. This upheld the doctrine that evidence obtained through unconstitutional means
is inadmissible in court.

### Doctrine:
The **Fruit of the Poisonous Tree** doctrine was either established or reiterated by this
case, emphasizing that evidence obtained through unconstitutional methods, such as illegal
searches and seizures, cannot be used in court. This decision also underscored the sanctity
of constitutional rights against unreasonable searches and seizures.

### Class Notes:
– **Unreasonable Searches and Seizures**: The Philippine Constitution protects individuals
from searches and seizures conducted without a warrant, which must specify the place to be
searched and the things to be seized.
– **Admissibility of Evidence**: Evidence obtained through violation of constitutional rights
is not admissible in court, reinforcing the principle of the Fruit of the Poisonous Tree.
– Legal statutes relevant to this case include the Philippine Constitution’s provisions on the
rights against unreasonable searches and seizures.
– In applying these principles, evidence obtained from the petitioners through illegal raids,
not backed by specifically-detailed warrants, rendered such evidence inadmissible.

### Historical Background:
This case occurred during a period of political and economic turbulence in the Philippines,
highlighting  the  challenges  of  enforcing  law and order  while  respecting  constitutional
rights. It has since been viewed as a cornerstone in Philippine jurisprudence regarding the
protection  of  civil  liberties  against  the  backdrop  of  government  operations,  setting  a
precedent for the treatment of illegally obtained evidence and the requirement for precise
warrants in searches and seizures.


