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Title: Sr. Insp. Jerry C. Valeroso vs. Court of Appeals and People of the Philippines

Facts:
On July 10, 1996, in Quezon City, Philippines, Sr. Insp. Jerry C. Valeroso was charged with
illegal possession of a firearm and ammunition under Presidential Decree No. 1866 for
having a cal. 38 “Charter Arms” revolver with five live rounds without the necessary license.
Valeroso pleaded “not guilty,” and a trial ensued where the prosecution presented two
witnesses establishing Valeroso’s possession of the unlicensed firearm upon his arrest for
kidnapping with ransom. Valeroso’s defense contested the lawful discovery of the firearm,
arguing  it  was  seized  during  an  unlawful  search  of  a  boarding  house,  violating  his
constitutional rights against unreasonable searches and seizures. The Regional Trial Court
convicted  Valeroso,  a  decision  later  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  with  a  minor
adjustment to the penalty. Valeroso’s subsequent appeal to the Supreme Court was initially
denied,  leading  to  a  rare  second  motion  for  reconsideration  premised  on  the  alleged
constitutional rights violation.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  warrantless  search  and  seizure  of  Valeroso’s  firearm and  ammunition
violated his constitutional rights against unreasonable searches and seizures.
2. Whether evidence obtained through said violation is admissible.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court, in a thorough reassessment prompted by Valeroso’s appeal and an
unusual  shift  in  stance by the Office of  the Solicitor  General  advocating for  acquittal,
reconsidered the case’s merits focusing on the legality of the search. The Court recognized
the divergence in the accounts of Valeroso’s arrest location between the prosecution and
defense. It evaluated the circumstances under the exceptions to the warrant requirement
and concluded the search exceeded the scope of a lawful arrest or the “plain view” doctrine.
The firearm was found in a location not immediately controllable by Valeroso; thus, its
seizure  was  deemed  a  result  of  an  unreasonable  search,  rendering  the  firearm  and
ammunition inadmissible as evidence. Without this evidence, the Court found insufficient
grounds to convict Valeroso, leading to his acquittal.

Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reaffirmed several principles regarding the right against unreasonable
searches and seizures, emphasizing that any evidence obtained in violation of this right is
inadmissible. It highlighted the narrow scope of warrantless searches incidental to a lawful
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arrest and the limitations of the “plain view” doctrine.

Class Notes:
– A valid warrant is generally required for searches and seizures, with specific exceptions
such as searches incidental to lawful arrests and the “plain view” doctrine.
– The scope of a search incidental to a lawful arrest is limited to the person of the arrestee
and areas within their immediate control.
– The “plain view” doctrine applies when evidence is immediately apparent to an officer
legally present at the scene but does not justify extensive or general searches.
– Evidence obtained from an unreasonable search and seizure is inadmissible in court.

Historical Background:
This  case  represents  a  rare  instance  where  the  Philippine  Supreme  Court  set  aside
procedural rules, namely the prohibition against second motions for reconsideration, in
favor  of  substantive  justice.  It  underscores  the  judiciary’s  responsibility  to  safeguard
constitutional rights, particularly against unreasonable searches and seizures, which form
the foundation of individual liberty and democracy.


