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### Title:
Jeffrey Miguel y Remegio vs. People of the Philippines: An Analysis of Illegal Search and
Seizure and Its Implications on the Admissibility of Evidence in Drug Possession Cases

### Facts:

Jeffrey Miguel y Remegio (hereafter petitioner) was charged with illegal possession of
dangerous drugs under Republic Act No. 9165 (Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Act of
2002) following his arrest on May 24, 2010, in Makati City, where he was found in
possession of 1.10 grams of dried Marijuana leaves. The arrest was made by Bantay Bayan
operatives after they supposedly received a report of a man showing off his private parts.
Instead of producing an ID upon request, the petitioner revealed items from his pocket,
including two pieces of rolled paper containing dried marijuana leaves, leading to his arrest
and subsequent charge. The Regional Trial Court (RTC) found him guilty, sentencing him to
an indeterminate period of imprisonment and a fine. His appeal to the Court of Appeals (CA)
upheld the RTC’s decision. Unsatisfied, the petitioner escalated the matter to the Supreme
Court (SC) through a petition for review on certiorari.

### Issues:

1. Whether the arrest and search conducted by Bantay Bayan operatives on the petitioner
were lawful and valid.

2. Whether the seized marijuana is admissible as evidence.

3. Whether the chain of custody rule was sufficiently observed.

4. Whether the petitioner’s conviction for illegal possession of dangerous drugs should
stand.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court found the petition meritorious, reversing the decisions of the CA and
RTC and setting aside the petitioner’s conviction. The SC held that the arrest and search
conducted by the Bantay Bayan operatives were invalid, highlighting that these operatives,
being not official law enforcement agents but civilian volunteers, if acting under color of
state-related function, are subject to the scrutiny of the Bill of Rights. The SC pointed out
the lack of a lawful basis for the arrest; thus, the search incidental to such arrest, which
yielded the marijuana, was considered unlawful. Consequently, the marijuana seized during
the unlawful search was inadmissible as evidence under the exclusionary rule.

### Doctrine:
The case reiterates the doctrinal principle that evidence obtained from unreasonable
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searches and seizures is inadmissible in any proceeding, emphasizing the importance of
adherence to the constitutional safeguards against unreasonable search and seizure. It
further clarifies the role and limitations of civilian volunteers like the Bantay Bayan in law
enforcement activities, especially in conducting searches and arrests.

### Class Notes:

- **Tllegal Search and Seizure**: Evidence obtained via an illegal search and seizure is
inadmissible in court, based on the exclusionary rule anchored on Section 3(2), Article III of
the 1987 Philippine Constitution.

- ¥*Warrantless Arrest**: Valid only under specific circumstances detailed in Section 5, Rule
113 of the Revised Rules of Criminal Procedure, primarily when the person to be arrested
has committed, is actually committing, or is attempting to commit an offense in the
presence of the arresting officer.

- **Role of Civilian Volunteers**: Civilian volunteers acting as “force multipliers” in
assistance to law enforcement must observe constitutional rights against unreasonable
search and seizure when performing state-related functions.

### Historical Background:

This case mirrors the tension between law enforcement’s duty to maintain peace and order
and the protection of individual rights against unreasonable search and seizure. It
showcases the judiciary’s role in safeguarding constitutional rights and interpreting
ambiguous situations where non-official law enforcers are involved in the apprehension and
arrest of suspects for criminal offenses.
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