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### Title: Antonio Guevara vs. The Insular Collector of Customs

### Facts:
Antonio Guevara, the appellant, arrived at the port of Manila on the steamship Taisang with
twenty-five  aliens  on  September  16,  1915,  seeking  permission  to  enter  the  Philippine
Islands. The Board of Special Inquiry, after examining a number of witnesses, concluded
Guevara to be a full-blooded Chinese person attempting to gain unlawful entry into the
Philippine Islands without the required certificate for Chinese admission. Consequently,
Guevara’s landing was refused. Guevara’s appeal to the Collector of Customs was overruled
on September 29, 1915, emphasizing the decision of the Board of Special Inquiry to refuse
Guevara’s entry and ordering his deportation.

Guevara filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus on October 2, 1915, in the Court of First
Instance of the city of Manila, claiming illegal detention by the Collector of Customs. The
court,  after  considering  the  submissions  and  the  record  of  the  Collector  of  Customs,
concluded that there was no abuse of discretion by the immigration authorities and denied
the petition for the writ, ordering Guevara’s deportation. Guevara appealed this decision to
the Supreme Court, raising several issues mainly challenging the legality of the board’s
determination and the weight and interpretation of the evidence presented.

### Issues:
1. The legality and qualification of the board that decided Guevara’s right to enter.
2. Whether the board had sufficient legal evidence to base its conclusions.
3. Whether there was an abuse of discretion, power, and authority by the board and the
Collector of Customs.
4. Proper interpretation of the law by the immigration authorities.
5.  Examination of  the evidence by the Insular Collector of  Customs without seeing all
testimony introduced before the board.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed all of Guevara’s assignments of error, upholding the lower
court’s  decision.  The Court  found that  the  board had sufficient  evidence to  justify  its
conclusion,  considering  Guevara’s  appearance  and  conflicting  testimonies.  The  Court
emphasized that proceedings for deportation under the Chinese Exclusion Act are civil, not
criminal,  and the physical appearance and testimony regarding racial  identification are
admissible. It noted that the burden of proof lies with the Chinese person claiming U.S.
citizenship to affirmatively prove such status. The Court also stated the discretionary power
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of examining officers or boards to decide on admission based on the presented testimony,
which should not be overturned unless the discretion was clearly abused.

### Doctrine:
The decisions established that in deportation proceedings under the Chinese Exclusion Act,
the physical appearance of the person seeking admission can be taken into consideration,
and  those  experienced  in  identifying  racial  characteristics  are  competent  witnesses.
Additionally, it reaffirmed that the burden of proof lies with Chinese individuals claiming
citizenship to prove their claim. It further cemented the principle that the discretion of
examining officers or boards in immigration cases, supported by any evidence, is conclusive
and not subject to court review unless clearly abused.

### Class Notes:
– **Deportation Proceedings**: Civil in nature; Governed by civil laws of evidence.
– **Burden of Proof**: In cases involving Chinese exclusion or deportation, the individual
claiming U.S. citizenship or the right to enter must affirmatively prove such claim.
–  **Evidence  and  Discretion**:  Physical  appearance  and  testimonies  about  racial
identification are valid in deportation hearings. The discretionary judgments of immigration
authorities, if supported by any evidence, are conclusive.
– **Citations**:
– **Chinese Exclusion Act Cases**: Guevara’s reliance on appearance and testimonies.
–  **Principle  of  Discretion**:  Immigration authorities  have the  discretion to  decide  on
admissions based on testimony presented.

### Historical Background:
This case occurred in the context of the early 20th century, a period marked by restrictive
immigration policies in the United States and its territories, including the Philippine Islands.
The Chinese Exclusion Act and subsequent legal measures significantly limited Chinese
immigration, requiring stringent proof of the right to enter or re-enter the U.S. territories.
This  case illustrates the application of  these principles in the Philippine legal  context,
emphasizing the broad discretion granted to immigration authorities and the high burden of
proof on Chinese individuals seeking admission.


