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**Title: Ruben del Castillo vs. People of the Philippines**

**Facts:**
The case unfolded when police received confidential information that Ruben del Castillo was
allegedly selling shabu (methamphetamine hydrochloride), prompting a surveillance and
test-buy operation at his residence. A search warrant was subsequently secured from the
RTC, and on September 13, 1997, officers conducted a raid at del Castillo’s home in Mabolo,
Cebu City. As the police arrived, del Castillo was seen fleeing to a nearby nipa hut, evading
the officers due to their unfamiliarity with the area.

Police, together with barangay tanods, searched both del Castillo’s house and the nipa hut,
finding nothing in the former but discovering four plastic packs of shabu in the latter. These
items were then subjected to laboratory examination, confirming their illegal substance
content. Based on these findings, an Information was filed against del Castillo for violating
Section 16, Article III of R.A. 6425, to which he pleaded not guilty. The prosecution and
defense presented their arguments, leading to the RTC finding del Castillo guilty, a decision
subsequently affirmed by the Court of Appeals (CA).

**Issues:**
1. The validity of the search warrant and the search’s adherence to legal standards.
2. The admissibility of the evidence seized outside the designated search area and by a
barangay tanod rather than a police officer.
3. The establishment of possession and control over the seized illegal drugs by del Castillo.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court systematically addressed each issue raised. Firstly, it held that the
search warrant had indeed met the necessary legal standards for its issuance, thereby
dismissing  del  Castillo’s  contention  regarding  the  warrant’s  validity.  However,  on  the
matter of the admissibility of evidence, the Court noted that items seized were found in a
location not specified in the warrant and by a figure (barangay tanod) who, although acting
at the direction of the police, could not circumvent the constitutional protections against
unreasonable searches and seizures. The Court emphasized that the involvement of the
barangay tanod under police directive made the search an extension of state authority, thus
subject to constitutional scrutiny and standards.

Onto the third issue, the Court found that there was insufficient evidence to conclusively
demonstrate that del Castillo had possession or control over the nipa hut where the drugs



G.R. No. 185128 Formerly UDK No. 13980. January 30, 2012 (Case
Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

were  found.  The  testimonies  from  the  prosecution  did  not  irrefutably  establish  his
ownership or dominion over the premises, which cast doubt on the constructive possession
argument. This led to the acquittal of del Castillo, as the Court held that the evidence did
not rise to the level of proof beyond reasonable doubt required for conviction.

**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court reiterated the principles governing the validity of a search warrant, the
requirements for a lawful search and seizure, and the conditions under which evidence may
be deemed admissible in court. It underscored the necessity for precise adherence to the
scope specified in a search warrant and the crucial distinction between state actors and
private  citizens  in  the  conduct  of  searches.  Furthermore,  it  clarified  the  doctrine  of
constructive  possession  in  drug  cases,  emphasizing  the  prosecution’s  burden to  prove
control or dominion over the place where illegal substances are found.

**Class Notes:**
–  A  search  warrant  must  satisfy  the  constitutional  requirements  of  particularity  and
necessity.
–  Evidence  obtained  outside  the  bounds  of  the  specified  search  warrant  area,  or  by
individuals acting under the influence or direction of state authorities, may be considered a
product of an unreasonable search and thus inadmissible (‘fruit of the poisonous tree’).
– Constructive possession requires demonstrable dominion or control over the area where
illicit substances are found.
–  In  criminal  cases,  the  standard  of  proof  demanded  is  “beyond  reasonable  doubt,”
safeguarding the presumption of innocence until proven otherwise.

**Historical Background:**
This case illustrates the evolving jurisprudential standards surrounding search and seizure
operations  and  the  possession  of  illegal  substances  in  the  Philippines.  It  reflects  the
judiciary’s ongoing task to balance the state’s interest in enforcing drug laws with the
individual’s constitutional rights against unreasonable searches and seizures.


