
G.R. No. L-27968. December 03, 1975 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title: Lopez and Velasco vs. Commissioner of Customs of Davao et al.

### Facts:
The case originates from the seizure of 1,480 sacks of copra and 86 sacks of coffee from the
vessel M/V Jolo Lema by the Collector of Customs of Davao. Petitioners Jose G. Lopez, the
awardee of the vessel via the Philippine Reparations Commission, and Tomas Velasco, who
entered into  a  contract  for  the  vessel’s  operation ostensibly  for  fishing,  protested the
seizure. They contended that the goods were locally purchased and not subject to seizure
and forfeiture, disputing the legality of both the seizure and the forfeiture process, which
was based on documents allegedly obtained through coercion by government agents.

The Collector of Customs of Davao counters that the goods were of foreign origin, smuggled
from  Indonesia,  corroborated  by  documentation  and  witness  testimony  from  various
government agencies. The case progressed through administrative and legal channels, with
the Court of Tax Appeals ultimately affirming the seizure’s legality, a decision also upheld
by the Supreme Court.

A subsequent issue arose regarding the search of Velasco’s hotel room by a party led by
respondent Earl Reynolds, Senior NBI Agent of Davao, purportedly conducted without a
search  warrant.  The  respondents,  including  Reynolds,  argued  that  the  search  was
consensual, with Velasco’s wife allegedly allowing the search and voluntarily handing over
documents.

### Issues:
1. Whether the seizure of goods from the M/V Jolo Lema was lawful.
2. Whether the search of Velasco’s hotel room violated the constitutional protection against
unreasonable searches and seizures.

### Court’s Decision:
1. **On the seizure of goods:** The Supreme Court previously affirmed the Court of Tax
Appeals’ decision, supporting the legality of the seizure based on evidence that the goods
were smuggled from Indonesia.

2. **On the search of the hotel room:** The Court found that there was consent for the
search, as posited by the respondents and corroborated by statements and certifications
from  those  present  during  the  search.  Consequently,  there  was  no  violation  of  the
constitutional  protection  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures.  The  petition  for
certiorari, prohibition, and mandamus was dismissed.
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### Doctrine:
– The principle highlighted by this case is that consent, whether express or implied, negates
the unreasonableness of a search, and thus aligns with constitutional protections against
unwarranted invasions of privacy.

### Class Notes:
– **Key Elements:**
– **Consent to Search:** A search without a warrant can still be valid if consent is given by
the individual or parties with authority over the premises being searched.
– **Legality of Seizure:** Goods smuggled into the Philippines, violating customs and tax
laws, are subject to seizure and forfeiture.
–  **Evidence  Gathering:**  Evidence  obtained  through  consensual  searches  can  be
admissible  in  administrative  and  legal  proceedings.

– **Applicable Statutes:**
– Philippine Constitution, Article III, Section 2: The right against unreasonable searches and
seizures.
– Customs laws regarding the seizure and forfeiture of goods smuggled into the country.

– **Application in Case:**
– The validity of a seizure under customs law can be established through evidence showing
that goods were of foreign origin and entered the country illegally.
– The consent to a search, explicitly or implicitly given by a person with authority over the
premises, renders the search reasonable and the evidence obtained admissible.

### Historical Background:
This  case underscores the balance the judiciary seeks between enforcing laws against
smuggling and protecting constitutional rights. The decision illustrates the judiciary’s role
in scrutinizing governmental actions to ensure they conform with constitutional protections,
particularly regarding the inviolability of private spaces against unreasonable searches and
seizures.


