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### Title: Gregorio Telen y Ichon vs. People of the Philippines

### Facts:
This case delves into the legality of a “stop and frisk” operation that led to the arrest of
Gregorio Telen y Ichon and his subsequent conviction for illegal possession of dangerous
drugs under Republic Act No. 9165 or the Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Act of 2002. On
October 7, 2012, in Makati City, Police Officer PO3 Mazo observed Telen at a gas station
and noticed a metal object resembling a hand grenade in Telen’s waistband upon Telen
reaching for his wallet.  This observation led Mazo to report and tail  Telen,  eventually
arresting him with the assistance of backup, recovering not just the supposed grenade but
also three sachets of shabu. At trial, the prosecution presented evidence and testimony to
support the arrest and the chain of custody of the seized drugs. Conversely, Telen contested
the legality of his arrest and the integrity of the chain of custody of the evidence against
him. The Regional Trial Court found Telen guilty, a decision upheld by the Court of Appeals
upon his appeal.

### Issues:
1. Whether the “stop and frisk” that led to Telen’s arrest and the seizure of evidence was
lawful.
2. Whether the warrantless arrest of Telen was valid.
3. If the evidence (seized drugs) obtained from the warrantless arrest is admissible.
4. Whether the prosecution established the guilt  of Telen beyond reasonable doubt for
violating Section 11 of Republic Act No. 9165.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the decisions of the lower courts, highlighting the invalidity of
the “stop and frisk” operation and consequently, the warrantless arrest of Telen due to
insufficient suspicious circumstances to justify such actions. The Court clarified that for a
“stop and frisk” to be deemed valid, there must be a totality of suspicious circumstances
leading the officer to believe a crime is being committed. In Telen’s case, the arresting
officer’s action was based on a mere hunch from seeing a metal object, which did not satisfy
the criteria for a lawful “stop and frisk.” Furthermore, the Court deemed the evidence
acquired from the arrest—inadmissible, solidifying the grounds for Telen’s acquittal.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine surrounding the validity of “stop and frisk”
operations, emphasizing that a warrantless search and seizure under such circumstances
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must be supported by a totality of suspicious circumstances that reasonably convince the
officer a crime is being committed. Mere suspicion or hunch is insufficient.

### Class Notes:
– **Legal Basis for Warrantless Arrest and Search**: Under Rule 113, Section 5 of the
Revised Rules on Criminal Procedure, warrantless arrests are lawful if the person to be
arrested is caught in flagrante delicto, there’s probable cause to believe a crime has just
been committed, or if  the person is an escaped prisoner. A warrantless search can be
justified if incidental to a lawful arrest.
– **”Stop and Frisk” Doctrine**: This type of search is characterized by a quick pat-down to
check for weapons or contraband based on reasonable suspicion, not probable cause. A
valid “stop and frisk” requires the officer to have observed personal, specific behaviors that
indicate criminal activity is afoot.
–  **Evidence Obtained from Unlawful  Search**:  The exclusionary  rule,  as  provided by
Article III, Section 3(2) of the 1987 Philippine Constitution, renders evidence obtained from
an unreasonable search and seizure inadmissible for any purpose in any proceeding.

### Historical Background:
The “stop and frisk” ruling is significantly informed by American jurisprudence, notably the
Terry v. Ohio case, and has been adapted into Philippine law through jurisprudence as a
means to balance law enforcement’s need to protect public safety and the public’s rights
against unreasonable searches and seizures. This case underscores the evolving nature of
the doctrine in response to its application in different factual circumstances, reaffirming the
Supreme Court’s commitment to uphold constitutional rights while recognizing the practical
needs of law enforcement.


