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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Abe Valdez y Dela Cruz

**Facts:**
In September 1996, Abe Valdez y Dela Cruz was charged with violating Section 9 of the
Dangerous Drugs Act of 1972 (R.A. No. 6425), as amended, for allegedly cultivating seven
marijuana plants weighing 2.194 kilograms in Villaverde, Nueva Vizcaya. The police acted
on a tip and found the plants 25 meters from his hut. Valdez was said to have admitted
owning the plants during the police operation.

The local trial court convicted Valdez, sentencing him to death by lethal injection. This
conviction  was  automatically  reviewed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Valdez  contested  the
admissibility of the evidence, claiming the marijuana plants were products of an illegal
search and, therefore, inadmissible.

**Issues:**

1. Was the search and seizure of the marijuana plants lawful?
2. Were the seized plants admissible in evidence against the accused?
3. Did the prosecution prove Valdez’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt?
4. Was the imposition of the death penalty correct?

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Legality of Search and Seizure:**
The Supreme Court ruled the search and seizure unlawful. The police had sufficient time to
secure a warrant but failed to do so. The “plain view” doctrine was inapplicable because the
plants were not inadvertently discovered; the police sought them purposefully.

2. **Admissibility of Seized Plants:**
Given the search was illegal, the marijuana plants were inadmissible in evidence. The court
emphasized the importance of constitutional protection against unreasonable searches and
seizures.

3. **Burden of Proof and Remaining Evidence:**
With the marijuana evidence excluded, the only basis remaining was Valdez’s extrajudicial
confession,  which  was  also  inadmissible  as  it  was  uncounselled  and  obtained  during
custodial  investigation.  Thus,  the  prosecution  failed  to  prove  Valdez’s  guilt  beyond  a
reasonable doubt.
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4. **Imposition of Death Penalty:**
Given the insufficiency of evidence and inadmissibility of crucial pieces of evidence, the
Court  reversed the trial  court’s  decision,  acquitted Valdez,  and ordered his  immediate
release.

**Doctrine:**
1.  **Exclusionary  Rule:**  Evidence  obtained  from  an  illegal  search  and  seizure  is
inadmissible.
2.  **”Plain  View”  Doctrine:**  Requires  lawful  intrusion  and  inadvertent  discovery  of
evidence. Purposeful searches negate “plain view.”
3. **Custodial Investigation Rights:** Any confession during custodial investigation without
counsel is inadmissible.

**Class Notes:**

– **Elements of Illegal Search and Seizure:**
– Search without judicial warrant unless falling under specific lawful exceptions.
– Evidence inadmissible if obtained through unlawful search.
– Constitutional protection applies to people, not places.

– **Plain View Doctrine Elements:**
1. Prior valid intrusion.
2. Inadvertent discovery.
3. Evidence immediately apparent.
4. Mere seizure without further search.

– **Custodial Investigation:**
– Rights to counsel and to be informed of such rights.
– Investigation focusing on a suspect requires presence and assistance of counsel.

**Historical Background:**
This case falls within the broader scope of jurisprudence advocating stringent adherence to
constitutional protections against unlawful searches and seizures, reflecting a history of
safeguarding individual liberties against state overreach in the Philippines. It underscores
the judicial system’s burden in proving criminal guilt beyond a reasonable doubt and the
robust interpretation of protections in custodial investigations, ensuring fair trial rights for
all, particularly the disenfranchised.


