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### Title:
**Agaton C. Rodriguez and Juan Evangelista vs. Victor D. Villamiel and Adolfo N. Feliciano**

### Facts:
1. **Affidavits and Search Warrants:** On March 8, 1935, Victor D. Villamiel, a special
agent of the Anti-Usury Board, made affidavits before the justice of the peace of Tayabas to
obtain search warrants against Agaton C. Rodriguez and Juan Evangelista. The affidavits
stated that they believed the petitioners were usurers and that evidence was hidden in their
homes.
2. **Issuance of Warrants:** The justice of the peace, acting in the absence of the Court of
First Instance judge, issued search warrants on March 9, 1935.
3.  **Execution  of  Warrants:**  Villamiel,  accompanied  by  other  agents  and  a  soldier,
executed the warrants on the afternoon of March 9, 1935, searching the homes of the
petitioners and seizing documents without issuing detailed receipts.
4. **Initial Court Action:** On March 21, 1935, the petitioners filed a suit in the Court of
First  Instance  of  Tayabas,  alleging  the  search  warrants  were  illegal,  requesting  their
nullification, and seeking the return of the seized documents.
5. **Court of First Instance Judgment:** The Court of First Instance found Villamiel guilty of
contempt (for not issuing specific receipts and not depositing the documents promptly to the
court) but upheld the validity of the search warrants and allowed agents to retain necessary
documents for future criminal action.

### Issues:
1. **Validity of Search Warrants:** Were the search warrants issued against Agaton C.
Rodriguez and Juan Evangelista legally valid?
2. **Legality of Seizure:** Was the seizure of the documents and papers by the Anti-Usury
Board agents lawful?
3.  **Use of  Seized Documents:**  Were the agents  of  the Anti-Usury Board allowed to
examine and retain the seized documents for use in potential criminal proceedings?

### Court’s Decision:
1. **Search Warrants Invalid:** The Supreme Court of the Philippines found the search
warrants invalid due to insufficiencies in the affidavits upon which they were based. The
affidavits needed personal knowledge and sufficient detail to warrant perjury charges if
false, which they lacked.
2. **Seizure Unlawful:** The court held that the search and seizure were unconstitutional.
The seizure of documents intended to be used as evidence in future criminal cases violates
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the constitutional protection against self-incrimination.
3. **Return of Documents:** The Court reversed the lower court’s decision and ordered the
return of the documents to the petitioners, concluding no costs were to be imposed.

### Doctrine:
1.  **Affidavit  Requirement:**  Affidavits  supporting  search  warrants  must  be  based  on
personal knowledge of specific facts that can sustain a charge of perjury.
2.  **Protection  Against  Self-Incrimination:**  The seizure  of  documents  as  evidence for
future criminal cases against the owner contravenes constitutional protections against self-
incrimination and unreasonable searches and seizures.
3. **Liberal Construction of Constitutional Rights:** Constitutional guarantees for personal
security and individual rights must be liberally construed in favor of the individual.

### Class Notes:
– **Fourth Amendment Analogs:** Search warrants need specific, detailed oaths based on
personal knowledge.
– **Self-Incrimination:** Using seized documents to prosecute the individual from whom
they were seized is prohibited.
–  **Unreasonable  Searches  and  Seizures:**  Determination  of  what  is  “unreasonable”
involves evaluating probable cause and the search’s context.

### Historical Background:
– **Anti-Usury Efforts:** The case occurred during the Commonwealth period, where efforts
were focused on regulating and controlling usury practices.
–  **Constitutional  Developments:**  Grounded  in  the  1935  Constitution,  emphasizing
individual rights protection extensively.
– **Legal Precedent:** The case highlights precedents from U.S. law emphasizing personal
protection from arbitrary government intrusion.

This case serves as an important benchmark in the Philippine legal system for ensuring a
robust protection of civil liberties against unwarranted government actions.


