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**Title:** Uy Kheytin et al. v. Antonio Villareal, Judge of First Instance of the Twenty-Third
Judicial District et al.

**Facts:**
– On April 30, 1919, Ramon Gayanilo, a corporal of the Philippine Constabulary, applied for
a search warrant from Judge L.M. Southworth of the Court of First Instance of Iloilo, stating
under oath that opium was stored in the house of Chino Uy Kheytin at Sto. Niño Street No.
20, Iloilo, beneath a writing desk.
– Judge Southworth issued the search warrant the same day.
– Lieutenant M.S. Torralba, armed with the warrant, searched Uy Kheytin’s house on April
30 and found 60 cans of opium in the specified location.
– Uy Kheytin denied renting the bodega on the ground floor, leading Torralba to investigate
further. The next day, confirmed Uy Kheytin rented the bodega from the house’s owner,
Segovia.
– On May 1, Lieutenant Torralba resumed the search and seized additional items including
opium-related paraphernalia and personal items like books, papers, and letters.
– A criminal complaint was filed against Uy Kheytin and co-petitioners for violating the
Opium Law. They were arrested, and a preliminary investigation by the justice of the peace
found probable cause, forwarding the case to the Court of First Instance.
– Petitioners filed a motion in the Court of First Instance demanding the return of their
personal items, claiming illegal seizure. Judge Antonio Villareal denied the motion.
– Petitioners then filed for writs of induction and prohibition in the Philippine Supreme
Court seeking similar relief.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  the  search  warrant  issued  on  April  30,  1919,  was  legally  valid  as  per
requirements outlined in General Orders No. 58.
2. Whether the search and ensuing seizures conducted on May 1, 1919, were authorized
under the same warrant.
3. Whether the seizure of personal books, letters, and unrelated items was lawful under the
search warrant for opium.
4. Whether the procedural irregularities in issuing the warrant necessitated the return of
seized items and exoneration of the petitioners.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Validity of Search Warrant of April 30th:**
– The Court affirmed that the failure of Judge Southworth to examine witnesses under oath,
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as required by General Orders No. 58, Section 98, constituted an irregularity. However,
given  the  specific  and  truthful  affidavit  from  Corporal  Gayanilo  and  the  subsequent
discovery of opium, this procedural defect did not invalidate the search warrant, nor did it
justify the return of the seized opium to petitioners.

2. **Search on May 1st:**
– The Court ruled that the search on May 1st was a lawful continuation of the search begun
on April 30th, interrupted by the need to verify the ownership of the bodega. The guard
placed on the premises preserved the continuity of the search conducted under the original
warrant.

3. **Seizure of Books, Letters, and Other Personal Items:**
– The Court held that the items unrelated to opium (items listed in Nos. 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14,
and 15 of the sheriff’s return) were seized illegally. These items were not described in the
search warrant, violating the constitutional protection against unreasonable searches and
seizures. Consequently, these items were ordered to be returned to the petitioners.

4. **Impact of Procedural Irregularities:**
– The procedural irregularities noted did not warrant a dismissal of the case against the
petitioners nor the return of opium-related items legally seized. The search and seizure,
despite  technical  missteps,  led  to  the  lawful  discovery  of  contraband,  justifying  the
petitioners’ continued prosecution.

**Doctrine:**
– **General Orders No. 58 Compliance:**
Any deficiency in procedural  adherence to General  Orders No.  58 in issuing a search
warrant does not inherently invalidate a search if probable cause is based on a truthful,
sworn affidavit, and the contraband is found as described.
– **Scope of Search and Seizure:**
The objects to be seized must be particularly described in the warrant. Seizure of items not
mentioned in the warrant is considered an unconstitutional overreach.
– **Unreasonable Searches and Seizures:**
The seizure of personal items not related to the crime specified in the warrant violates
constitutional protections, necessitating their return.

**Class Notes:**
– **Key Elements:** Search Warrant Issuance, Probable Cause, Affidavit, Search Warrant
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Execution, Unreasonable Search and Seizure, Exclusionary Rule.
– **Statutes/Provisions:**
– **General Orders No. 58, Section 96:** Grounds for issuing search warrants.
–  **General  Orders  No.  58,  Section  98:**  Requirement  to  examine  complainants  and
witnesses under oath.
– **Jones Law, Section 3:** Protection against unreasonable searches and seizures and
warrant requirements for probable cause.
– **Simplified Application:**
– Ensure sworn affidavits are precise and truthful for probable cause.
– Judges must comply procedurally with examining witnesses under oath.
– Items not specified within a warrant cannot be seized, emphasizing strict adherence to
described searches.

**Historical Background:**
– During this period, heightened enforcement of laws regarding opium and other narcotics
was  prevalent,  correlating  with  global  shifts  towards  stringent  drug control.  The case
exemplifies  early  20th-century  legal  challenges  in  balancing  effective  law enforcement
against upholding constitutional rights amidst the post-American colonial judicial landscape
in the Philippines, reflecting evolving legal standards on search and seizure.


