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DE LEON, J.:

This is an appeal from an order of the Court of First Instance of Manila enjoining the Commissioner of
Im-migration from carrying out the warrant of deportation dated July 1, 1957 against the herein
petitioner-appellee, and declaring unlawful and illegal the confiscation of his bond.

A Chinese citizen named Shiu Shun Man, alias Loo Bon, alias Loo Son Bon (hereinafter referred to as Loo Bon,
for short), arrived in the Philippines on July 23, 1955 and was admitted as temporary visitor upon the filing of a
cash bond of P10,000 posted by his father Loo Tek. His admission status as temporary visitor, however, was,
upon application, subsequently changed to that of pre-arranged employee, and he was authorized to stay as such
until April 30, 1957.

It appears that on April 4, 1957, the Commissioner of Immigration issued a decision ordering the deportation of
Loo Bon and Loo Tek under section 37 (a) (9) of the Philippine Immigration Act of 1940, as amended. It was
found by the Commission that in the investigation by the Board of Special Inquiry on July 28, 1955, Loo Bon
deliberately and willfully declared under oath, and represented himself, that he was single; that on August 26,
1955, in his sworn application for Alien Certificate of Registration, he again stated that he was single and did not
have children; but that after he secured a change in category from temporary visitor to pre-arranged em-ployee,
he applied for correction of his civil status from "single" to "married", and it was proved upon investiga-tion that
he was really married in Chinain 1948 and has three children with his wife Ng He Chiok. Loo Tek, on the other
hand, was also charged for deportation for having stated in the sworn application for pre-arranged employment of
his son Loo Bon, and for having testified in the investigation in connection therewith, that the latter was single
and had no child, when as a matter of fact his son was already married and had three children.

The decision of April 4, 1957 having become final and executory, awarrant of deportation against the two aliens.
Loo Tek and Loo Bon, was issued on July 1, 1957. Upon re-hearing, the Commissioner dismissed the deportation
charge against Loo Tek.

On July 8, 1957, the said Commissioner sent aletter to Loo Bon ordering him to leave the Philippines within three
days from receipt thereof, in view of the deportation warrant issued on July 1, and of the fact that his au-thorized
stay expired on April 30, 1957. The said alien was therein warned that upon his failure to leave, the cash bond of
P10,000 filed by his father for his temporary admission would be ordered confiscated.

On July 15, 1957, the Commissioner finally wrote Loo Tek advising him that due to violation of the pertinent
conditions of the cash bond filed by him for his son, the whole of said bond was forfeited in favor of the
Government.
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Loo Bon instituted the present proceedings with a petition for prohibition with preliminary injunction filed with
the Court of First Instance of Manila, praying that the respondent Commissioner of Immigration be enjoined from
deporting him from the country and from ordering the confiscation of the cash bond of P10,000 posted in his
favor.

After the filing of the usua responsive pleadings, the case was called for trial but inasmuch as the evidence of
both parties are all documentary, they agreed on a joint manifestation to submit the case for decision based on the
pleadings and available records of the Bureau of Immigration.

On November 27, 1959, the trial court rendered a decision declaring null and void the warrant of deportation
dated July 1, 1957 and the order for the confiscation of the bond filed by Loo Tek. Not satisfied, the
Commis-sioner of Immigration has appeal ed.

After going over the record, We find the appeal to be meritorious.

Section 45 (f) of Commonwealth Act No. 613, as amended, provides that any individual who in any im-migration
matter shall knowingly make under oath any false statement or representations shall be guilty of an offense, and
upon conviction thereof, shall be fined not more than one thousand pesos, and imprisoned for not more than two
years, and deported if heisan alien.

The record of the case clearly establishes the fact that while petitioner is a married man with three children, he
stated under oath before the immigration authorities that he is single. According to him, his reason for having
made that statement was that he had been led to believe that his marriage in China is not recognized in this
country. This was not, however, a good reason for petitioner to state that he was single. The proper thing for him
would have been to give his true civil status, as it is, in the light of Chinese laws and leave the Philippine
authorities to determine what his civil status would be in the light of our laws. At any rate, there is evidence to
show that petitioner's purpose in declaring before the Philippine Consulate in Hongkong that he was single was to
simplify his application to come to the Philippines. So that he cannot now claim that he made the said statement in
good faith or without malice of any kind. Having, therefore, knowingly made this false statement, he is liable for
deportation under the af orecited section of the Immigration Law.

We agree with the Solicitor-General, representing the respondent-appellant, that the civil status of an alien
applicant for admission into the Philippines as temporary visitor is a matter that could influence the exercise of
discretion on the part of the immigration authorities, considering the possibility of a future change of category of
said alien to permanent resident or pre-arranged employee. The immigration authorities would be less in-clined to
alow the entrance of married persons because there would always be the natural tendency of such aliens, if they
succeed in changing their category or status, to bring their families to the Philippines or to send money abroad for
their support, thereby aggravating our increasing population problem and also inviting danger of violation of our
control measures on foreign exchange.

Coming now to the question on the admission bond filed by Loo Tek in petitioner's behalf, it is Our opinion that it
was only proper for the Commissioner of Im-migration to have ordered its confiscation, it appearing that
petitioner has violated the conditions thereof in that he has extended his stay in this country beyond the authorized
period. This, considering that the principle behind the requirement of such bond is “to control arid regulate the
admission into, and departure from, the Philippines of aliens applying for temporary admission" (Sec. 40(a),
Commonwealth Act 613, as amended). The change of status of Loo Bon from temporary visitor to pre-arranged
employee is beside the point because it did not ater the nature of his stay here as temporary. For even as
pre-arranged, employee, he was supposed to leave the country not later than April 30, 1957.
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Premises considered, the decision appealed from is hereby reversed and set aside. Let the writ of prohibition
issued by the court below ordered dissolved, with costs against the herein petitioner-appellee.

Bengzon, C.J., Bautista Angelo, Labrador, Concepcion, Reyes, J.B.L., Barrera, Paredes, and Dizon, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-16486. December 30, 1961

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



