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Title: People vs. Renante Comprado Bronola

Facts:
On July 15, 2011, Renante Comprado y Bronola was allegedly found in possession of 3,200
grams of  dried  marijuana  in  Puerto,  Cagayan  de  Oro  City,  Philippines.  A  confidential
informant alerted Police Inspector Dominador Orate, Jr.  that a man, accompanied by a
woman, was traveling with contraband from Bukidnon to Cagayan de Oro City. The police
were informed that the man carried a black and violet “Lowe Alpine” backpack.

At around 9:30 pm, the informant reported that the suspect boarded a bus with specific
identifying details.  The police set up a checkpoint and, at around 11 pm, boarded the
identified bus, finding Comprado with the described backpack, which contained marijuana.

Comprado was charged with  violating Section 11,  Article  2  of  Republic  Act  No.  9165
(Comprehensive Dangerous Drugs Act of 2002). During the trial, he denied ownership of the
bag and claimed he was asked to carry it to Cagayan de Oro City by a person in Bukidnon.
The Regional Trial Court (RTC) found Comprado guilty, rejecting his defense and imposing
life imprisonment.

Comprado appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which upheld the RTC’s decision, citing
that  the  arrest,  through  a  “checkpoint”  stop,  was  legal.  The  CA  noted  procedural
noncompliance during the operation but concluded that the evidence was admissible.

Comprado further appealed to the Supreme Court.

Issues:
I. Whether Comprado’s arrest was valid.
II. Whether the items seized were admissible in evidence.
III. Whether Comprado is guilty of illegal possession of marijuana.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found for the accused-appellant, Renante Comprado y Bronola, and
reversed the decisions of the lower courts.

I. The Supreme Court held that the arrest was invalid as it was made without probable
cause, based solely on a tip from a confidential informant. The police action did not fall
within recognized exceptions that allow warrantless searches, like a moving vehicle search
or stop-and-frisk, neither was any crime being committed in the officers’ presence.
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II. Consequently, any evidence obtained during the unwarranted search was inadmissible.
The absence of evidence meant there was no basis to convict Comprado of the charged
offense.

III. The Supreme Court acquitted Comprado due to the inadmissible nature of the evidence
caused  by  the  unlawful  search  and  arrest,  regardless  of  any  procedural  defaults  in
challenging arrest legality during trial.

Doctrine:
The case underlines the doctrine that arrests made without a valid warrant are illegal unless
justified by specific  exceptions.  It  emphasizes that evidence obtained from such illegal
arrests  and  searches  is  inadmissible,  safeguarding  the  constitutional  right  against
unreasonable  searches  and  seizures.

Class Notes:
– **Arrest Without Warrant**: Valid when the person is committing a crime in the officer’s
presence, there is probable cause for a committed crime, or escapes from confinement.
– **Search and Seizure**: Section 2, Article III of the 1987 Constitution protects against
unreasonable searches and seizures. Key exceptions include searches incidental to lawful
arrests and stop-and-frisk.
–  **Exclusionary  Rule**:  Evidence  gathered  in  violation  of  rights  from  unreasonable
searches and seizures is inadmissible, rooted in Article III, Section 3(2).

Historical Background:
This case reflects ongoing tensions in law enforcement regarding drug-related arrests. The
decision illustrates  balancing aggressive  policing in  drug control  against  constitutional
protections,  a  recurrent  theme  in  the  judiciary  as  the  Philippine  state  grappled  with
widespread illegal drug issues. During this era, drug enforcement policies often clashed
with  civil  liberties,  prompting  the  judiciary  to  delineate  clear  boundaries  to  protect
individual rights.


