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Title:
United Laboratories, Inc. vs. Ernesto Isip and/or Shalimar Philippines and/or Occupants,
Shalimar Building, No. 1571, Aragon Street, Sta. Cruz, Manila

Facts:
An application for the issuance of a search warrant was filed by Rolando H. Besarra, an
investigator from the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI), at the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) of Manila. The search warrant was for the premises occupied by Shalimar Philippines,
operated by Ernesto Isip, which was allegedly manufacturing counterfeit UNILAB products,
particularly  Revicon  multivitamins.  The  application  included  affidavits  and  evidence
supporting the claim of illegal manufacturing, including photographs taken by an asset
planted in the location.

After hearing testimony and examining the evidence, the RTC issued Search Warrant No.
04-4916, authorizing the search and seizure of finished or unfinished counterfeit Revicon
multivitamins and related materials. During the implementation, the authorities failed to
find fake Revicon products but discovered and seized sealed boxes containing Disudrin and
Inoflox, which were not listed in the warrant. The seized items were turned over to the
Bureau of Food and Drugs (BFAD) for examination, and the findings were that the products
failed to meet their respective tests.

The respondents filed an “Urgent Motion to Quash the Search Warrant or to Suppress
Evidence,” arguing that the search and seizures were conducted on a different property
from what was described in the warrant and that Disudrin and Inoflox were not specified as
items to be seized. The trial court ultimately granted the motion, which prompted UNILAB
to file a motion for reconsideration, arguing that the seizure was valid under the “plain
view” doctrine. The trial court denied the motion.

Dissatisfied, UNILAB then filed a petition for review on certiorari with the Supreme Court
under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court, contending that the seized items should be legally
admissible as evidence, which the Supreme Court ultimately denied affirming the RTC’s
orders.

Issues:
1. Whether UNILAB is the proper party to file the petition.
2. Whether it is proper for UNILAB to file the petition directly with the Supreme Court
under Rule 45.
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3. Whether the search conducted by NBI officers and the subsequent seizure of Disudrin
and Inoflox were valid.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s orders and denied UNILAB’s petition. The
Court ruled as follows:

1. UNILAB had standing as a party in defending the validity of the search warrant and the
admissibility of seized properties since it collaborated with NBI in the application of the
search warrant and participated actively in the proceedings.
2. Although generally, a party should adhere to the hierarchy of courts, in this exceptional
case, the Supreme Court took cognizance of the petition directly due to the unique nature of
the issues raised.
3. The seizure of Disudrin and Inoflox was invalid as they were not specifically described in
the search warrant. The petitioner and NBI failed to establish the requirements for the
application of the plain view doctrine, as they did not provide sufficient evidence during the
hearings.

Doctrine:
For a search and seizure to be valid, the items must be specifically described in the warrant,
and the search itself must be conducted within the parameters set by the warrant. The plain
view doctrine may only apply if the essential requirements are met: the item must be in
plain view, the discovery of the item must be inadvertent, and it  must be immediately
apparent that the item is subject to seizure.

Class Notes:
– Search Warrant Requirement: Specific description of place and items to be seized.
– Plain View Doctrine: Requires a prior justifiable intrusion, inadvertent discovery, and
immediate recognition of incriminating evidence.
– Particularity in Search Warrants: Limits the scope of the search to prevent a general
exploratory search.

Historical Background:
The context of the case revolves around the protection of intellectual property rights and
the enforcement of laws against counterfeit products, such as medicines, which significantly
impact  the public’s  health  and safety.  The proceeding also  delves  into  the procedural
safeguards against unreasonable searches and seizures provided by judicial authorization,
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typically  through search warrants  that  must  describe with specificity  the places to  be
searched and the  items to  be  seized.  The case  underscores  the  balance  between law
enforcement and individual rights, illustrating the limits of government power even in the
pursuit of legitimate objectives.


