Adm Case No. 528. October 11, 1967 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title**: Andy Quelnan y Quino vs. People of the Philippines

**Facts**:

Andy Quelnan y Quino was accused of illegal possession of 27.7458 grams of
methamphetamine hydrochloride, a regulated drug under Philippine law, within the
Cityland Condominium in Makati City on August 27, 1996. The day’s events began when a
Police Assistance and Reaction Against Crime (PARAC) team, equipped with a search
warrant issued specifically against a person named Bernard Kim, prepared to implement the
warrant at said address. Upon executing the warrant, the police found Quelnan half-naked
in the unit and purportedly observed packages containing the illegal substance alongside
drug paraphernalia on a table. Quelnan, claiming innocence, revealed that he was only on
the premises to collect rent from his tenant, Sung Kok Lee, the alleged true occupant of the
unit. He testified that the items seized were not in his possession. After being forced to sign
certain documents during the search, Quelnan was arrested. Despite Quelnan’s arguments,
which included illegal arrest and no active possession of the drugs, the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) found him guilty, sentencing him based on strong testimonial evidence from police
officers and the presumption of the regularity in their operations. The Court of Appeals,
while affirming the RTC’s conviction, adjusted the sentence. Quelnan escalated the case to
the Supreme Court for review.

**[ssuest*:
1. Was the search warrant properly enforced?
2. Was Quelnan validly arrested without a warrant?

**Court’s Decision**:

1. *Search Warrant Enforcement**:

The Supreme Court identified that the search warrant did not name Quelnan but rather
another individual, Bernard Kim, as its intended subject. Despite this, the premises were
accurately described, and the warrant was for the premises alone. Thus, the enforcement
was deemed proper regardless of the person present or named in the warrant. The
warrant’s validity stood as it conformed with procedural requisites focusing on location, not
a specific individual.

2. *Validity of Warrantless Arrest**:

The Court affirmed that Quelnan’s arrest was valid, even without a separate arrest warrant,
due to catching him in flagrante delicto, as drugs were found in a domain controlled by him,
regardless of visibly possessing them. His act of being in the unit, portraying the owner,
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supported findings that he constructively possessed the drugs found therein.

**Doctrine**:

The Court reiterated that a search warrant’s validity primarily hinges on its specificity
pertaining to the place to search and the items to seize, not necessarily the person’s identity
unless the warrant for an individual is specified. Furthermore, constructive possession can
suffice for drug offenses if showing that an individual had control over the premises where
the illicit items were kept.

**Class Notes**:

- *Constructive Possession*: Exists when the accused has dominion over the area where the
drugs were found, not just physical possession.

- *Regularity Presumption*: Police testimonies supported by performance protocols can
solidify case rulings.

- Penal application under the Dangerous Drugs Act of 1972 allows prision correccional for
possession under 200 grams.

**Historical Background**:

In the 1990s, the Philippine government was intensively battling drug-related crimes,
leading to policies enhancing investigative measures and penalties for flagged individuals.
This context provided rigid interpretations and presumptions favoring state officers amid
drug raids, demonstrating a priority in curbing drug proliferation over procedural
technicalities related to individual suspects during operation implementations.
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