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### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Olive Rubio Mamaril

### Facts:
On the evening of March 25, 2003, at 9:30 PM, a team composed of SPO4 Alexis Gotidoc
and other members of the Intel Operatives of Tarlac City Police Station, in coordination with
the Philippine Drug Enforcement Agency (PDEA), executed Search Warrant No. 144C issued
by  Judge  Alipio  Yumul.  The  warrant  authorized  the  search  of  Olive  Rubio  Mamaril’s
residence at Zone 1, Barangay Maliwalo, Tarlac City for illegal drugs.

SPO4  Gotidoc,  in  the  presence  of  Barangay  Kagawad  Oscar  Tabamo  and  Mamaril,
discovered  one  plastic  sachet  containing  a  white  crystalline  substance  on  top  of  a
refrigerator.  Mamaril  was informed of  her constitutional  rights,  and the police officers
prepared a Certificate of Good Search and Confiscation Receipt which Mamaril refused to
sign.  The seized substance tested positive for  methamphetamine hydrochloride (shabu)
weighing 0.055 grams at the Tarlac Provincial Crime Laboratory.

Subsequently, an Information was filed against Mamaril charging her with illegal possession
of methamphetamine hydrochloride. During trial, Mamaril claimed that the police officers
failed to find any drugs during the initial search of her house and alleged that drugs were
planted by the police. Additionally,  Mamaril  alleged an extortion attempt by the police
demanding P20,000 in exchange for not filing charges.

On April 21, 2004, the trial court found Mamaril guilty of violating Section 11, Article II, of
R.A. 9165 and sentenced her to 12 years and one day to 20 years of imprisonment and
imposed a fine of P300,000. This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeals on August
31, 2005.

### Issues:
1. Whether the search warrant was based on probable cause.
2. Whether the evidence obtained through the search was admissible.
3. Whether the presumption of regularity in the performance of official functions prevails
over the presumption of innocence.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the judgment of both the trial court and the Court of Appeals,
finding Olive Rubio Mamaril guilty beyond reasonable doubt.



G.R. No. 203984. June 18, 2014 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

#### Issue 1: Validity of the Search Warrant
– The Supreme Court held that there was probable cause for the issuance of the search
warrant.  It  relied  on  the  testimony  of  SPO4  Gotidoc  who,  under  oath,  affirmed  that
surveillance had been conducted, and the accused was known for involvement in drug
peddling. This testimony, corroborated by other evidence, met all requisites for the issuance
of a search warrant.

#### Issue 2: Admissibility of Evidence
–  The  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  the  search  was  conducted  legally  and  the
methamphetamine hydrochloride seized was admissible in evidence. The Court emphasized
that  judicial  determination  of  probable  cause  is  presumed  regular  absent  clear  and
convincing evidence to the contrary. The accused failed to present substantial evidence to
overturn this presumption.

#### Issue 3: Presumption of Regularity vs. Presumption of Innocence
– The Supreme Court stated that while the constitutional presumption of innocence stands,
it does not negate the presumption of regularity in official functions. Mamaril’s defense
relied heavily on allegations of frame-up without substantive proof. The Court found the
presumption of regularity and the testimonies of police officers more convincing than the
self-serving statements made by Mamaril.

### Doctrine:
– The case reinforced the principle that search warrants should be issued based on probable
cause,  determined  personally  by  the  judge  after  examination  of  the  complainant  and
witnesses under oath.
– It highlighted the presumption of regularity in the performance of official duties, which
can only be overturned by substantial evidence.
– The doctrine of admissibility of evidence obtained through a lawful search was reiterated.

### Class Notes:
– **Elements of Illegal Possession of Dangerous Drugs**:
1. Possession by the accused of an illegal drug.
2. Lack of legal authority for such possession.
3. Conscious and willful possession of the drug.

**Citations**:
– Republic Act No. 9165, Section 11, Article II, outlines the penalties for possession of
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dangerous drugs.
– Rules of Court, Rule 126 on Search and Seizure, details the requisites for the issuance of
search warrants.

**Interpretation**:
– Probable cause must be determined by a judge based on comprehensive assessment.
– The presumption of regularity supports the actions of law enforcement in the absence of
strong evidence to the contrary.
–  Self-serving  and  uncorroborated  defenses  like  frame-up  are  generally  insufficient  to
overturn a conviction.

### Historical Background:
– This case is situated in the context of the Philippines’ rigorous anti-drug legislation under
Republic  Act  No.  9165  (Comprehensive  Dangerous  Drugs  Act  of  2002),  reflecting  the
government’s strong stance against drug-related offenses and the legal processes governing
the enforcement of drug laws. The case underscores the judiciary’s role in balancing the
enforcement of drug laws with constitutional guarantees of individual rights.


