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AT

Republic of the Philippines
Supreme Court

Mlanila
SECOND DIVISION
PEOPLE - OF THE G.R. No. 262581
PHILIPPINES,
Plaintiff-appellee, Present:
%
LEONEN, S.4.J., Chairperson,
LAZARO-JAVIER,
~versus- LOPEZ, M.,
LOPEZ, J., and
KHO, JR., JJ.
SPS. XXX262581 and Promulgated:
YYY262581, '

Accused-appellants. AUG 16 ‘t

DECISION

M. LOPEZ, J.:

This is not just another horrid case of child rape or an incident of a
father raping his own daughter. This is a despicable case of rape committed
by a father and a mother against their own minor daughter. This only proves
that lust is not deterred by age or relationship.’

‘The conviction? of spouses XXX262581 and YYY262581 for rape
committed against their 14-year-old daughter is the subject of review in this

*  Initials were used to identify accused-appellants pursuant to Supreme Court Amended Administrative
Circular No. 83-2015 (2017), “Protocols and Procedures in the Promulgation, Publication, and Posting
on the Websites of Decisions, Final Resolutions, and Final Orders Using Fictitious Names/Personal
Circumstaices.

I See People v. De Guzman, 423 Phil. 313, 317 (2001) [Per Curiam, En Bancl.

2 Rollo, pp. 25-46. The Decision dated February 11, 2019 in Criminal Case Nos. 1.-11634 and L-11648
to L-11671 was penned by Judge Maria Laarni R. Parayno of Ealiamis, Regional Trial Court, )
Pangasinan. : '
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appeal3 assaﬂmg the Decision* dated April 20, 2022 of the Court of Appeals ‘,
“(€A) in CA—G R. CR-HC No. 13030.

FACTS

XXX262581 and YYY262581 were charged with incestuous rape
under Article 266-A, in relation to Article 266-B of the Revised Penal Code
(RPC), as amended by Republic Act No. 8353° under the following
Information:

That sometime in the year 2008 in —,6

Pangasinan and within the jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, the above-.
named accused, being then the parents and having moral ascendancy over
AAA262581]" (offended party) a 14 year old minor (ﬁ
), did, then, and there, willfully, unlawfully and feloniously conspired
with one another in having sexual intercourse with the offended party by
means of force or intimidation, whereby accused [YYY262581], held the
offended party while the accused [XXX262581] was having a carnal
knowledge to the said offended party, against the will and consent of their

daughter [AAA262581], to the prejudlce and damage of the said minor
offended party.

Contrary to Article 266-A in relation to Article 266-B (1) of the
Revised Penal Code as amended by R.A. No. 8353.8

There are other rape charges against XXX262581, allegedly committed
against AAA262581 when she was already 18 years old, but these were raffled
to another branch.’

Upon arraignment, XXX262581 and YYY262581 pleaded not guilty.'®
During pre-trial, the parties stipulated on the identities of XXX262581 and
YYY262581 as parents of AAA262581, the minority of AAA262581 at the

time of the alleged incident, and the authenticity and due execution of
AAA262581’s medico-legal report.!! The Regional Trial Court (RTC)
<

¥ Seeid. at 34, Notice of Appeal dated May 11, 2022.

Id. at 8-17. Penned by Associate Justice Jaime Fortunato A. Caringal, with the concurrence of Associate

Justices Myra V. Garcia-Fernandez and Louis P. Acosta of the Eleventh Division, Court of Appeals,

Manila.

5 Entitled “An Act Expanding the Definition of the Crime of Rape, Reclassifying the Same as a Crime
Against Persons, Amending for the Purpose Act No. 3815, as amended, Otherwise Known as the Revised
Penal Code, and for Other Purposes™ (1997).

¢ Supreme Court Amended Administrative Circular No. 83-2015 states that the geographical location
where the crime was committed should refer only to the province where the ctime occurred. References
to the specific barangay or town shouid be blotted from the body of the court decision if its identification
could lead to the disclosure of the women or children victims.

7 The identity of the victim or any information which could establish or compromise their identity, and
those of their immediate family or househiold members, shall be withheld pursuant to Republic Act No.
7610 (1992), “An Act Providing for Stronger Deterrence and Special Protection Against Child Abuse,
Exploitation and Discrimination, and for Other Purposes,”; and Section 40 of A.M. No. 04-10-11-3C
(2004), Rule on Viclence Against Women and Their Children. o .

8 RTC Records (Criminal Case Mo. L-11634),p 1.

°  Rollo,p. 25.

0 Id at9,34.

U Id. at9, 35.
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conducted a joint trial of the rape charge filed by AAA262581 against her

parents and the rape charges filed by her sister, BBB262581, against their
father.'?

The prosecution presented AAA262581, BBB262581, and Police
“Officer II Joan Claire Espelita (PO2"® Espelita).* AAA262581 testified that
she was born on November 11, 1994,'> as evidenced by her Certificate of Live
Birth.'® She narrated that on December 15, 2008, at around 10:00 p.m., her
mother woke her up from her sleep and told her to lie down beside her father.
Her mother then held both of her feet while her father removed her shorts and
panty. AAA262581 further testified that her father went on top of her and
inserted his penis inside her vagina for five minutes while holding both of her
hands. She also claimed that during this incident, and while she was crying
out of pain, her mother continued to hold both of her feet. Afterwards, her
parents ordered her to go back to where she was sleeping.!”

AAA262581 claimed that she did not report the incident to anyone
because she was afraid of her father. It was only on May 29, 2017 that she
broke her silence and told her mother’s sister about what happened. She also
stated that she spoke up because she was tired of what her parents were doing
‘to her and wanted them to pay for what they have done. :

On the other hand, BBB262581 narrated that she went to the police
station with AAA262581 on May 29, 2017 before filing the cases against their
parents. However, she testified that she refused to sign her sworn statement,
despite having answered the questions asked by the police, because there was
no truth to it. She further claimed that it was her sister, AAA262581, who
sighed the statement. BBB262581 recounted that they were medically
examined that same day. She also stated that when they got back home, their
parents were no longer there because they were already in jail."” On cross-
examination, BBB262581 insisted that her father did not rape her. She
claimed that her uncle threatened to behead her if she refused to file the rape
‘cases against her father. Her aunt allegedly also threatened to spank her.
BBB262581 added that she wanted her parents out of jail so that her younger
siblings, who are still studying, could live with them. However, she stated that
she Would not be living with her family because she will be looking for a job.2

* Lastly, the prosecution presented PO2 Espelita as rebuttal m‘mess PO2
Espelita confirmed that BBB2625&1 went to the poh»,f: 5(&1011 at 4 00 p.m. on
May 29, 2017. However, she went alone. Aft i
PO2 Espelita narrated that thcy went 1o i

2 Id. at 35.
13 “pO1” in some parts of the records.
4 Rollo, pp. 9, 40.
B Id. at 36.
16 RTC Records (Cri iminal Case No. L-11634), p 22.
7 Rollo, pp. 9-10, 36,
S8 fd 8t 10, 36.
19 Id. at 37.
2 Jd.
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arriving, BBB262581 alighted from the vehicle and identified her parents and
her sister, AAA262581. POZ Espeiita-then took charge of AAA262581 and
told her that she received a report that her father and mother were abusing her.
Upon hearing this, AAA26"’38 [ a”ugbdl y looked relieved and teary-eyed.?!

For their part, the defense presented XXX262581 and YYY262581 as
witnesses.?? Both of them denied AAA262581’s allegations and testified that
their house had no other rooms. They claimed that they slept on the floor with
their other children, while.AAA262581 and BBB262581 had their own bed.
YYY262581 added that her husband was rarely home because he spent most
of his time as a rice seller from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. He also allegedly
worked as a “hilof” and treated 30 to 50 clients per day.” Meanwhile,
XXX262581 claimed that he only learned of the charges against them when
they were arrested at the municipal hall. At the time, they were with
BBB262581, who was processing her wedding requirements.”

In a Decision® dated February 11, 2019, the RTC convicted spouses
XXX262581 and YYY262581 of rape in Criminal Case No. L-11634 filed by
AAA262581, but acquitted XXX262581 in Criminal Case Nos. 1.-11648 to
L-11671 filed by BBB262581. The RTC found AAA262581’s testimony
categorical, positive, and straightforward. It observed that AAA262581’s
claims were corroborated by her medico-legal report, which showed that her
hymen has an “old scar on 5 and 7 o’clock positions.” On the other hand, the
RTC found XXX262581 and YYY262581’s defense of denial and alibi weak
and unable to overcome AAA262581’s credible testimony.*® The RTC also
declared that their living arrangement, i.e., living in one house with no rooms,
did not dispel the fact that the rape happened.”” The dispositive portion of the
Decisionreads:

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregomg, this court herebv renders’
_]Ud gment as follows:

1) In Criminal Case No. L-11634 — accused [XX‘(262581] and
[YY¥262581] are found GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt of the crime of
rape as defined and penalized under Article 266-A, paragraph 1 of the
Revised Penal Code (as amended by R.A. No. 8353) and are hereby
sentenced to suffer the penalty of reclusion perpetua; and to pay, jointly and
severally, private complainant [AAA262581] the amounts of £100,000.00
as civil indemnity, $100,000.00 as moral damages, and £100,000.00 as

~exemplary damages. The award of darnages shall earn interest at the rate of
6% per annum from the date of finality of this Decision until full ty paid; and

'2) in Criminal Cases Nos. I-11648 fo L-1167f — accused
[X%X2625811 is ACQUITTED for fajlure of the evidence of the
prosecution to prove his guilt beyond reasonable doubt.

2 1d. at 40,
22 Id. at 10, 35.
2B 14 oat 10, 39,
% Id at 40.
3 Id at 25-446.
26 jd-at 4147,
21 at 43,
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The accused, who are det bined, are credited with the number o'f'days
they spent under detention, if they dre qualified, otherwise, they shall be

A 1IN

credited only with four-{ifths (4/ 5y of their preventive imprisonment,
pursuant to Article 29 of the e vised Penal Code as amended.

Furthermore, accused - 'K\’"‘OG”‘SSI] and [YY& 262581} are not
eligible for parole in accordance with Section 3 of R.A. 9346 which
provides:

“Section 3. Persons convicted of oftenses punished
with reclusion perpefua, or whose sentences will be reduced
to reclusion perpetua, by reason of this Act, shall not be
eligible for parole uader Act Mo. 4103, otherwise known as
the Indeterminate Sentence Law, as amended,”

SO ORDERED B *wmhfm in the Qz'iginai)

Accused- appe]lants appe»nled*" theh COIlVleIOD to the CA.® They
stressed the RTC’s alleged grave error in convicting them of the crime of rape
based on the inconsistent and inctedulous testimonies of AAA262581 and
BBB262581%! and in disregarding their defenses of denial and alibi.*?
Particularly, they raised the following issues: (a) the conflicting testimonies
of AAA262581 and BBB262581, (b) the failure of the prosecution to present
the medico-legal expert who issued the medico-legal report of AAA262581,
(¢) the lack of reason for AAA262581 waiting several years before reporting
the incident, and (d) the fact that the Information only slated “somet*me in the
year 2008” as the date of the commission of the alleged rape.*®

. In aDecision** dated Apri_l 20, 2022, the CA upheld the conviction of
XXX262581 and YYY262581. First, the CA found AAA262581 s testimony
credible. AAA262581’s testimony, together with her enjiotional reaction while
testifying, was held to be p_lain, consistent, and straightforward. The CA also
found that BBB262581’s claimis that her father did not rape her and that she
was only forced to file the rape cases were irrelevant and did not contradict
AAA262581°s claim that their father raped her.? Second, the CA ruled that
AAA262581’s medico-legal report was unnecessary to establish the crime of
rape. It maintained that AAA262581’s testimony alone, if found credible, was
sufficient to convict XXX262581 and YYY262581 of rape. The CA further
emphasized that, in any case, the parties had stipulated on the authentlcﬂjy and
due execution of AAA262581°s medico-iegal certificate.®® Third, the CA held
that AAA262581°s failure to immediately report the incident should not be
taken againist her. It highlighted that there is no « onmsiem behavior that can

% 14 at 45-46.

2 CArollo, p. 14, Notice of Appeal dated February 12, 2619
30 Id. at 43-58. ,

3 fd. at 50-55

2 Id. at 55-57.

3 1d at 52-34.

3 Rolle, pp.. 8-17.

3 Id at 13-15.

% Jd. at 15,
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be expected from those who had the mistortune of being sexually molested.””
Fourth, the CA found that tru: peasecution’s failure to state the exact date of
the commission of the crime was not detrimental to the case. The CA
reiterated the rule that the date is not an essential element of the crime of
rape.*® Finally, the CA maintained that the defense of denial of XXX262581
and YYY262581 was selt—ser*vmg lt h\ 1d that even if they claimed that
XXX262581 was always out at night; they still failed to establish that it was
physically impossible for XXX262581 to be at the crime scene. Thus, the
denial and alibi of accused- appdlamtg cannot prevail over AAA262581’s
positive and ca‘regorlcal tcbhmon” 39

WHEREFORE, preinises considered, the instant appeal is
DENIED. The Decision dated Fc‘bruzu‘ 11, 2019 of the Regional Trial
Court of _ Pangasinan, | is AFFIRMED in foto.

SO ORDERED.®

Hence, this appeal.*! The People of the Philippines, through_ the Office
of the Solicitor General, manifested*? that they have succinctly discussed the

facts, issues, and pertinent arguments in this case in their Appellee’s Brief*
with the CA.

RULING OF THE COURT
The appeal is unmeritorious.

The prosecution established all the
elements of rape

Article 266-A of the RPC, as amended, states when and how rape
through sexual intercourse is committed:.

Article 266-A. Rape, When And How Committed. — Rape is committed —

1. By aman who shall have carnal knowledge of a woman under any-
of the following circumstances: ‘

a. Through force, threat, or intimidation; -

b. When the offended party is deprived of reason or
otherwise unRCONSCious;

¢. By means of fraudulent machination or grave abuse of
authority;. and :

37 Jd. at 15-16.

B Id at 16.

¥ Id at 16-17.

O id at 17,

A Ig at 3-4.

2 Jd. at 49-51.

B CA rollo, pp. 117135,
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d. thn the otfended party is under twelve (12) years of age
or is demenied, gven though none of the circumstances
mentioned ahu\«@ be prcsenf.

| The gravamen of the ¢rime of rape is the carnal knowledge of a woman
against her will.* All the elemerits of rape are present here. The prosecution
proved that XXX262581-—who has moral ascendancy and influence being
AAA262581’s father—had carnal knowledge of AAA262581 with the help of
YYY262581, his wife and AAA262581’s mother.” During the RTC’s
examination of AAAZ262581, ske uneguivocally recounted her harrowing
experience at the hands of her own parents:

Q: And do you rememiber madam witness, when for the first time that he
raped you?
A: Yes mam

Q: When was that, what year?
A: That was December 15 mam

Q: Do you know what year was that?
A: 2008 mam

Q: On December 15, 2008 which you claim was the very first incident that
you were raped by your father, how old were you then?
A: Fourteen (14) mam

Q: What happened when you lied beside your father?
A: They were removing my clothes mam

Q: What were you wearing before they remove your clothes?
A: Short pant[s] and T-shirt mam

Q: What did they remove from you?
A: Short pants and my panty mam

Q: What about your T-shirt?
A: They did not remove mam

-Q: Who removed yout short pantfs] and panty?
A: My father mam '

Q. What was your mother doing \whsw vour father was remeoving your
short pant]s] and panty?
A: My tnother held my two feet mam

vhen ,um motlier was helding your two feet
> your short pant]s] and panty?

QW hit was YOUur pf‘ﬂif;m
and your father was rer
A Twis lying onmy t

M Peoplev. Abmendral, 477 Phil. 524, 537 (2004) TPer 5. Tinga, Second Division].
S Rollo, pp. 36-39.
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Q: After your father Feiny & d youy sl m _pant|s] and panty and your
mother held 'aur two feet. whai next happened?
A: My father went on top of rae rrain

Q: What happened when your iathea went on top u:)f you?
A: He raped me mant ~

Q: What do you mean when you s'“d you were raped?
A: He 1nserted his pems ms:de lmy Vagma mam

Q How long did he do imt"
A: Around five minutes wism

Q: What did you fell [sic} at that time” .
A: I was crying because it was painful mam

Q: When your father was mserimg his penls inside yeur vagina, what
was your mother doing? .
A: She was still holding my feet mam

Q: All those|sic] time she is hblding your two feet?
 A: Yes mam*® (Emphasis supplied)

The primary consideration in rape cases is the victim’s testimony.*’ The
accused may be conwcted of rape ‘based on the lone, uncorroborated testimony
of the victim if it is clear, natural, convincing, and consistent with human
nature and the norinal course of things.*® The credibility of witnesses is a
purely factual matter bc st addressed by the trial court because of its unique
position to ascertain the sincerity and spontaneity of witnesses through the
their manner of testifying, their demeanor, and their behavior i in court. Y1t is
the Court’s policy to accord great weight and respect, and at times even
finality, to the trial cotirt’s evaluation and conclusion on the credibility of
witnesses in rape cases; especially when upheld by the appellate court and
absent any showing that the findings were reached arbitrarily, or that certain
facts or circumstances df weight, substance, or value were overlooked,
misapprehended, or. mlsappreclated that, if properly considered, would change
the result of the case.>® Suth is the case here.

AAA262581 tnstlfwd clearly and categorically on how her father
succeeded in hﬂ‘vmf‘é carbiél knowledge of her with the help of her mother.
Acuuser;—appehani,s have e appareni moral ¢ ascendancy and physical superiority
over AAA262581: They placed AAA262581 in a position where she cannot
resist because her father was holding her hands and her mother was holding
her feet>' Althoug 2h it was only X}\ X262581 who had actual sexual

4 TSN, AAA262581, (_),-.-;r,gi- 36, 2017, po. 7-15.

4 People v. XXX, 886 Phil, 155, 177 (2020) [Per C.J. Peraita, First Dlvmou%

“®  people v. Rupal, 834 Tt 1,613 (2013) [Per J. Martires, Third Division].

9 People v. Agalot, 826 Phil: 541, 550 (2018} [Per J. Martives, Third Division], citing People v. Gerola,
813 Phil. 10355, 1064 (20175 {'}’m 1. Caguioa, First Division].

¢ People v. Ganaba, 829 Phil. 306, 313 {2018) [Per . Ma m.rcs;., Third Division].

St Rolle, pp. 9-10, 36. '
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NS

intercourse  with AAA26,, | “and  YYVY262581 merely instructed
AAA26258] to lie beside XX X762581 ahd held her feet while he sexually
abused her,? YY'Y262581 is still iiable as a conspirator. Their actions clearly
demonstrated a common desigii téwards the accomplishment of the same
~unlawful purpose.® |

People v. Saban® and Peopze ;'/zilamala taught us that a wife can
be held liable as a conspirator: if she helps her husband in raping the victim by
pmmng the victim on the floor. In-People v. Vifias,”® the Court found that
conspiracy existed when the common-law wife held the victim’s hands and
gagged her while the commion=law husband ravished her. Meanwhile, in
Peoplev. Dongcoy,” the Court upheld the appellant’s conviction for rape even
if he merely touched the victim’s breasts and restrained her hands and feet
while his co-accused alternated in raping her. Given these, the Court likewise
finds conspiracy in this case. Hence, accused-appellants are liable for rape.

A wife helping her husband rape another person is not new,>® and our
jurisprudence® is replete with cases of fathers raping their daughters.
However, a mother helping her husband rape their own daughter is
uncommon. It is so despicable that it seems unreal. However, even if it is
unimaginable, it can still happen. Its inconceivability cannot reduce the
credibility of the victim’s testimony nor make her words less true.

In hopes of earning acquittal, accused-appellants attempt to discredit
AAA262581’s claims by arguing that her testimony conflicts with that of
BBB262581’s and that there is no reason for AAA262581 to belatedly report
the incident. They also point out that the Information only stdted ‘sometime
in the year 2008 760

The Court is uiiconvinced.

First, AAA262§'81 and BBB262581’s testimonies are not conflicting,.
BBB262581s allegatiohs that her father did not rape her and that she was
‘only forced by her uncle and aunt to file the rape charges against their father®!
do not contradict AAA262581’s positive identification of her parents as her
molesters and her categotical account of what happened to her.%* Second,
delay in reporting the criine of rape to the proper authorities cannot taint the

32 1d. . o

2 Pepple v. Sumalinog, Jr., 466 Phil, 637, 658 (2004) [Per J. Carpio, First Division].
3377 Phil. 37, 46-49 (1999) [Per §. Purisima, Third Division].

55 168 Phil. 296, 303-305 {1977 {Pixr J. Pernando, Second Dijvisior].

56 G.R.No. 234514, April 28, 2021 | ,x;r Leonen, Third Division].

57 G.R. No. 250437, June 16, 2021 | \"‘Htw, dé‘g tmu Division].

% See Peoplev, Saban, 3’.7’"’5 Y [Per J. Pursima, Third Division]; Peonle v. Villamala,
ma;nds, Becond }mecm]
» : ’\i").‘}ﬂ} fPer J. Gancayeo, First Division]; People v. Santos,

wple v. Mendoza, 460 Phil. 642, 651 (2003)

{Pr)v Curian, En Jamj F Vw):ex fJF ?8'{ Phil. 482, 503--304 (24 ’C%}'*J‘l C.J1. Peralte, First Division].
€ CA rollo, pp. 50-55. :

5t Rolle, 1. 37. -

82 TSN, AAA262581, October 30, 2017, po. 6-15.



Decision

G.R. No. 262581

i
i

victim’s credibility 'beeau's{ lo lem e and delay are not always construed
as indications of a false aCCUsH un‘; A:tape charge becomes doubtful only if
the delay is unreasonable and une xplamed % In this case, AAA262581
sufficiently explained that she did not imitediately report the incident because
she was afraid of her father.** Worse, she could not confide in her mother
because her mother was also her abuser. One can only imagine the physical,

emotional, and psychological trauma that the 14-year-old girl had to put up
with every single day for severa‘ years before finally mustering the courage
to reveal her ordeal to her aunt. Lastly the Information sufficiently charged
aecused—appeﬂants with rape. The well-settled rule is that when the time of
the commission of the offense is not an essential element, it does not have to
be proven as alleged. The complaint will still be sustained if'it is proven that
the offense was committed at any time within the period of the statute of
limitations and before the commencement of the action.®® This is in accord
with Rule 110, Section 11 of the Rules of Criminal Procedure, which provides:

Section 11. Date of commission of the offeme — It is not necessary
to state in the complamt or information the precise date the offense was
committed except when it is a material ingredient of the offense. The
offense may be alléged to have been committed on a date as near as pesslble
to the actual date oi‘ its commission.

In People v. A}pf’m 6 the Court found the information alleging that the
rape was committed ¢ sometlme in the .year 1995” sufficient to inform the
accused-appellant of thé nature of the accusation against him. In the more
recent case of People v. ZZZ,°" the Court likewise recognized the validity of
the information charging tape committed “sometime in the early part of 2008.”
Here, the Court similarly finds the allegation that the rape was committed

“sometime in the year 2008” sufficient to uphold the validity of the
Information and inform the accused—appellants of the nature of the allegations
against them. The preuSe date of the COmlnlaSIOI’l of rape is not an essential
element of rape.

In fme, accused-appellants failed to' cast doubt -on AAA262581’s
credibility. as a witness. Despite overwhelming prosecution evidence,
accused-appellants tendered nothing but their unconvincing alibi and bare
denials. Their negative defenses are self-serving and undeserving of weight in
law absent clear and convmmng prnof 68 More, their alibi that ‘Qx)(’)6”581
was not home at night because he had 30 to 50 clients” is weak. Not one of
these clients testified to confirm: their ciaim, Accused-appellants also failed to
prove that XXX262581 could not be physically present at the time and place
of the crime. The Court aisb notes that t’lem was no allegation that
AAA262581 was motivated by grudge or other ill-motive when she filed the

8 People v. Bongos, 824 Phil. 1004, 1323 (,?mm[ker ¥, Peralta, Second Division}.

64 TSN AAA262581, Oclober 30, 2017, pp. 2122, _

8 Pegple v. Bugayonyg, 359 Phil. 870, £78-879 (198 ? Per L 'Pmﬁamban, First Division].
66§78 Phil. 752, 774 (2011) [Per J. Leonardo-De st Division].

7 (3.R. No. 232229, April 28, 2021 [Per J. Hernando, '1‘( ird Division].,

8 Pegple v. Toguhan, 551 Phil. 997, 1013-1014 (2007} [Per J. Tinga, Second Divis .mn]
] .

ey

Roilo, pp. 10, 35.

J
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charges against her own parents. Thus, 11"1@ defenses of denial and a11b1 of
accused-appellants de"sew‘f“

The Court stresses that mccstsauus rape is not a simple criminal offense
that can easily be fabricated, especially in this case where both parents are
accused. The humiliation of a trial and life-long stigmatization will surely take
a toll on the victim and her family. To our mind, a daughter like AAA262581
would not have imputed false allegations against her own parents, on whom
she depends for support, were it not for her desire to seek justice and to stop
the sexual abuse that she had to endure at a very young age.”

‘Penal tz'es

Rape 1s pumshdbl by reclusion perpetua under Article 266-A, in
relation to Article 266-B, of the RPC. If the rape is qualified, it is punishable
by death.”" Considering that AAA262581 was under 18 years old when the
rape occurred and accused-appellants are her parents,’ the rape is qualified.”
The prosecution also alleged and proved that accused-appellants are the
parents of AAA2625 81, a 14-year-old minor born on November 11, 1994,
Thus, the special quéﬂifying circumstances of minority and relationship are
satisfied. In view of R(}PUbh(/ Act No. 9346, the RTC and the CA correctly
imposed the penalty of Feclusion perpetua without. eligibility for parole in lieu
of the death penalty. Further, the awards of PHP 100,000.00 as civil
indemnity, PHP  100,000.00 as moral damages, and PHP 100,000.00
as exemplary d.amage’:s "w"ere proper.”®

Certainly, accused-appellants deserve no mercy in view of the attending
_circumstances and manner of uommmmg the crime.

| ACLORD]NGLY 1he appeal is DISMISSED The Decision dated
April 20, 2022 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CR-HC No. 13030 is
AFFIRMED. Accused-appellants Spouses XXX262581 and YYYZ26258!
are GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt of qualified rape under Article 266-A,
in relation to Article 266-B, of the Revised Penal Code, as amended, and are
sentenced to suffer the penalty of réclusion perpetua without eligibility for
parole. They are held solidarily liable to pay the victim the amounts of PHP

M See Peaple v. Santos, 418 Phil. 299, 308--309 (2001} [Per Curiam, En Banc).
T REV.PEN.C ODF art. 206—1—3
2 Rollo, "p 9
The REC pmm‘ek
Azticle 266-1. Pendities. -— Rape uader p:
punished by reclusion perpetua,

rls*mr)h 1 of the next preceding article shail be

The deail penaity shall aiso b
following aggravating/
1. Wheri the v
ascendant, ste

third civil degree, or th

imposed if the crime of rape is commitied with any of the

3y vears of age and the offender is a parent,
. five by comsanguinity or affinity within the
common-jaw spouse of the parent of the victim;

" prC Records (Criminal Case No, L-11634), p. 3. :
5 Entited “An Act Proh mﬁmg the Imposition of Death Penalty inthe Phi hg piney (2(}%»

el |
¥

% uwpm v. Jugusia, 15,2 pm; BOG, 845 (2016} {Pe & Peralta, £n Banc].

-
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100,000.00 as civil indemnity, i*

1P 100,000.00 as moral damages, and PHP ‘\
100,000.00 as exemplary dd;

All monetary awards Ash.a‘é’l"’-éat“‘n, interest at the rate of 6% per annum
from the date of finality of this Decision until fuily paid.

SO ORDERED.

WE CONCUR:
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1 attest that the conclisions in the above Decision had been reached in
consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the
Court’s [ivision.
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Pursuant to Article VIIT, Section 1 3-:0f the Constitution and the Division
Chairperson’s Attestation, I certify that the conclusions in the above Decision
‘had been reached in consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of
the opinion of the Court’s Division, '
/Chief Justice
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