
Sirs/Mesdames: 

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 
SUPREME COURT 

Manila 

SECOND DIVISION 

NOTICE 

Please take notice that the Court, Second Division, issued a Resolution 

dated 09 December 2020 which reads as follows: 

"G.R. No. 246320 (People of the Philippines v. Armando 1/igan 
a.k.a. Jan-Jan Santiago and Eman Santiago y Ponso, Loloy lligan 
a.k.a. "Gary Cido y Sandi/an," Jomar Sandi/an a.k.a. "Egium," and 
Salvador "Badong" Sandi/an). 

We review in this appeal the Decision' dated November 29, 2018 
of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. CR-HC No. 01217-MIN, which 
affirmed the Decision2 dated July 31, 2013 of the Regional Trial Court 
(RTC), Branch 7, Bayugan City, Agusan del Sur, finding Armando Iligan 
a.k.a Jan-Jan Santiago and Eman Santiago y Ponso, Loloy Iligan a.lea. 
Gary Cido y Sandilan, Jomar Sandilan a.lea. Egium, and Salvador 
"Badong'' Sandilan guilty of Robbery with Homicide and sentencing 
them to suffer the penalty of reclusion perpetua. 

ANTECEDENTS 

Armando Iligan (Armando), Randy Iligan (Randy), Loloy lligan 
(Loloy), Jomar Sandilan (Jomar), and Salvador Sandilan (Salvador) 
were charged with the crime of Robbery with Homicide under Article 
294, paragraph 1 of the Revised Penal Code (RPC) in the following 
Information: 

That or on about 2:30 o'clock in the afternoon of November 27, 
2008 at Km. 10, Barangay Calaitan, Bayugan, Agusan del Sur, 
Philippines, and within the jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, the 
above-named accused, -with intent to gain and without the consent of 
the owner thereof, ,conspiring, c01i.fcderating with and helping one 
another, did then and there, willfully, unlawfully, and feloniously by 
means of force, violence and intimidation and with the use of an 

1 Rollo, pp. 4-l 2; penned by AssociRte Justice Edgi.!rdo A. Camella, with the concurrence of 
Associate Justices Ruben Reynaldo G. Roxas and Evalyn M. Arellano-Morales. 
CA rol!o, pp. 125-140; penned by faecutive Judge lkc1.or B. Salise. 
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unlicensed firearms [sic] of unknown caliber, a bolo and sharp bladed 
weapons, did then and there, willfully, unlawfully, and feloniously 
take, steal and cart away the bag with a content of cash money worth 
Phpl,000.00, Nokia 1200 worth Phpl ,400.00 owned by Rosalina B. 
Dayana[n] but said victim was able to run away from the crime scene 
after the accused got the bag from her, and the bag of another victim 
owned by Aldrin P. Tadifa[,] collector of People[' )s Bank of Caraga. 
Inc.(,] having a cash money collection worth P2,000.00 and in 
occasion thereof[,] accused with intent to kill , conspiring, 
confederating with and helping one another, did then and there, 
willfully, unlawfully and feloniously, attack, assault, sho [ o ]t, hack, and 
stab the victim ALDRIN P. TADIFA with the use of an unlicensed 
firearm of unlmown caliber and a bolo hitting the latter at the different 
parts of his body causing the death sh01ily thereafter, to the damage 
and prejudice of the victim's heirs consisting of actual[,] moral and 
compensatory damages. 

CONTRARY TO LA W.3 

An-aigned, all accused4 pleaded not guilty;5 hence, trial ensued. 
The prosecution presented Rosalina Dayanan (Dayanan), Paulio Daluna 
(Daluna) and Barangay Captain Julius McFie (Brgy. Captain McFie). 
Dayanan's testimony established that on November 27, 2008, around 2:00 
p.m., she and Aldrin Tadifa (Tadifa) were traveling to Bayugan in a 
motorcycle. While traversing at Kilometer 10, Barangay Calaitan, 
Bayugan, Dayanan heard a loud sound which she described as a "burst." 
Tadifa started to lose control of the motorcycle when Dayanan heard a 
second burst. Soon after, they fell down. As Dayanan helped Tadifa to 
stand, she heard another burst and saw blood on Tadifa's body. Two 
meters from them, Dayanan saw Salvador holding a gun. Immediately, 
they ran away but Tadifa tripped. While on the ground, Tadifa was 
hacked by Armando and Randy with their bolos and, afterward, took his 
bag. Meantime, Dayanan was chased by Loloy and Jomar. When they 
caught her, Jomar pointed a gun at her, took her bag and left.6 Daluna 
corroborated Dayanan's testimony. In open court, Daluna narrated that he 
was placing a culvert on the road near Kilometer 10 when he heard a 
gunshot. Daluna followed the sound and hid among the trees. From the 
treeline, he heard two more gunshots. He then saw Jomar chase Dayanan, 
point a gun at her and take her bag. Daluna also saw Salvador hacking 
Tadifa's body. The robbers took Tadifa's bag and left.7 Later, the incident 
was reported to Brgy. Captain McFie. When the barangay officials went 
to the crime scene, Tadifa was already dead.8 

3 Rollo, pp. 5-6. 
4 With the exception of accused Randy lligan who remains at large. 
5 Rollo, p. 6. 
6 CA rollo, pp. I 60- I 61. 
7 

/ d. at I 09-1 I O. 
8 Id. at 110-111. 
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The defense denied the accusation. Armando testified that he was 
at his house on November 27, 2008.9 Both Loloy and Jomar claimed that 
they were in Manila. Loloy left for Manila in 2001, 10 while Jomar was 
working there from 2006 until his arrest in 2009. 11 For his part, Salvador 
testified that on 2:00 p.m. of November 27, 2008, he was at the house of 
one Eleuterio Sandaya. After his visit, Salvador went home and arrived at 
his house at 4:00 p.m. 12 Randy remains at large. 

On July 31, 2013, 13 the RTC found the accused guilty of Robbery 
with Homicide. The court gave credence to the testimonies of the 
prosecution witnesses. As an eyewitness and a victim, Dayanan positively 
identified the five (5) accused as the perpetrators of the crime. She 
pointed to Salvador as the one who shot Tadifa, and to Armando and 
Randy as the persons who hacked him. Dayanan also identified Jomar as 
the person who chased her and forcibly took her belongings, while Loloy 
stood nearby, to wit: 

WHEREFORE, finding accused Armando Iligan a.k.a. Jan-Jan 
Santiago and Eman Santiago [y] Ponso, Loloy Iligan a.k.a. Gary Cido 
y Sandilan, Jamar Sandilan alias Egiurn, and Salvador "Badong" 
Sandilan guilty beyond reasonable doubt of the crime of Robbery with 
Homicide, the Court sentences each of them the extreme penalty of 
Reclusion Perpetua. 

They are ordered to pay the heirs of the victim, upon 
stipulation, the following[,] to wit: 

1. [P] 150,000.00 - civil damages; 
2. [P]200,000.00 - moral damages[; and] 
3. [P]242,723.33 - expenses of the bank (Comi Order dated 

September 1, 2012[)] 

They shall serve their sentence at Davao Penal Colony, Panabo 
City. Their period of detention shall be credited in the service of their 
sentence. 

Let an alias Wanant issue for the arrest of Randy Iligan who 
remains at large up to this time. 

In CHAMBERS, this July 31, 2013, at Bayugan City, Agusan 
de] Sur, Philippines. 14 

Aggrieved, the accused (now appellants) appealed before the CA 
contending that there were inconsistencies between the affidavit and the 
testimony of Dayanan that established her inability to recall the incident 
accurately. Dayanan testified that she saw Salvador shoot Tadifa, that 

9 Id. at 113. 
10 Id. at 11 2. 
11 /d.atl1 2- 11 3. 
12 /d.atlll-112. 
13 /dat l25-140. 
14 Id. at 140. 
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Tadifa was able to run but later fell down, and that she saw Armando and 
Randy hacking him. However, these details, particularly the names of the 
appellants, were not disclosed in her affidavit. Likewise, Daluna's 
testimony was incredible in itself because he was unable to describe the 
crime, as well as specify the participation of each of the appellants. 
Contrary to Dayanan's claim that Armando and Randy hacked Tadifa, 
Daluna testified that it was Salvador who stabbed the victim. 15 In 
contrast, the Office of the Solicitor General countered that the testimonies 
of the prosecution witnesses consistently pointed to the appellants as the 
perpetrators of the crime. The alleged discrepancies between the 
affidavits and testimonies of the witnesses do not discredit them because 
affidavits are often incomplete reproductions of what the declarants had 
in mind. 16 

On November 29, 2018, 17 the CA upheld the RTC's factual 
findings and evaluation of the credibility of the prosecution witnesses, 
thus: 

FOR THESE REASONS, the assailed Decision is AFFIRMED. 
In addition to the penalty imposed by the Regional Trial Court, Branch 
7, Baguyan City, Am1ando lligan a.k.a. Jan-Jan Santiago and Eman 
Santiago y Ponso, Loloy Iligan a.le a. Gary Cido y Sandilan, Jomar 
Sandilan alias Egium, and Salvador "Badong" Sandilan are not eligible 
for parole. 

SO ORDERED. 18 

Hence, this appeal. Appellants maintain that the prosecution 
witnesses' inconsistent and contradictory testimonies cast serious doubts 
on their credibility. 19 

RULING 

The appeal lacks merit. 

Appellants ' contention that the testimonies of the prosecution 
witnesses are inconsistent and contradictory with each other are issues of 
credibility confined with the trial court. It is settled that the factual 
findings of the trial court, its assessment of the credibility of witnesses 
and the probative weight of their testimonies, and the conclusions based 
on these factual findings are to be given the highest respect. We will not 
recalibrate and re-examine evidence that had been analysed and ruled 
upon by the RTC and affim1ed by the CA/ 0 unless there exists substantial 

15 Id. at 107-1 23. 
16 /d.atl 57-171. 
17 Supra note I. 
18 Rollo, p. 12. 
19 CA rollo, p. I 07. Appellants a lleged that " the court a quo gravely erred in convicting accused­

appellant[s] despite the failure of the prcisecution to prove [the ir] guilt beyond reasonable doubt." 
20 People v. Juguern, 783 Phil. 806, 8 16 (2016), citing People v. Mamaruncas, 680 Phil. 192,2 11 

(201 2). 
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reason to justify the reversal of the trial court's assessment, such as when 
the trial court overlooked or disregarded significant facts and 
circumstances. 21 

Here, the prosecution witnesses Dayanan and Daluna testified in a 
straightforward and credible manner. They consistently pointed to the 
appellants as the perpetrators of the crime, to wit: 

Testimony of Dayanan 

Q Now, while you were traveling to Bayugan, while you were at 
the vicinity of Km. 10, Calaitan, Bayugan, Agusan de! Sur, 
what you have (sic) heard, if any? 

A I heard a burst. 

COURT: 

What do you mean by burst? 

WITNESS: 

I thought it was a tire burst. 

xxxx 

Q What happened to the motorcycle when you heard the burst? 

A We fell down, sir. 

xxxx 

Q When Aldrin fell down, what did you say to Aldrin? 

A I stood up and helped him up because I was surprised why he 
did not stand up. 

Q When you helped Aldrin Tadifa in getting up, what part of his 
body were you holding? 

A His left arm, sir. I helped him holding his left arm and then I 
heard another burst. 

xxxx 

Q Why (sic) you were helping Aldrin in getting up, what did you 
see witb your hands when your hands were used in pulling up 
Aldrin? 

A I saw blood, sir. 

21 Daayata v. People. 807 Phil. I 02, I 12 (2017), citing People v. Estehan, 735 Phil. 663 , 671 (2014); 
People v. Esugon, 761 Phil. 300, 311 (20 l 5}. citing People i·. Barc~la, 734 Phil. 332. 343 (2 014). 
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Q Now, when you said there was third (sic) shot, who shot 
Aldrin? 

A Badong. 

Q What is the complete name of Badong, are you referring to the 
accused Salvador Sandilan? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q How many meters were you when Salvador Sandilan shot 
Aldrin Tadifa, xx x? 

A Two (2) meters, more or less. 

Q Kindly step down from the witness stand and get near to the 
prisoners' row and please point to the Couii who is Salvador 
Sandilan who shot the victim? 

A (The witness is pointing to a man who answered the name of 
Salvador Sandilan.) 

Q When Salvador Sandilan shot Aldrin Tadifa, where were the 
other accused at this very moment? 

A Two (2) persons approached Aldrin within the crime scene. 

Q You said two (2) accused approached, who were the two (2) 
accused approached (sic) Aldrin? 

A Mr. Armando Iligan. 

Q The other one? 

A And Randy lligan who standing near them. 

xxxx 

Q When Salvador Sandilan went to Aldrin[,] what firearms, if 
any, he was (sic) holding or bringing? 

A Homemade shotgun and a bolo. 

Q What about Am1ando Iligan, what arm, if any, he was (sic) 
bringing in approaching Aldrin Tadifa? 

A A bolo, sir. 

Q What did he do to Aldrin Tadifa? 

A They hacked him, sir. 

XX XX. 

Q What object or item taken (sic) by the two from Aldrin T:idifa? 
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Q Now, when Aldrin was shot and he said to you, "Dagan, Te or 
Run, Te", what did you do? · 

A I was not able to run immediately because I was shaking and 
shocked. 

Q Now, you were (sic) able to finally left (sic) or run? 

A I was able to left (sic) from the place but I could not say that I 
was running because I was trembling, I was shocked. 

Q In what direction were you leaving the place when you were 
trembling? 

A To the upper portion of the road, sir. 

Q Who among the accused who [sic] followed you, if any? 

A Mr. Jomar Sandilan. 

xxxx 

[Q] Madam Witness, is Jomar Sandilan inside the courtroom? 

[A] Yes, sir. 

Q Step down from the witness stand and point to him if you can 
manage emotionally and physically? 

INTERPRETER: 

(The witness is pointing to a man who answered the name of 
Jomar Sandilan.) 

Q When Jornar Sandilan followed you, who was the other accused 
following also Jomar Sandilan? 

A Loloy Iligan. 

Q When Jomar Sandilan was following you, what firearm, if any, 
did he possess or hold? 

A He pointed to me a short firearm. 

Q What did he say upon aiming the short firearm to you? 

A 1 plead from (sic) my life when he was aiming the gun at me. 

Q What was his answer of (sic) y 1111r pleading? 
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A He got my bag from my shoulder and he said " I will get bag 
only." 

Q What other object, ifthere was any, taken (sic) from you? 

A Aside from the bag[,] he also grabbed or snatched the cellphone 
hanging on my neck. 

Q When Jomar Sandilan was snatching or getting your bag and 
snatching your cellphone, where was Loloy Sandilan at that 
time? 

A He was standing near. 22 

Testimony of Paulio Daluna 

q While you were working on the culvert at that particular place, 
what have you heard, if any? 

a I heard a gunshot, sir. 

q When you heard a gunshot, what did you do? 

a I verified it, sir. 

xxxx 

q When you said you verified the gun shot, what did you do in 
verifying the same? 

a I went nearer to the place where the gun burst originated. 

q When you went there and you said you hide, (sic) what 
particular part of the road were you hiding? 

a I hide (sic) myself on a tree located at the side of the road. 

q Now, when you were hiding, did you hear another shots, (sic) if 
any? Or while you were verifying, did you hear the other shots? 

a There were 2 another (sic) gun shots, sir. 

q While you were hiding beside the road, who were the persons 
you have (sic) seen? 

a The Sandilans and Iligan. 

q Are you referring to Randy Iligan? 

a Randy, Jomar and Armando. 

q Are you referring to Jomar Sandi Ian? 

22 CArollo, pp.1 33- 137. 
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q When you said Iligan, are you refe1Ting to Loloy or both of 
them Loloy or Armando? 

a Yes, sir. 

q Now, when you saw Randy Iligan, what firearm, if any, did 
Randy Iligan was bringing? (sic) 

a A shot gun, sir. 

q Now, aside from these persons you have mentioned, who are 
other (sic) persons you have seen in that area? 

a The two victims, sir. Tadifa and his back rider. 

q Are you referring to Rosalina Dayanan, the woman? 

a Yes, sir. 

q Now, when you saw Rosalina Dayanan, what was she doing at 
that time? 

a Rosalina was running away. 

xxxx 

q I am showing to you an Affidavit, kindly go over whether this 
is the one you have executed? 

a This is the one, sir. 

q You said here that Jomar Sandi Ian was the one who chased 
Dayanan. Is that right? . 

a That's the one stated in the affidavit, sir. 

q x x x So, it is not clear that Jomar Sandilan was the one who 
chased Rosalina Dayanan? 

a Yes, sir. 

q What did Jomar Sandilan do towards Rosalina Oayanan? 

a He pointed a gun to the woman. 

q After pointing his gun to Rosalina, what did he do? 

a He got the woman's cellphone ai1d bag. 

q Now, after Jomar Sandilan got the cellphone and hag., what did 
the woman do? 

a She run (sic) away, sir. 
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q You said that you saw the other man, the victim Aldrin Tadifa, 
what was his position at that time when you saw him? 

a He was lying in (sic) the ground, sir. 

q When you saw Aldrin Tadifa lying on the ground, what did 
Salvador Sandilan do, if any, towards Aldrin Tadifa? 

a He hacked Aldrin, sir. 

q What instrument used (sic) by Salvador "Badong" Sandilan in 
hacking Aldrin Tadifa? 

a A bolo, sir. 

q How many times did Salvador "Badong'' Sandilan hack this 
Aldrin Tadifa? 

a Many times, sir, it cannot be counted. 

q Aside from hacking, what did Salvador "Badong" Sandilan do 
to Aldrin Tadifa? 

a He got Aldrin's bag. 

q After Salvador Sandilan got Aldrin's bag, what did this person 
do next? 

a They then walked away, sir.23 

The details raised by the appellants to create doubt on the 
prosecution witnesses' testimonies include Dayanan' s failure to provide 
the names of the appellants in her affidavit, and Daluna's testimony as to 
who hacked Tadifa. These matters, however, refer to minor facts which 
has nothing to do with the elements of the crime as charged. They are 
inconsequential to the guilt of the accused, nor detract from the credibility 
of the prosecution witnesses. Discrepancies pertaining to minor details 
and collateral matters - not to the central fact of the crime - do not affect 
the veracity or detract from the essential credibility of the witnesses' 
declarations.24 In this case, Dayanan specifically testified that she was 
''familiar with their faces"25 because of her close proximity with the 
appellants at the time of the incident.26 Indeed, the accuracy of her 
recollection is without doubt. \Veil-settled is the rule that the most natural 

23 /d.atl27-13I. 
24 People"· Corpuz, 7 14 Phil. 337,345 (2013). 
2° CA rollu, p. 137. 
26 Id. at 134, 137. During the shooting, Dayanan was two (2) meters away from Salvador, Armando 

and Randy. Soon after, Daya.nan was caught by .lorni!r, while Loloy stood five (5) meters away from 
them. 
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reaction of a witness to a crime is to strive to look at the appearance of 
the perpetrator and to observe the manner in which the offense is 
perpetrated.27 On the other hand, because Daluna was hidden in the 
treeline, his observations were limited to Jomar chasing Dayanan and 
Salvador hacking Tadifa.28 Nevertheless, Daluna positively identified 
Jomar and Salvador as two of the assailants. The Court has consistently 
held that a truth-telling witness is not always expected to give an e1Tor­
free testimony, considering the lapse of time and the treachery of human 
memory. Inaccuracies may, in fact, suggest that the witnesses are telling 
the truth and their testimonies have not been rehearsed.29 

Against the prosecution evidence, the appellants proffered nothing 
but denial and alibis - Armando testified that he was at home;30 Salvador 
claimed he was visiting a neighbor; 31 and Loloy and Jomar maintained 
that they were in Manila. 32 The defenses of denial and alibi are inherently 
weak and unreliable due to the ease by which they may be fabricated or 
concocted. If not substantiated by clear and convincing evidence, these 
defenses are considered self-serving and are bereft of weight in courts of 
law,33 as in this case. Thus, in light of their positive identification by the 
prosecution witnesses, the appellants' denial and alibi must fail. 

All told, appellants Armando Iligan a.k.a Jan-Jan Santiago and 
Eman Santiago y Ponso, Loloy Iligan a.k.a. Gary Cido y Sandilan, Jomar 
Sandilan a.k.a. Egium, and Salvador "Badong" Sandilan are guilty of 
Robbery with Homicide. Under Article 294, paragraph 1 of the RPC, the 
CA and the RTC co1Tectly imposed the penalty of reclusion perpetua. 
However, the phrase "not eligible for parole" in the dispositive portion of 
the CA's Decision must be clarified. In A.M. No. 15-08-02-SC,34 this 
Court set the guidelines for the use of the phrase "without eligibility for 
parole'' to remove any confusion, to wit: 

1. In cases where the death penalty is not warranted, there is no need to 
use the phrase "without eligibility for parole" to qualify the penalty of 
reclusion perpetua ; it is understood that convicted persons penalized 
with an indivisible penalty are not eligible for parole; and 

2. When circumstances are present wan·anting the imposition of the 
death penalty, but this penalty is not imposed because of Republic Act 
(R.A.) No. 9346, the qualification of "without eligibility for parole" 
shall be used to qualify reclusion p erpetua in order to emphasize that 
the accused should have been sentenced to suffer the death penalty had 
it not been for R.A. No. 9346. 

----·---·-----
27 People v. Esoy, 63 1 Phil. 547, 555 (20 10). 
28 CA rollo, pp. 127-1 3 I. 
29 People v. Garcia, 409 Phii. 152 , 163 (200 I), citing People v. Ebrada, 357 Phil. 345, 358 ( I 998). 
3° CA rollo, p. 11 3. 
3 1 Id. at 111-112. 
32 /d.atll2-11 3. 
3~ People v. Pentecosles, 820 Phil. 823, 843 (201 7). 
34 G UIDELINES FOR ·1 HE PROPER USE or THE PHRJ\SE "WITHOUT ELIGlll lLITY FOR PAROLE" IN 

INDIVl~IB LE PENA Lfl f:S; dated .July I 9. 2016. 
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Hence, there is a need to qualify that the accused is "not eligible for 
parole" only in cases where the imposable penalty should have been 
death were it not for the enactment of RA No. 9346 or the Anti-Death 
Penalty Law. 35 Here, the appellants are guilty of robbery with homicide 
penalized with reclusion perpetua and there is no need to indicate that 
they were ineligible for parole. Appellants are ipso facto ineligible for 
parole because they were sentenced to suffer an indivisible penalty. 

As to the award of damages, the RTC imposed, and the CA 
affirmed, Pl 50,000.00 civil indemnity, P200,000.00 moral damages, and 
?242,723.33 actual expenses of the bank as stipulated during trial.36 

Article 2206 of the Civil Code provides the minimum amount for award 
of civil indemnity but does not provide for a ceiling. Thus, although the 
minimum amount cannot be changed, increasing the amount awarded as 
civil indemnity can be validly modified and increased when the present 
circumstance warrants it. 37 Corollarily, moral damages under Article 2220 
of the Civil Code also does not fix the amount of damages that can be 
awarded. It is discretionary upon the comi, depending on the mental 
anguish or suffering of the private offended party. The amount of moral 
damages can, in relation to civil indemnity, be adjusted so long as it does 
not exceed the award of civil indemnity.38 Applying these precepts, we 
sustain the civil indemnity of Pl50,000.00, as stipulated by the parties, 
and modify the amount of moral damages from P200,000.00 to 
Pl 50,000.00, so as not to exceed the civil indemnity. We likewise affirm 
the stipulated actual damages representing the expenses of the bank in the 
total amount of ?242,723 .33. In addition, we deem it proper to award 
P75,000.00 exemplary damages in accordance with prevailing 
jurisprudence.39 In line with current policy, the legal rate of six percent 
( 6%) per annum on all monetary awards for damages shall be imposed 
from the date of finality of this Resolution until fully paid.40 

Lastly, Section 1 l(a), Rule 122 of the Rules of Court states that an 
appeal taken by one or more of several accused shall not affect those who 
did not appeal, except insofar as the judgment of the appellate court is 
favorable and applicable to the latter. Considering that the reduction of 
moral damages is beneficial to the accused, this should apply to Armando 
who did not appeal. However, the award of exemplary damages cannot be 
extended to Armando since it is not favorable to him. The additional 

35 AN Acr PROHIBITING THE IMPOSITION OF OEI\TH Pl: NALTY IN lllE PI-IILIPPil-.JES: s igned on June 24, 
2006. 

36 Rollo, p. 8. 
37 People v. Jugueta, supra note 20. In Juguela. we held that when the circumstances call for the 

imposition of reclusion perpelua only, there heing no ordinary aggravating c ircumstance, the victim 
is entitled to P75,000.00 civil indernniry, f:>7:'i,000.00 mora l damages, ~7:'i ,00t).00 exemplary 
damages. 

38 Id. at 826, c iting Corpuz v. People, 734 Phil. ., -;:; (20 I 4). 
39 I d. 
411 People v. Ronquillo, 8 18 Ph il. 641, 654 1)0 I 7). c::itiri~ f'eople v. Dion, 668 Phi l 333(2011 ). 
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award of exemplary damages should only be enforced upon the 
appellants. 41 

FOR THESE REASONS, the appeal is DISMISSED. The 
Decision of the Comi of Appeals dated November 29, 2018 in CA-G.R. 
CR-HC No. 01217-MIN is AFFIRMED with MODIFICATION in that 
the accused Armando lligan a.k.a Jan-Jan Santiago and Eman Santiago y 
Ponso, Loloy Iligan a.lea. Gary Cido y Sandilan, Jomar Sandilan a.k.a. 
Egium, and Salvador "Ba.dong" Sandilan are ORDERED to PAY,jointly 
and severally, the heirs of the victim Aldrin P. Tadifa, the amounts of 
Pl 50,000.00 as civil indemnity, ·p150,000.00 as moral damages, and 
P242,723.33 as actual damages representing the stipulated expenses of 
the bank .. In addition, the accused-appellants Loloy lligan a.k.a. Gary 
Cido y Sandilan, Jnmar Sandilan a.k.a. Egium, and Salvador "Badong" 
Sandilan are ORDERED to PAY, jointly and severally, the heirs of the 
victim Aldrin P. Tadifa, P75,000.00 as exemplary damages. All monetary 
awards for damages shall earn interest at the legal rate of six percent ( 6%) 
per annum from the time of finality of this Resolution u1,.til fully paid. 

SO ORDERED. (Rosario, J., designated additional !11ember per 
Special Order No. 2797 dated November 5, 2020.)" 

----·-------·---

By authority of the Court: 

TUAZON 
I rk of Court Jp-1 rr 
2 8 MAY 2021 

4 1 See People v. P02 VrdJez, 703 Phil. 5 19. '.i29 ('.?.O I :i ,I; F'C'ople v. C orsa IP-.,· , 472 Phil. 6 1, 72 (2004 ); 
See People v. Arondciin, 41 g Phil 154. :371-.n4 (200 I). 
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