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DECISION

LEONEN, J.:

Felonies committed by reason or on occasion of the robbery are
integrated into one and indivisible felony, the special complex crime of
robbery with homicide. “Homicide,” used in its generic sense, absorbs the
felonies committed by reason or on occasion of the robbery, regardless of
who and how many the victims are.”

This Court resolves a Notice of Appeal® assailing the Decision® of the
Court of Appeals, which affirmed with modifications the Regional Trial

' Buiaquifia is sometitres spelied in the rofio as “Blaquina™ or *Balaquina.”

People v, De Jesus. 473 Phil. 405, 427 (2004} [Per Curiam, En Banc|.

Rollo. pp. 22-23.

1 {d. at 32 The October 8. 2019 Decision in CA-G.R. CR-HC Na. 10417 was penned by Associate
Justice Victoria lsabel A. Paredes. and concuired in by Associate Justices Ramon R. Garcia and Tita
Marilyn B. Payoyo-Villordon of the Eighth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.



























Decision 10 G.R. No. 252859

robbery or the escape of the culprit; (b) to preserve the possession by the
culprit of the loot; (¢) to prevent discovery of the commission of the
robbery; or, (d) to eliminate witnesses in the commission of the crime. As
long as there is a nexus between the robbery and the homicide, the latter
crime may be committed in a place other than the sifus of the robbery.*
(Emphasis supplied, citations omitted)

Direct evidence is not the sole basis for convicting an accused;
circumstantial evidence may also establish guilt beyond reasonable doubt.
Rule 133, Section 4 of the Rules of Court states:

SECTION 4. Circumstantial evidence, when sufficient. —
Circumstantial evidence is sufficient for conviction if:

{a) There is more than one circumstance;

{b) The facts from which the inferences are derived are proven;
and

{¢) The combination of all the circumstances is such as to produce
a conviction beyond reasonable doubt.

Inferences cannot be based on other inferences.

Here, no eyewitness testified on the taking of Simeon’s personal
belongings and the attendant killing. However, the record is replete with
circumstances supporting the conclusion that accused-appellant robbed and
killed Simeon. As the Court of Appeals found:

The prosecution clearly established that [accused-appellant] is a
stay-in employee of Simeon and Jesusa. He sleeps in the first floor of the
house with Simeon and Arnold. When Katrina went to the first floor to
look for Simeon after [accused-appellant] attacked her with a hammer, she
saw him lying on the floor with blood ocozing from his head. Armando
also saw Simeon bloodied on the ground when he went downstairs.
Armando further testified that they discovered that a locked drawer in the
store was destroyed and a crowbar was located nearby. They also found a
belt bag that [accused-appellant] usually uses in his sleeping area and it
contained cellphones and Simeon’s various cards which were usually kept
in the drawer that wus destroyed open. As tor the cause of Simeon’s
death, Dr. Rebosa testified:

SACP STA. CRUZ
Q  To your knowledge. where is Simeon Herrera now?
A He died in our hospital the following day.

' What is the cause of death?

A As listed in the medical certificate, Uncal Herniation secondary o
Intracerebral bleed secondary to Traumatic Brain Injury and fracture of the
right temporo-parietal bone.

Q  Inlayman terms could you explain this to us?

1. at 427428,
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severe injuries in the brain stem, which caused the victim’s death. There
was also bleeding inside the brain due to trauma. It is {Dr.] Rebosa’s
opinion that the avulsed, lacerated and open fracture deformity were all
caused by forceful contact with a blunt object, like a hammer; that there
could possibly be 5 blows inflicted on the victim. He considered all
injuries inflicted on Simeon as fatal.*?

On the extrajudicial confession, accused-appellant alleged that “[a]
media personnel came and interviewed him. Out of fear, because someone
hurt him, he told the media that he needed money.”**

In light of these pieces of evidence, it is apparent that accused-
appellant’s primordial intent was to steal from Simeon.

This Court has previously underscored how courts must appreciate the
totality of the circumstances in identifying the perpetrators of the crime.*
Accused-appellant’s allegation that some other person may have attacked
the family fails in the face of the witnesses’ testimonies. The categorical
narration of his four victims, their neighbor, and the police preclude the
presence of other people when the crime was committed.

Against these charges, accused-appellant merely put up a defense of
denial, but presented nothing else that could defeat the prosecution evidence.

He argues that his denial and narration of events were given in a
“simple, straightforward[,] and categorical manner.”*® The rule is settled
that a categorical and consistent positive identification, when not attended
by ill motive, prevails over the self-serving defense of denial. “Denial is
inherently a weak defense which cannot outweigh positive testimony.™’
Accused-appellant’s self-serving denial cannot prevail over the prosecution
witnesses pointing to him as the perpetrator.

We reiterate that trial courts are in the best position to determine
whether testimonies are credible and convincing. Absent any showing that
the Court of Appeals erred in affirming accused-appellant’s conviction, this
Court is bound to respect and uphold its ruling.

B CA rollo, pp. 60-61.

H o 1d. at 61-62.

See People v. Nufiez, 819 Phil. 406 (2017) [Per J. Leonen, Third Division].

1 CA rollo, p. 45.

People V. Moreno, G.R. No. 191759, March 2, 2020,
<https:/felibrary judiciary.gov.ph/thebeokshelf/showdocs/1/66150> [Per J. Hernande, Second
Division].
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With these findings on the nature and severity of the victims’ injuries,
this Court likewise modifies the damages awarded to conform to

jurisprudence.

ACCORDINGLY, the Court of Appeals’ October 8, 2019 Decision
in CA-G.R. CR-HC No. 10417 is AFFIRMED with MODIFICATIONS.

Accused-appellant Ronnie Ralla y Bulaquifia is found GUILTY
beyond reasonable doubt of robbery with homicide punished under Article
294(1) of the Revised Penal Code. He is sentenced to suffer the penalty of
reclusion perpetua. He is DIRECTED to pay the heirs of the victim,
Simeon Faustino Herrera, moral damages, civil indemnity, and exemplary
damages for £75,000.00 each.

He is likewise DIRECTED to pay Jesusa Reyes Herrera moral
damages, civil indemnity, and exemplary damages for £75,000.00 each;
Josefina Reyes, moral damages, civil indemnity, and exemplary damages for
P50,000.00, each; and Ma. Katrina R. Herrera, moral damages, civil
indemnity, and exemplary damages for P25,000.00 each.®

All damages awarded shall earn the legal interest rate of 6% per
annum from the finality of this Decision until their Tull satisfaction.®

SO ORDERED.

V.F. LEONEN
Senior Associate Justice

8 People v. Jugueta, 783 Phil. 806 (2016) [Per J. Peralta, £n Bane).
Y Nacar v. Gallery Frames, 716 Phil, 267 (2013) [Per J, Peralta, En Banc].
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WE CONCUR: -

H -

AMY O L AZARO-JAVIER
Associate Justice
JHOSE?%%Q}PEZ

Associate Justice

/,%" = // :
- GRS T KHO, IR
Associate Justice

ATTESTATION

I attest 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.

MARVIZ M.V.F. LEONEN
Semor Associate Justice
Chairperson

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Article VIII, Section 13 of the Constitution and the
Division Chairperson’s Attestation, [ 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.

A&E@R G. GESMUNDO

Chief Justice
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DISSENT

LAZARO-JAVIER, J.:

The majority decision resolves to hold appellant guilty only of the
complex crime of robbery with homicide on the ground that appellant’s
criminal acts against 17-year-old Ma. Katrina R. Herrera (Katrina), Jesusa
Reyes Herrera (Jesusa), and Josefina Dela Cruz Reyes (Josefina), having been
committed on the occasion of the robbery, are all absorbed in the special
complex crime of robbery with homicide. In so holding, the majority decision
heavily relies on People v. De Jesus' wherc the Court held that all the felonies
committed by reason of or on the occasion of the robbery are integrated into
one and indivisible felony of robbery with homicide. The word “homicide” is
used in its generic sense. Homicide, thus, includes murder, parricide, and
infanticide.

To recall, appellant here was separately charged with frustrated
murder (Crim. Case No. 1073-V-17) committed against 17-ycar-old Katrina;
frustrated murder (Crim. Case No. 1074-17) committed against Jesusa;
robbery with homicide (Crim. Case No. 1075-V-17) committed against
Simeon Fausto Herrera (Simeon); and attempted murder (Crim. Case No.
1076-V-17) committed against Josefina.

' See Peaple v, De Jesus, 473 Phil. 405 (2004) [Per Curiam, £n Banc).
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Dissent G.R. No. 252859

After due proceedings, the trial court found appellant guilty for
attempted homicide in Crim. Case No. 1073-V-17; frustrated homicide in
Crim. Case No. 1074-V-17; robbery with homicide in Crim. Case No. 1075-
V-17; and attempted murder in Crim Case. No. 1076-V-17. The appellate
court modified but only insofar as the penalties imposed were concerned.

I respectfully disagree.

As stated, the majority decision resolves to convict appellant of a single
complex crime from an amalgamation of separate Informations. The
hornbook doctrine in our jurisdiction, however, is that an accused cannot be
convicted of an offense unless it is clearly charged in the complaint or
Information. Constitutionally, the accused has the right to be informed of the
nature and cause of the accusation against him or her. To convict an accused
of an offense other than that charged in the complaint or Information would
be violative of this constitutional right. Indeed, the accused cannot be
convicted of a crime, even if duly proven, unless it is alleged or necessarily
included in the Information filed against him or her.?

Section 14, par. 2, Article 111 of the 1987 Constitution reads.:

(2) In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall be presumed
innocent until the contrary is proved, and shall enjoy the right to be heard
by himsell and counsel. to be informed of the nature and cause of the
accusation against him, to have a speedy, impartial, and public trial, to meet
the witnesses face to face, and to have compulsory process to secure the
attendance of witnesses and the production ot evidence in his behalf.
However, afler arraignmient, trial may proceed notwithstanding the absence
of the accused provided that he has been duly notified and his failure to
appear is unjustifiable.

Here, though the crimes of attempted homicide, frustrated homicide,
and attempted murder were committed against Katrina, Jesusa, and Josefina,
respectively, on the occasion of the robbery, before us are separate
Informations charging appeliant with separate crimes apart from the complex
crime of robbery with homicide committed against Simeon.

I See People v. Manalili, 3535 Phil, 632, 684 (1998) {Per. ./, Panganiban, Firsi Division].
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Dissent

As a rule, only one Information should be filed when a complex crime
is committed.® If the components of a complex crime or special complex
crime are alleged in two different Informations, the accused shall be
convicted of separate crimes so as not to violate his or her right to be
informed of the nature of the crime charged against him or her, although

the penalty for the complex crime would have been more favorable to the
accused.*

In People v. Manalili,” therein appellants were separately charged with:
1) attempted robbery, 2) multiple frustrated murders, and 3) qualified illegal
possession of firearms used in multiple murders. The trial court adjudged
therein appellants guilty of attempted robbery with homicide on the ground
that on the occasion of the attempted robbery, four persons were killed and
one was injured. The Court disagreed holding that an accused cannot be
convicted of a crime, even if duly proven, unless it was alleged or necessarily
included in the Information filed against him or her. It added that to hold
appellants liable for the complex crime of attempted robbery with homicide,
notwithstanding the absence of the proper Information, was violative of
appellants’ right to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation
against them. Therein appellants were held guilty as principals of attempted
robbery and for double murder.,

The Court adopted the same view in People v. Legaspi.® There,
appellants were indicted with double murder and violation of Republic Act
No. 6539 (The Anti-Carnapping Law) through separate Informations. After
due proceedings, the trial court found therein appellants guilty of robbery with
double homicide. On appeal, the Court found that appellants were erroneously
convicted of the special complex crime of robbery with homicide. Instead, the
Court found them guilty of double murder and for violation of Republic Act
No. 6539. The Court explained:

... While the trial court can hold a joint trial of two or more criminal
cases and can render a consolidated decision, it cannot convict the accused

People v. Pineda, 127 Phil, 150; 65 OG 2595 (1967) [Per J. Sanchez].
Y People v, Legaspi, 316 Phil. 261 (19953) |Per /. Quiason. First Division]: People v. Paramil, 385 Phil.
1103 (2000} [Per.J. Kapunan, £r Buncl, People v. Peridas and Defa Cruz, 433 Phil. 828 (2002) {Per./.
Y nares-Santiago, First Division|; People v. Umeanvid, 735 Phil. 737 (2014) [Per J. Perlas-Bernabe, Second
Bivision]: Peaple v. Cilot, 797 Phil. 725 (2016) [ Per /. Perez, Third Division].
Supra note 2.
Stpra note 4.
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FOR THESE REASONS, [ vote to affirm appellant’s separate
conviction for attempted homicide in Crim. Case No. 1073-V-17; frustrated
homicide in Crim. Case No. [074-V-17; robbery with homicide in Crim. Case
No. 1075-V-17; and attempted murder in Crim Case. No. 1076-V-17.

il f

AMY LAZ RO-JAVIER
Associate Justice



