
Sirs/Mesdames: 

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 
SUPREME COURT 

Manila 

SECOND DIVISION 

NOTICE 

Please take notice that the Court, Second Division, issued a Resolution 
dated 28 February 2022 which reads as follows : 

"G.R. No. 252060 (People of the Philippines v. XXX1
). - This is an 

appeal2 under Rule 1243 of the Rules of Court challenging the September 24, 
2019 Decision4 of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. CR-HC No. 09771, 
which affirmed the Au ust 11, 2017 Decision5 of the Regional Trial Court 
(RTC), , in Criminal Case Nos. R-QZN-16-03676-
CR, R-QZN-16-03677-CR, and R-QZN-16-03678-CR, finding accused
appellant XXX (accused-appellant) guilty of three counts of Statutory Rape. 

Version of the prosecution: 

fn 2006 to 2007, AAA6 and her older sister, BBB, lived in their aunt 
CCC's house in ,7 together with their uncle, herein accused
appellant, and some other relatives. CCC and accused-appellant are the 

1 Initials were used to identify the accused-appellant pursuant to Supreme Court Amended Adm inistrative 
Circu lar No. 83-2015 dated September 5, 2017 entitled "Protocols and Procedures in the Promulgation, 
Publication, and Posting on the Websites of Decisions, Final Resolutions, and final Orders using 
Fictitious Names/Personal Circumstances." 
Rollo, pp. 17-19, 2 1. 
As amended by A.M . No. 00-5-03-SC. 

•
1 Rollo, pp. 3-16. Penned by Associate Justice Ronalda Roberto B. Martin and concurred in by Associate 

Justices Fernanda Lampas-Peralta and Danton Q. Bueser. 
CA rollo, pp . 43-53. Penned by Presiding Judge Roslyn M. Rabara-Tria. 

" "The identity of the victim or any information which could establish or compromise her identity, as well 
as those of her immediate family or household members, shall be withheld pursuant to Republic Act No. 
7610, An Act Providing for Stronger Deterrence and Special Protection against Child Abuse, Exploitation 
and Discrimination, Providing Penalties for its Violation, and for Other Purposes; Republic Act No. 9262, 
An Act Defining Violence Against Women and Their Children, Providing for Protective Measures for 
Victims, Prescribing Penalties Therefor, and for Other Purposes; and Section 40 of A.M. No. 04-10-11-
SC, known as the Rule on Violence against Women and their Children, effective November 15, 2004." 
(People v. Dumadag, 667 Phil. 664, 669 (201 1)). 

7 Geographica l location is blotted out pursuant to Supreme Cou1t Amended Circular No. 83-2015. 
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Resolution -2- G.R. No. 252060 

siblings of AAA and BBB's father.8 

AAA alleged that sometime in 2006, when she was still eight years old 
and a Grade 1 student, she was watching television in CCC's house when 
accused-appellant approached her and whispered, "mag-sex tayo" but she 
replied, "ayaw ko." Accused-appellant then threatened her, "'Pag hindi ka 
sumunod hindi mo magugustuhan ang gagawin ko sa inyo." Thereafter, 
accused-appellant stood up to cover the window with a red blanket. Accused-' 
appellant then pulled AAA towards the bedroom, removed her short pants and 
panty, made her bend over (itinuwad), and forcibly inserted his penis into her 
vagina. AAA cried out of pain. She also noticed a white sticky substance in 
her vagina. Crying in disgust, she immediately took a bath.9 

In 2007, when AAA was still a Grade 2 student, she was again alone with 
accused-appellant in CCC's house. Accused-appellant forcibly had sexual 
intercourse with her after making the same threats. 10 

In 2009, AAA and BBB rented a house in . However, 
accused-appellant continued to live with them since CCC had moved to the 
province. AAA alleged that she was alone cleaning the bathroom in the rented 
house when accused-appellant suddenly entered. Accused-appellant 
prevented her from leaving and even threw away the cleaning materials which 
she was holding. Accused-appellant forced her arms behind her back, made 
her bend over, and forcibly inserted his penis inside her vagina. Again, she felt 
a sticky substance in her vagina. AAA averred that she did not tell anyone 
about the rape incidents out of fear. Her mother had already passed away while. 
her father already had another family in the province. She added that in April 
2014, she refused her father's invitation to stay in the province because 
accused-appellant was also there. AAA eventually decided to tell BBB that 
accused-appellant had raped her years before. 11 

BBB testified that accused-appellant is a younger brother of her father. 
Aside from AAA, she and her two other younger sisters, DDD and EEE, were 
also raped by accused-appellant. BBB disclosed that her rape case is still 
undergoing trial while DDD's suit did not proceed because she (DDD) failed 
to go to the prosecutor's office. BBB asserted that in May 2016, EEE told her 
that accused-appellant also raped her (EEE).12 

Police Senior Inspector (PSI) Jasmine Marie Balbuena (PSI Balbuena) 
physically examined AAA. She issued an Initial Medico-Legal Report13 dated 
April 14, 2014 and a Final Medico-Legal Report No. Rl4-23814 dated April 
14, 2014 which found evidence of blunt penetrating trauma to AAA's ano-

8 Rollo, p. 6. 
9 Rollo, pp. 6-7; records, pp. 8-9; TSN, August 8, 20 16, pp. 4-12. 
10 Id. at 7. 
11 Rollo, pp. 6-7; records, pp. 8-9; TSN, August 8, 20 16, pp. 4-12. 
12 Id. at 8; id. at I 0- I I ; TSN, September I 9, 2016, pp. 3-8. 
13 Records, p. 14. 
14 Id. at 67. 
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genital area. 

The birth certificate 15 of AAA confirrned rbat she was born on December • 
12, 1998 and that she was stiH a minor when the rape incidents allegedly 
occu1Ted. 

Version of the dcfons-e: 

Accused-appeliant countered that eight other relatives lived jn CCC's 
house from 2006 to 2007, and that most of thern were always around so raping 
AAA was virtually impossible. He asserted that the house was too small as it 
only had one room and one bathroom . without a door. He averred that from 
2008 to 2009, AAA studied in the province and from 2009 to 2010, she 
attended a :3c:hooJ in Accused-appellant alleged that AAA and 
BBB held a grudge ag~1.in~,t him because he sold all his belongings in 201 0 
when he transferred to the province without leaving anything to them. AAA 
and BBB were ejected by the owner of the rented house which might ha\; i} 
made them anf.!rier. 16 , ..... ' 

CCC asserted that sh~ never 1:.oticed any sign that AAA had been sexua]ly 
assaulted from 2006 to 2007. She stated that in 2007, several relatives stayed 
in her house and that her sister, FFF, \Nas always in the house. CCC claimed 
that AAA studied in the province starting 2008 and returned in April 2010. 17 

GGG, AAA 's cousin, testified that he lived with AAA in CCC's house 
from 2006 to 2008. He stated that fror11 2006 to 2007, he and AAA attended 
school at 7 a.rn ., returned horne by 12:00 noon, finished their schoolwork, and 
then played. He added that in 2007, accused-appellant just stayed in the house 
since he had no job. In 2008, AAA ··.vent on vacation in their province, and 
GGG never heard from her agt~,in_ ,:i He admitted, though, that he was not 
ahvays with AAA when th~y still lived h)gether in CCC's house.19 

HHH, another one of accused-appellant's nieces, averred that AAf\'s 
family mav have re~ented accused--appellant ailer he sold his belongings to - . 
her (HI-U-I' s) parents so that he could transfer to the province. l-If-IH alleged , 
that AAA's family also held a grudge against her family.20 However, she 
admitted th:1t she had no personal knowledge about what transpired and that 
it was onlv her oninion that no n11x.~ ha.ppcned.21 

" ' . 

15 Id. at 15 and 66. 
16 Rollo, fl. 8; TSN, Jnnuc1ry 20, '.:'.O 17, pp. 1~-·1 <lnd 12-15. 
17 ld.; TSN, February 27, 2017, pp. 3-4 :rnd 14. 
1
~ ld. at 8-9; TSN, /\µr il 3, 30 17, pp. 4-9 ,md Ii . 

19 TSN,Apri\3,3017,pp. 12-13. 
20 Roilo, fl. 9; TSN, ,'\pril 24, 2017, pp. -1•5 and 8. 
2 1 TSN, April '24, :?017, p. 8. 
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Resolution -4- G .R. No. 252060 

The proceedings: 

ln three 1nforrmi.tions2·} a ll dated October 3, 20 l4, accused-appellant was 
c!rn.rged with Rape uncler Article 26b-A of the Revised Penal Code (RPC), the 
accusatory pardons cf which re.}.d: 

That aomctim~: in the y~.-w ZOH6, in-• the said 
accur;ed, by means of Cnrce and intlrnidati,'.)n, did thtm t=tnd 111ere wi!lfolly, 
unlawfully, :ind fclcniou~~iy l1:1ve carnal knowledge of one (AA Al, 8 yc3rs o!d, 
a mhmr, his g~ct·t.\ by then ::ind tht:=rc th_reatening !,~r ( with] the [allowing 
rcrnarks ro wit '"PAG D1 KA SU i\-1UNOl) AY D). MO MAGUGUSTUHAN 
ANG GAGA.WIN KO SA 1NYO" n.nd therenfter hnd sexual intercourse with 
her, :-1 11 against b .~r wij! and 1.vithout her c:onsenl, to the damage and prejudice 
ohhc ~aid offi::nded party. 

_!n Crtm. Cnse ~fo. R-OlN-16-03677-CR 

Thnt rnmetimc in the year 2007, in-· the said 
accu:,ed, by me,1ns of force :mt! intimidation, did then and there willfully, 
\tnlawfuli y, and feloniously have carnal k.no\.vledgi;: of one [AAA], 8 years old, 
:-. minor, his niece, by 1hen and there threQ.tening her [with] the following 
rt:marks to \vit: '\f>AG Df KA SUJvfUNOD AY DI MO lV1AGUGUSTUHAN 
ANG GAGAWH'-1 KO SA INYO" nn<l thereafter had s,~xua! intercourse with 
h~r. all against her will 8-nd "vi ti iout her consent, to the damage and prejudice 
of the said o-ffoi1C1cd i)grty, 

CONTR_\RY TO LA W?1 

' 
b Crlm. Case No. R-(2ZN-16--03678--CR --·----····- -·-·---·- - ---· -------------· 

1·1 •. . ' 'NHH' . I(! ;isr,.;. ' I "d . 1£il '.'jl.)meHmt: 'in me y~~~r ..,,,v'J, ll1 '-" · . · ' , i 1C sat 
accused, bv m.::m1s (;! fpm':l ~nd im!mjd~limi, did tl)en ~n<l there willfully, 
unlc:.wfully, um! folor,1i(1us!y hi,we i::l'1rna.! knowledge of one [AAAI, 9 years old, 
i"i mt,wr~ his niece, by th•.~H and ·,here Llwving] se~-:ual intercourse with her, all 
against her will ~nd without her eonsent, 10 the d~u-nage ,ind pr~judice of the 
said offended pr.rty. 

CONTR,",RY TO LAV;,'_::-

. -· 

accuse.d-appelhmt e.niered a plea of 1'not 

A.t tbt~ pre-id.al, the pa!'ti.cs stipulated on the foUowing: '\a) the. 
jurisdiction of the trbi court over rhe person of the f accused-appeliant}; (b} 
the idi3ntity of ·P1c laccused~~i.ppc:lla,nt] as Lhe Bame person charged in the 

:>1 Records: p, ! . 
~• R.::e\irds (Crim. Cc1s¢ No. R-QZN- 1 fi-OJt( i,)-(l{ ), 11. 1, 
1·1 R~cQrds (Crim. C<Jse No. R-QL'.N-1 6-0.~677-{ R), 1,. I. 
" 5 Kr.cords (Crim. Case No. I{-()ZN- l 6-03Gn-(i(), r.. i. 
~6 !d. ilt 33--:16. 
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Resolution Ci.R. No. 252060 

Information[s] , present in court and arraigned xx x; [and] (c) the minority of 
the private cornplainant."27 

During the joint trial, the parties stipulated on the testimony of PSI 
Ba]buena, to wit: 

a) [tlrnt] she is a Doct,-1 ;· or MCdicine; 

b) that :~h~ is presently assigned at PNP Crime Laboratory Office, Camp 
Cran1e, QC; 

c) that their office received a Requ...:st for Genital Examination dated April 
14, 20 14 from - Police Station (PS-4) for the examination of 
private compla:nnnt; · 

d) that on the same date April 14, 2014, she exan_1ined the private 
cornplainnnt with the foliowi 11g lindings: 

'Hymen: Presence of sh::diovv healed !,1ceration at 3 o'clock position 
Anus: unremarkable 
Body: no sign cf external pbysica! inj1.1ry' 
'conclu:; ion: Ano.,gi;:nital findings are diagno~tic of blunt penetrating 
trauma. ' 

e) that she ,dso preparl:d the: li1itial Medico Legal Report No. Rl4-238 
(Exhibit 'D') and Final tvfodico Legal Report No. R14-238 dated April 
14, 2014 (Exhibit 'F ') ; 

t) thal prior !o t he exarninati0n, she secured the consent of [BBBl, sister of 
the pri v.1te complainant ~ind tile private complainant [AAA]; 

) I ' I rl · ' l 1·} . ,.j S' .. -, . l' l[ ] g 1 Kit snc a so prcpurt\., ~1 ~cxuu .. rotoccl anu ... exuai l.,nme 'roto1.:o ;_ 

h) thr1t i f and wl:~,1 pr~~~:enk·d shi.: will be abk to identify the said documents; 

Similarly, the parties stipubted rm the testimony of Senior Police Officer 
? ·[\1f,~1·"1tes· T,:.v·1,"r ·'.'1,, ·ti-,llo· .\,,<:" ,.__ ( l ..,.• . J{l .- .-' ... , c;. ~ , ,, ,1,1 '\'~ ,~ 

a) that on ,\pril 16, 201 4, ~h1: was the ·Jol ice offlcGr assigned at Women's 
and Childn::n Frntc-ction Lk!;k, 

b) that sh;,; w'.is ilte 0111; whu per~L>rniiiy investigated these ('.3S~S; 

c) that in the cour:,e of her i:wesl !!J.illion, she assist~ci in the prcj:i,.1rntion of 
ik Mnlay.1 (1t Ku~:ang Looh na Siilnysay of Ilic: privute cornplainant 
(Exhib\t ·;\') as well ;1:-; il:,~ tvfalcyu at Kusang Looh na Sal:.1ysay of 
j_BDBj, the- ::1 i:;ter ortli;;: priv:ite Ct.irnpbnant (Exhibif ·B'); 

27 ld. at 34. 
1
" !d. at •t9-SO, 
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Resolution -6- G.R. No. 252060 

d) [that] if and when presented, she will be able to identify the said 
documents; [ and] 

e) that she has no personal knowledge as to the facts and circumstances 
surrounding these cases. 29 

They also stipulated on the testimony of Police Inspector Ramon I. 
Lucero, to wit: 

a) that he is a member of Police Provincial Office assigned 
at - Municipal Police Station; 

b) that on May 16, 2016, at around 6:00 o'clock p.m[.], by virtue of the 
warrant of arrest issued by this court dated April 22, 2016, the said 
witness together with other police officers, caused the arrest of the 
[accused-appellant]; 

c) that the witness executed a Memorandum detailing the circwnstances of 
the arrest of the [ accused-appellant]; 

d) that he has no personal knowledge as to the facts and circumstances 
surrounding these cases.30 

Ruling of the Regional Trial Court: 

In a Decision31 dated August 11 , 201 7, the RTC convicted accused
appellant of three counts of Statutory Rape. The trial court found that AAA' s 
testimony, as a child witness, was credible as she positively identified. 
accused-appellant as her abuser. She was emotional and in tears when she 
testified. Moreover, the medical findings supported AAA's allegation that she 
was raped when she was just eight (in 2006 and 2007) and nine (in 2009) years 
old.32 

Furthermore, the RTC did not find merit in accused-appellant's defenses 
of denial, ill motive, and improbability of commission of the crime.33 Since it 
was alleged and proven that accused-appellant is AAA's uncle, the trial court 
opined that accused-appellant should suffer the penalty of death. However, in 
view of the proscription under Republic Act No. 9346,34 the penalty of 
reclusion perpetua without eligibility for parole in each case should be meted 
instead. The RTC also awarded damages pursuant to People v. Jugueta. 35 

The dispositive portion of the RTC's Decision reads: 

29 Id. at 50. 
30 Id. at 53 . 
JI CA rollo, pp. 43-53. 
32 Id. at 50-51. 
H Id. 
·14 Entitled "AN Acr PROHIBITING THE IMPOSITION or- DEATH PENALTY IN THE PHILIPPINES." Approved 

June 24, 2006. 
35 783 Phil. 806,848 (2016); CArollo, p. 52. 
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Resolution -7- G.R. No. 252060 

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the court finds the accused [XXX] 
guilty beyond reasonable doubt of statutory rape (3 counts) and is sentenced to 
suffer the penalty of reclusion perpetua without eligibility for parole in each 
case. 

Accused is ordered to pay [AAA] Pl00,000.00 as civil indemnity, 
Fl 00,000.00 as moral damages and Pl 00,000.00 as exemplary damages. 

Accused is likewise ordered to pay interest on all monetary awards for 
damages at the rate of six per cent ( 6%) per annum from the date of finality of 
this Decision until fully satisfied. 

Let mittimus issue. 

SO ORDERED.36 

Aggrieved, accused-appellant appealed37 before the CA and assigned 
these errors: 

I 

THE TRIAL COURT GRAVELY ERRED IN FINDING THE ACCUSED
APPELLANT GUILTY OF THREE COUNTS OF STATUTORY RAPE 
DESPITE THE VIOLATION OF THE ACCUSED-APPELLANT'S 
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO BE INFORMED OF THE NATURE AND 
CAUSE OF ACCUSATION AGAINST HIM. 

II 

THE TRIAL COURT GRAVELY ERRED IN FINDING THE ACCUSED
APPELLANT GUILTY BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT OF THE 
CRIMES CHARGED DESPITE AAA'S HIGHLY INCREDIBLE 
TESTIMONY. 

III 

THE TRIAL COURT GRAVELY ERRED IN GIVING CREDENCE TO 
AAA'S TESTIMONY DESPITE BEING UNCORROBORATED BY ANY 
OTHER EVIDENCE.38 

Accused-appellant argued that the Informations violated his 
constitutional right to be informed of the nature and cause of accusation 
against him because the years were widely inclusive and lacked specificity.39 

Moreover, he insisted that the prosecution failed to establish his guilt beyond 
reasonable doubt,40 especially considering that AAA still lived with him in the 
same house in 2009.41 The complainant also reported the matter late and the 
medico-legal examination was conducted only on April 14, 2014 or five years 

36 CA rollo, pp. 52-53. 
37 Id. at 10-11. 
38 Id. at 25. 
39 Id. at 32. 
40 Id. at 34-35. 
41 Id. at 35-37. 
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Resolution -8- G.R. No. 252060 

after the last incident allegedly occurred.42 

On the other hand, the People of the Philippines, through the Office of 
the Solicitor General, contended that the RTC did not err in finding accused
appellant guilty as charged and in disregarding his defense of denial.43 It 
argued that the precise date of the commission of rape is not an essential 
element of the felony and that the lack of particularity did not render the 
Informations ipso facto defective.44 Delay in reporting the crime does not 
impair the credibility of the witness whose testimony was c01Toborated by the 
medical findings,45 more so when the abuser is her uncle. 46 Lastly, accused
appellant's defenses of denial and impossibility of the commission of the 
crime do not hold water.47 

Ruling of the Court of Appeals: 

The CA, in its assailed September 24, 2019 Decision,48 affirmed the 
RTC's ruling.49 The CA held that the prosecution proved beyond reasonable 
doubt that accused-appellant is guilty of three counts of Statutory Rape. 50 It 
disregarded accused-appellant' s defense of complete denial, arguing that 
someone else had "touched" AAA. 51 It additionally found that : 

With respect to the alleged 2009 rape, it is true that AAA was in the 
province that year having enrolled in a school there as evidenced by her 
Palagiang Talaan sa Jvlababang Paaralan. Also, AAA's school record reveals 
that she was enrolled in the said school on 10 June 2008 for "School Year 2008-
2009" as a Grade Three student and that she finished the curriculum making 
her eligible for admission to Grade Four. However, in the same school record, 
there is no showing that AAA had again enrolled in that school for the 
succeeding school year. In fact, [XXX] himself admitted that in 2009 to 2010, 
AAA went to a school in - and it was in 2010 when [XXX] transferred to 
their province where he was eventually arrested. 

Thus, [XXX] failed to effectively negate the allegation that he was in the 
same house in about the same time frame when the victim claimed she was 
raped and that [XXX] was, in fact, her rapist. More importantly, the 
requirement that the time of the commission of the offense must be alleged as 
near to the actual date as the information or complaint will permit finds no strict 
necessity and application here as there is no disparity in the victim's testimony 
as to the time of the commission of the offense. 52 

Similarly, the Final Medico Legal Report which indicated that AAA's 
hymen had a shallow healed laceration at 3 o'clock position is proof that she 

42 ld. at37. 
43 Id. at 64-66. 
~4 Id. at 67. 
45 Id. at 70. 
46 Id. at. 68-69. 
47 Id. at 71. 
~8 Rollo, pp. 3- 16. 
49 Id. at. 15. 
50 Id. at 10-11. 
51 Id. at 11. 
52 Id.atll- 12 . 
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Resolution -9- G.R. No. 252060 

had sexual intercourse. Thus, AAA's testimony was con-oborated by the 
physician's finding.53 

The CA found that when juxtaposed with the positive and categorical 
identification of AAA, accused--appel!ant' s denial pales in comparison.54 

AA.A's birth certificate showed that she was only eight years old in 2006 and , 
2007, and nine years old in 2009 when she was raped.55 Since AAA did not 
immediately report the crimes, BBB allowed accused-appellant to live with 
them in 2009. They only discovered the rapes in April 2014 when AAA toL) 
BBB not to send her (AAA) to the province because accused-appellant had 
already transferred there. Besides, delay in the reporting of the rape does not 
mean that the a~cusation was fa.lse . Accused-appellant, as AAA 's uncle, 
enjoyed moral ascendancy over her. 56 

Discontented, accused-appeibnt appealed57 his case before Us. 

The issue is whether or not aGcused-appeliant is guilty beyond reasonable 
doubt of committing tbr~e counts of Statutory Rape. 

Our f~.u!iirng 

The appeal lacks rnerit. 

Article 266-A, paragraph (l) of the RPC defines the felony of Rape as 
follows : 

/\.rticle 266-!\.. Nape; ·wizen and How Committed. -- Rape is committed -

1) Cy a man who shall have carnal knowledge ofa woman under any of the 
following circumstances: , , 

b) When the offended party is deprived of reason or ts otherwise 
lU1C011SC!OUS; 

c) 

d) 

By means of fraudu lent machination o r grave abuse of authority; and 

Wh~11_Jl1e ot~m~~.L.Qftrty_ is under t weive ( 12) yenrsof age or is demented. 
even tho_11µ,h__none of tlie c!rcurnstanccs 11,1entioned above be present. 58 

(UnderncNing supplied) 

According to Article 266-B of the RPC, Rape under paragraph 1 of 
Article 266-A sh:.t!l be punished by reclusion perpetua. However, the Rape 

s:; Id. at 12. 
5➔ Id. c1t 12-1 3. 
55 Id. at 13. 
5

" Id. ilt 13- i 4. 
57 Id. ;.it 17-!9, and 21. 
58 REVJSED PFNAL CODE. Artic le 26~>-A, as amended by Republic /\ct No. 8353 (1997). 
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will be qualified and the death penalty shall be imposed: 

1. When the victim is under eighteen ( 18) years of age and the offender 
is a parent, ascendant, step-parent, guardian, relative by consanguinity or 
affinity within the third civil degree, or the common law spouse of the parent 
of the victim[.] (Underscoring supplied). 

We first address accused-appellant's claim that the dates of the alleged 
rape incidents should have been specified in the Informations . "Time and 
again, We have ruled that the date is not an essential element of the crime of 
rape because the gravamen of the offense is carnal knowledge of a woman. As1 

such, the time of commission in rape cases need not be accurately stated. 59 We 
underscore that any 'discrepancies in details which are irrelevant to the 
elements of the crime are not grounds for acquittal. '"60 

We find that accused-appellant indeed raped AAA on three occasions. 
Given accused-appellant's moral ascendancy over the complainant, he 
successfully coerced her to yield to his sexual desires. He did so by threatening 
to inflict harm if she refused. "The moral ascendancy of an accused over the 
victim renders it unnecessary to show physical force and intimidation since, 
in rape committed by a close kin, such as the victim's father, stepfather, uncle, 
or the common-law spouse of her mother, moral influence or ascendancy takes 
the place of violence or intimidation."'61 

Similarly, "[t]he Court has consistently held that testimonies of child
victims are normally given full weight and credit, since when a girl, 
particularly if she is a minor, says that she has been raped, she says in effect 
all that is necessary to show that rape has in fact been committed. When the 
offended party is of tender age and immature, courts are inclined to give credit 
to her account of what transpired, considering not only her relative 
vulnerability but also the shame to which she would be exposed if the matter 
to which she testified is not true.62 Youth and immaturity are generally badges 
of truth and sincerity. 63 A young girl's revelation that she had been raped, 
coupled with her voluntary submission to medical examination and 
willingness to undergo public trial where she could be compelled to give out 
the details of an assault on her dignity, cannot be so easily dismissed as mere 
concoction. "64 

AAA's account of what transpired persuaded this Court of the accused
appellant's guilt, since it is also corroborated by the testimonies (stipulated 

59 People v. XXX, G.R. No. 249 148 (Notice), October 4, 202 1, citing People v. ___ , G.R. No. 229836, 
July 17, 2019. 

60 Id., citing People v. Quiapo, G.R. No. 2 18804, August 6, 2018. 
6 1 People v .. XXX, G.R. No. 24842 1 (Notice), September 27, 2021, citing People v. Belen, 803 Phil. 751, 767 

(20 17). 
62 People v. AAA, G.R. No. 247007, March 18, 202 I, citing People v. Prodenciado, 749 Phil. 746, 758 

(20 14). 
63 Id. , citing People,~ Guambor, 465 Phil. 671 , 678 (2004). 
6

• Id., citing People v. Dalipe, 633 Phil. 428, 448(20 10). 
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Resolution - 11- G.R. No. 252060 

and in court) of the prosecution witnesses. In any case, "rape may be proven 
by the sole and unconoborated testimony of the offended party, provided that' 
her testimony is clear, positive and probable."65 

Furthermore, AAA's testimony should be given more bearing as the 
RTC found it credible. The trial court even mentioned that AAA cried66 while 
she was testifying. Indeed, the trial court "is in the best position to assess the 
credibility of the victim. Absent any proof that the judge erred in appreciating 
the testimony, the credibility of the testimony stands."67 There is no indication 
that the trial court erred in its evaluation of AAA's testimony. The defense 
failed to provide a compelling reason to depart from the trial court's factual 
findings that accused-appellant raped his niece. In fine, "the credible 
testimony of the rape victim is sufficient to sustain a verdict of conviction. 
More so, when the victim's testimony finnly conformed with the medical 
findings of the doctor who examined her, as here."68 

AAA' s delay in reporting the crimes should not be taken against her. 
Jurisprudence teaches that "long silence and delay in reporting the crime of 
rape have not always been construed as indications of a false accusation. A 
rape charge becomes doubtful only when the delay in revealing its 
commission is unreasonable and unexplained."69 AAA insisted that accused
appellant threatened her if she attempted to tell anyone about the sexual 
attacks. To stress, she lived in the same house as accused-appellant. As AAA' s 
uncle, accused-appellant constantly exercised physical and moral ascendancy 
over her. In 2009, she was afraid to live again with accused-appellant in 
BBB's house but could not do anything. She ave1Ted that she needed to 
"makiisa" since accused-appellant is her uncle and nobody knew about the 
rapes yet at that time. 70 

The defense also claimed that AAA failed to protest during the rape. 
However, this should not discredit her allegations, when contrasted with 
accused-appellant's feeble claim that he was charged because he sold his 
belongings. Besides, the victim did not shout because she feared for her 
safety. 71 "Time and again, this Court has recognized that there is no clear-cut 
behavior that can be expected of a person who has been raped. People react 
differently. When placed under emotional stress or a distressing situation, the 
workings of the human mind can be unpredictable. Some may shout or offer 
strong resistance, some may be too intimidated to do anything at all, others 
may faint or be shocked into insensibility, or there may also be those who 
openly welcome the intrusion. Nevertheless, none of these reactions impair 

65 People v. Seguisabal, G.R. No. 240424, March 18, 202 1, citing People v. Nocido, G.R. No. 240229, June 
17, 2020 . 

M TSN, August 8, 2016, p. 12. 
67 People v. Salazar, G .R. No. 239138, February 17, 2021, citing People v. Abangin, 358 Phil. 303 , 313 

( 1998). 
08 People v. XX\', G.R. No. 25235 1, July 7, 2021. 
69 People v. X\'X, G.R. No. 22896 l (Notice), February 3, 2021, citing People v. Bejim, 824 Phil. I 0, 22 

(2018). 
70 TSN, August 8, 2016, p. 16. 
71 Id. at 13-14. 
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the credibility of a rape victim. "72 In this case, although AAA did not scream, 
or immediately ask for help, it "does not imply that her experience was not. 
real or that she consented to the criminal acts of the accused-appellant."73 

The defense of accused-appellant that he could not have committed the. 
rapes since there was "always" someone else inside the house deserves no. 
credit since there is "no rule that rape can be committed only in seclusion." 
The Court held in People v . .XXX-74 that: 

It is well-settled that close proximity of other relatives at the scene of 
the rape does not negate the commission of the crime. Rape can be 
committed even in places where people congregate, in parks, along the 
roadside, within school premises, inside a house where there are other 
occupants, and even in the same room where other members of the family 
are also sleeping. It is not impossible or incredible for the members of the 
victim's family to be in deep slumber and not to be awakened while a sexual 
assault is being committed. Lust is no respecter of time and place; neither 
is it deterred by age nor relationship.75 

Even AAA's school records for SY 2008-2009 in the province76 would 
not automatically prove that accused-appellant was not in the same place as 
her. There was still a possibility that he could have travelled to where the

1 

victim was to commit the reprehensible deed. 

Accused-appellant merely denied the charges against him. Unfortunately 
for him, such denial failed to convince Us of his innocence. Without a doubt, 
"[ a]libi and denial are weak and inferior defenses compared to the positive 
identification of the accused-appellant as the perpetrator. Alibi and denial, if 
not substantiated by clear and convincing evidence, are negative and self
serving evidence undeserving of weight in law. "77 This is notwithstanding the 
testimonies of the defense witnesses since they did not establish that they were 
with AAA the whole day, every day. Thus, they could not account for accused
appellant's whereabouts, and they could not prove with absolute certainty that 
accused-appellant did not rape AAA. 

The RTC and the CA correctly found accused-appellant guilty only of 
Statutory Rape and not Qualified Rape. This Court noted that while accused-, 
appellant admitted, and the Information alleged, that AAA is his niece, the 
Informations nonetheless failed to allege that they are relatives by affinity or 
consanguinity within the third civil degree. 

Our pronouncement in People v. Libo-on78 is instructive: 

72 People v. X)C\', supra note 61, citing People v. )(XX, G.R. No. 235662, July 24, 20 19. 
73 Id. 
7,1 Id. 
75 Id. , citing People v. Descartin, 810 Phil. 881, 892(2017). 
76 Records, pp. 8 1-82. 
77 People v. XXX, G .R. No. 256214 (Notice), October 4, 202 1, citing People v. Pentecostes, 820 Phil. 823, 

843(2017). 
78 People v. Lastrollo y Doe, 798 Phil. 103, 118-119 (2016), citing People v. Libo-on, 410 Phil. 378, 406-

407 (200 I). 
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H is well-settled that this attendant circumstance, as well as the other 
circumstances introduced by Republic Act Nos. 7659 and 8493 are in the nature 
of qual i(ying c ircurnsrnnces. These attendant circumstances are not ordinary 
aggravating circmnstances which merely increase the period of the penalty. 
Rather, these are special qualifj1 ing circumstances which must be specifically 
pleaded or aHegcd vvith certainty in the information; otherwise, the death 
penalty cannot be imposed. 

[n this regard, we have pn;;viously held that if the offender is merely a 
relation ~ not a parent, ascendanr, step-parent, or guardian or common-law 
spouse of the mother of the victirn ··- it must be alleged in the information that 
he is ·a rdativc by consa11guinity 0r affinity (as the case may be) within the 
third civil degree.' Thus, in the instanl case, ihe allegation that accused
appellant is the uncle of private complainant [or the private complainant is the 
niece o"i' the accused-appelhmt] is not specific enough to satisfy the special 
qualifying circumstance of relationship. The reiationship by consanguinity or 
affinity between appdl.ant and complainant was not alleged in the information 
in thit, case . E ven i f it were so alleged, it was still necessary to specifically 
allege that such relationship wi::s v_;ithin the third civil <legree. 79 

Based on the aforementioned pronouncement, accused-appellant was 
properly found guilty of committing three counts of Statutory Rape,80 and 
according.ly sentenced to sufl:er the penalty of reclusion perpetua for each 
count. The phrase "with out eligibility for parole" should, however, be 
deleted.81 Furthermore, the a\vards for each count for civil indemnity, moral 
damages, and exemplary damages, should be decreased to 'P75,000.00 each.82 

Nonetheless, the imposition of the interest rate of six percent (6%) per annum 
on the said monetary awards from the finality of the judgment until fully paid 
is affinned.83 

vVHEREFORE, the appeal is DISMISSED. The September 24, 2019 
Decision of the Court of ,\ppeals in CA-G.R . CR-BC No. 09771 finding 
accused-appellant XXX guilty of cornrnitting three counts of Statutory Rape 
and sentencing him to suffer the penalty of reclusion perpetua for each count 
is hereby AJi'FlRl\1Hf.D with 1V10.DH.i9CA'I'ION in that the phrase "without 
eligibility for parole" is 0ELE'I'ED and the awards of civil indemnity, moral 
damages, and exemplary damages arc REDlJCI~D to P75,000.00 each, for 
each count. 1 The monetary awards shall earn interest at the rate of six percent 
(6%) per annwn from date of finaiity of this Resolut ion untii fully paid. 

SO ORDERED.'" 

19 ld. 
KO People-,_._ .U:X, G.R. No. 233748 (_NoLicc), Sept~mber '27, 20'21, citing People v. De/iofo, 79-~ Ph il. 194, 

~05 (20 iG). 
The elements of Statutory Rape arc as follows: '"(I) ihe otfer:ded party is under 12 years of age; and (2) 
!he accused had carm,! knowledge of ihe v!ctirn. regardless of whether there was force, threat, or 
intim idation or grnve abuse of" ,·tuthority. !t is enough that the age of the victim is proven and that there 
WflS sexual inlercnnrsc." 

81 A.M. No. 1 :i--08-02-SC Guidelines.fur the Proper Use o{the Phrast: "~Vithoul Eligibility.fnr Parole·· in 
lndivisible I'cnalLics. Augw;! L!, 20 l S. 

82 People v. XX\', supra note 76. 
MJ l'eor>le l' . ./11guet11., 783 Phil. 806, 8t!S {20 16). 
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