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PEOPLE OF THE PHILIPPINES, APPELLEE, VS. ANTONIO
MIRANDA Y DOE, APPELLANT.

  
D E C I S I O N

TINGA, J.:

This treats of the appeal from the Decision[1] dated 25 September 2006 of the Court
of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. CR-H.C. No. 01311 affirming the Decision[2] dated 3
October 2003 of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Naga City, Branch 20 in Criminal
Case No. RTC 2001-0544 where appellant Antonio Miranda y Doe was found guilty of
simple rape and sentenced to suffer the penalty of reclusion perpetua, and ordered
to pay private complainant P50,000.00 as civil indemnity plus P50,000.00 as moral
damages.

In an Information[3] dated 16 May 2001, appellant was charged of rape, as follows:

That on or about 1:00 o'clock in the afternoon of March 16, 2001 at
Barangay Sta. Teresita, Municipality of Canaman, Province of Camarines
Sur, Philippines and within the jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, the
above-named accused, with lewd designs, did, then and there willfully,
unlawfully and feloniously succeed in having carnal knowledge with [AAA]
[,][4] a 13-year old minor and mentally incapacitated, against the latter's
will and consent, to her damage and prejudice in such amount as maybe
determined by the Honorable Court.

 

ACTS CONTRARY TO LAW.[5]
 

Appellant pleaded not guilty on arraignment. Forthwith, trial ensued which
culminated in the guilty verdict. The case was thereafter elevated to this Court on
automatic review, but later referred to the Court of Appeals per People v. Mateo.[6]

The Court of Appeals affirmed the judgment of the trial court. The case is again
before us for our final disposition.

 

The prosecution presented as witnesses Lourdes Pante, AAA's mother BBB,[7] and
Dr. Imelda Escuadra of the Bicol Medical Center. The oral testimony of Dr. Marofe M.
Bajar, the physician who examined AAA and issued a medical certificate[8] as to her
findings, was dispensed with after the defense admitted the facts stated therein.
AAA herself was not presented.

 

The prosecution first presented BBB. She testified that her daughter, AAA, born on
23 April 1987,[9] was only 13 years old at the time of the alleged rape, and was



mentally retarded.[10] Appellant was their neighbor in Brgy. Sta. Teresita, Canaman,
Camarines Sur. According to BBB, on 17 March 2001, Lourdes Pante informed her
that she caught appellant on top of AAA.[11] Thereafter, her husband CCC[12] and
Lourdes, with AAA in tow, reported the matter to the police. AAA underwent physical
and psychological examinations after the rape incident.

Lourdes Pante testified next. She is appellant's sister-in-law, appellant's wife, Anita,
being her sister. She is also a neighbor of AAA's family.

Lourdes Pante testified that at around one o'clock in the afternoon of 16 March
2001, she went to appellant's house looking for her sister. Through the bedroom
window, she saw appellant lying on top of AAA. Both were naked and appeared to
be having sexual intercourse.[13] Upon seeing her, appellant pushed AAA aside and
both of them immediately dressed up. Lourdes was shocked with what she saw and
upon regaining her composure asked appellant where her sister Anita was. After he
answered that she was in the bodega across the street, Lourdes proceeded to the
bodega where she related to Anita what she had witnessed. The following day,
Lourdes received a call from Anita's daughter, Luisa. According to Luisa, Anita
wanted Lourdes to report the matter to the police as she was fearful that if she
would do the reporting herself, her husband, appellant, might take her hostage.[14]

Lourdes did as requested. Upon arriving at the police station, she was informed
however that being merely a witness, she was not the proper party to report the
incident. Lourdes then went to AAA's parents. Thus, she accompanied AAA and CCC
to the municipal hall. The incident was blottered and their sworn statements were
taken. AAA was then taken to the Bicol Medical Center for physical examination.

As per the medical certificate issued by Dr. Marofe M. Bajar, AAA was found to have
sustained hymenal lacerations and was still experiencing moderate vaginal bleeding
at the time she was examined.

AAA was likewise submitted to a psychiatric evaluation. She was subjected to
several kinds of psychological tests and interviews.[15] Her psychiatrist, Dr. Imelda
Escuadra, testified that AAA's Intelligence Quotient (IQ) was only forty (40)
compared to that of a normal person which is ninety (90) and above. She thus
categorized AAA as suffering from a moderate mental retardation - a mental age
from four to six years old.[16] Dr. Escuadra further testified that AAA is also afflicted
with a delusional disorder.[17]

As the lone witness for his defense, appellant denied the charges against him. He
testified that it was his wife Anita and not AAA that he was having sexual
intercourse with when Lourdes suddenly opened their bedroom window.[18] He
theorized that this case was fabricated by Lourdes out of a grudge as he once
berated her for borrowing their kitchen utensils without permission and then failing
to return them. He also testified that he does not know the whereabouts of his wife.
[19]

In finding appellant guilty, the RTC made the following findings, thus:

The accused insists that it was his wife whom he had sex [sic] in the
afternoon of March 16, 2001. But why did his wife Anita not come to his



defense and corroborate his testimony? And why did Anita left [sic] the
conjugal home and her whereabouts to the present is unknown (TSN,
March 5, 2003, p. 6. Cabanos). The accused did not explain the absence
of his wife and why she was not presented as witness to corroborate his
testimony. To the mind of the Court, the wife of the accused did not like
to testify falsely and add her [sic] frustration. Moreover, the unbiased
testimony of Lourdes Pante positively identifying [AAA] as the woman
she saw naked with the naked accused on top of her performing sex
stand [sic] unrefuted, given in a straightforward manner and in a normal
manner, appears credible and rings with truth. Lourdes Pante testified
that she immediately proceeded to the other side of the road where her
sister Anita was as told to her by the accused. She found thereat her
sister [A]nita and there and then she narrated to her what she saw of her
husband. She further testified that the next day March 13 [sic], 2001, a
daughter of the accused named Luisa was sent by her mother requesting
her to call a police to apprehend her husband. These declarations stand
unrefuted. With the foregoing evidence, the Court is of the opinion that
the victim herein [AAA] was the woman accused had carnal knowledge
[sic] in the afternoon of March 16, 2001 in the house of the accused at
Barangay Sta. Teresita, Canaman, Camarines Sur.

Moreover, the recent examination made by Dr. Marofe Bajar (Exhibit)
showing the presence of moderate bleeding of the vagina and admits one
(1) finger with ease bolster the prosecution's theory of the rape incident
on [AAA] on March 16, 2001.

x x x The complainant [AAA] was born on 23 April 1987, hence, at the
time of the incident on March 16, 2001, she was 13 years, 10 months
and 23 days [sic]. Based on the diagnosis conducted by psychiatrist Dr.
Imelda Escuadra of the Bicol Medical Center, [AAA] suffers moderate
mental retardation, with a mentality of a 4-6 years [sic] old, (Exh. C and
D). Conformably, the crime committed falls under paragraph 1 (d), Article
266-A of the Revised Penal Code, which carries the penalty of Reclusion
Perpetua with a duration of twenty years and one day to forty years.[20]

Like the lower court, the appellate court gave full faith and credence to Lourdes's
positive and straightforward testimony. It stressed that although AAA did not testify,
the same is not fatal to the prosecution's cause since the repulsive crime was
witnessed by another person who is considerably more capable than AAA to narrate
the incident given the latter's mental condition. It rejected the defense's imputation
of ill-motive on the part of Lourdes as too trivial to accept as true. The appellate
court further ruled that the fact of appellant's sexual act with a mentally retarded
person by itself constitutes rape pursuant to Art. 266-A of the Revised Penal Code
(RPC), as amended by Republic Act No. 8353 also known as "The Anti-Rape Law of
1997."

 

In his brief,[21] appellant alleges that the trial court erred in (1) not finding that the
prosecution's principal witness mistook the woman with whom appellant was having
sexual intercourse as AAA when she was actually appellant's own wife; (2) in not
considering the patent ulterior motive behind the indictment; and (3) in convicting
him of the crime of rape despite failure of the prosecution to prove his guilt beyond



reasonable doubt.[22]

Appellant insists that it was his wife and not AAA that he was having coitus with that
fateful afternoon. He challenges the truthfulness of Lourdes's testimony given that
the latter had an axe to grind against him. He claims that the rape charge against
him is unfounded as AAA was never presented in court to corroborate Lourdes's
testimony. Assuming arguendo that it was indeed AAA that Lourdes saw, appellant
argues that there was no direct evidence presented to prove they had carnal
knowledge as Lourdes testified that she only saw appellant on top of AAA. He
further maintains that it was not at all proven that he forced AAA into sexual
congress.

In its brief,[23] the Office of the Solicitor General maintains that appellant's guilt has
been proven beyond reasonable doubt by the positive identification of a credible
witness, Lourdes. It stresses that her testimony was sufficiently corroborated by the
physical findings resulting from AAA's medical examination. It avers that since AAA
was found to be mentally retarded, sexual intercourse with her is already considered
rape.

A careful examination of the records as well as the transcripts of stenographic notes
of the instant case leads us to affirm appellant's conviction.

At the core of almost all rape cases is the issue of credibility of witnesses, and the
trial court is in the best position to resolve the question, having heard the witnesses
and observed their demeanor during trial.[24] Thus, appellate courts will not disturb
the credence accorded by the trial court to the testimonies of witnesses unless it is
shown that the latter has overlooked or disregarded arbitrarily facts- and
circumstances of significance to the case.[25] None of the exceptions apply to the
case at bar.

We find no cogent reason to doubt the veracity of Lourdes's testimony. That she
held a grudge against appellant over kitchen utensils is hardly believable. He is her
brother-in-law and to falsely accuse him of committing so grave a crime as rape
would be equivalent to depriving her own sister and her sister's children of a
breadwinner.

It is of no moment that the prosecution failed to present AAA to testify. The
appellate court correctly held that the testimony of the offended party is of utmost
importance in a rape case because the victim and the accused are the only
participants who can testify as to its occurrence.[26] In the instant case, the incident
was witnessed by Lourdes and her positive testimony carries much greater weight
than appellant's mere denial especially since said denial is unsubstantiated.[27]

Lourdes categorically testified, thus:

Q Can you please tell us what was that unusual incident that happened?
 A On March 16, 2001, at 1:00 in the afternoon, I was looking for my

sister Anita and since I was afraid to open the door because of the dogs,
I just opened the window and I saw Antonio Miranda and [AAA] both
naked.

 

Q When you said that you opened the window, whose window is that,



Mrs. Witness?
A The window of the room of Antonio and Anita Miranda.

PROS. MANRIQUE:

Q Upon seeing Antonio Miranda and [AAA], what happened next?
A Since I was shocked upon seeing the two naked, I was not able to
move and I waited until [AAA] was able to put on her underwear; and I
also saw Antonio Miranda pushed [AAA] on the side.

COURT:

Just a minute. Let us clarify this.

Q When you saw for the first time the accused and [AAA], who, according
to you, were both naked, where were they in relation to the room of the
house of your sister?
A They were on the bed.

Q On that bed where was [AAA] situated, and where was also the
accused situated?
A [AAA] was lying down on the bed and the accused was on top of her.

Q What were they doing when you saw them naked?

ATTY. TIBLE:

Your Honor, I think, this witness is incompetent.

COURT:

She saw. She is an eye witness. According to her, she saw the two on the
bed both naked. In fact, the woman [AAA] was lying on the bed and on
top of her was the accused So the Court would like to know what they
were doing while on the bed both naked.

A She was being raped.

x x x x

PROS. MANRIQUE:

Q What was Antonio Miranda doing to the private complainant? What
exactly did you see?
A He was on top of the victim.

ATTY. TIBLE:

He was on top.

COURT:


