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ROSARIO, J.:

In criminal prosecutions that rest entirely on circumstantial evidence,
the prosecution is all the more obligated to rely on the strength of its own case
and not on the weakness of the defense.! Courts must ensure that the totality
of the evidence adduced constitutes an unbroken chain leading beyond
reasonable doubt to the guilt of the accused, to the exclusion of all others.?
When the inculpatory facts, and circumstances are capable of two or more
explanations, one of which is consistent with the innocence of the accused and
the other consistent with their guilt, the evidénce does not fulfill the test of
moral certainty and is not sufficient to support a conviction.’ '
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On official leave.

™ Per Special Order No. 3224 dated September 15,2025,

V' Peogplev. Caparas, Jr., 352 Phil. 686, 699 (1998) [Per J. Melo, Er Banc].

2 Peoplev. Ragon, 346 Phil. 772, 779 (1997) [Per J. Panganiban, Third Division].
3 Peoplev. Taruc, 241 Phil. 177, 186 (1988) [Per I. Gutierrez, Jr., Third Division].
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" In'this ordinary appeal,* accused-appellant Maricris Bazar y Bello
(Maricris) assails the Court of Appeals (CA) Decision,® which affirmed with
modification the Regional Trial Court' (RTC) Decision® convicting her of
robbery with multiple homicide.

Maricris and-her«cosaceused, Abegail Jaingue (Abegail), were charged

- with robbery with multiple homicide, defined and penalized under Article 294 °
" in relation to Article 249‘0f the Revised Penal Code, as amended by Republic
Act No. 7659,7 under an Information which reads:

- That on or about [July 26,] 2015 at around 8:00 [a.m.] at Barangay
Balintawak,. Lipa City, Philippines and within the jurisdiction of this
Honorable Court, the above-named accused, together with [two] John Does,

 whose identities and whereabouts are still unknown, while armed with a
piece of coco lumber, with intent to gain and without the knowledge and
consent of the owner thereof, by means of violence against and/or
intimidation of person, conspiring and confederating together, acting in
common accord and mutually aiding one another, did then and there
willfully, unlawfully and feloniously take, rob and carry away cash money
amounting to [PHP 40,000.00] and pieces of jewelry wvalued at
[PHP 55,000.00] belonging to Septy Jane Oliveros y Comilang all with the
total amount of [PHP 95,000.00], to the damage and prejudice of the said
owner in the aforesald amount of [PHP 95,000. OO]

, That Qn.g‘ghen@@g%kigna%gby reason of said robbery, the above-named
accused, conspiring and confederating together, acting in common accord
and mutually aiding one faanher with the use of force against and by means
of threats and intiniidation of pérson and abuse of superior strength, did then
and there willfully, unlawfully[,] and feloniously hit with the said piece of
coco lumber, Princess Shane Oliveros y Culla, 9 years old, Prince Andrei
Oliveros y Culla, 6 years old, and Joyce Ann Oliveros y Rubianes, 6 years
old, thereby inflicting upon the victims traumatic head injuries, skull frac-
ture with brain laceration and hemorrhage which directly caused their death.

Contrary to law.?

Upon arraignment, they pleaded not guilty to the charge. Thereafter,
trial on the merits ensued.’

4 Rollo, pp. 3-5. B

5. Id. at 9-22. The March 11 2021 Deuswn in. CA-G.R. CR-HC No. 14046 was penned by Associate
Justice -Marlene -B.- Gonzaled:i8ison -and: concurred "in. by Associate Justices Pablito’ A. Perez and
Raymond Reynold R. Lauigah of the Eighth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

6" Id. at25-36. The November 4%”2019 Decision in Criminal Case No. 02-0152-2016 was penned by Acting

Presiding Judge Noel M. Llh‘%l J& 6 EBIEARAN 13, Regional Trial Court, Lipa City, Batangas.

Republic- Act No. 7659 (]993), ‘An Act to Impose the Death Penalty. on Certain Heinous Crimes,

Amending for that Purpose the Revxsed Pcnal Laws, as Amended, Other Special Penal Laws, and for

Other Purposes. ) Gl :

8 RTC records, pp.. 1-2.

®  Rollo, p. 12.
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The CA summarized the Versioh of the prosecution aS follows:

The incident took place in the house of [(spouses)] Alexander J.
- Oliveros and Septy Jane C. Oliveros [(Septy Jane)] located at San Nicolas
Street, Barangay Balintawak, Lipa City, Batangas on July 26, 2015.

The [spouses] sell vegetables in the market which is only about 20
to 30 meters away from their house. . . between 1:00 to 2:00 [a.m.] each
day. They usually leave in the house their [three] grandchildren, namely:
Princess Shane-9 years old, Prince Andrei-6 years old and Joyce Ann-6
years old, who have been hvmg W1th them smce they were toddlers.

In the early morning of July 26 2015 the [spouses] left the house
and proceeded to the market. Prmcess Shmlqwas the one who closed the
door for them and then she would return to sléep with Prince Andrei and
Joyce Ann. Later that morning, Septy Jane wandered why the children have
not followed her in the market. But since it was-a Sunday, she just thought
that they were still sleeping. Septy Jane sent their nephew, Arthur Cunanan,
to the house to bring breakfast to the children. Arthur lives with the
[spouses] but sleeps in their market stall. According to Arthur, when he
reached the house, the door was open and the jalousie window broken with
blood stains. Arthur saw his cousin, Princess Shane, lying on the bed

~covered with blood. Arthur immediately ran to the market, still trembling
from what he saw, and informed the [spouses] about it. . . . Upon reaching
the house, Septy Jane also found the door.open, the jalousie windows
broken, blood were scattered all over the walls and ce111ng, there were
broken bottles, their slippers scattered on the floor[,] and the electric fan
was destroyed. When she went upstairs, she .saw her grandchlldren lying
dead on the bed. Princess Shane had a big cut on the forehead while Prince
Andrei and Joyce Ann had black eyes and injuries on their faces. Septy Jane
also discovered that her wallet containing [PHP] 40,000.00 and a bracelet
worth [PHP] 55,000.00. . . were gone: Thereafter, policemen and [Scene of
the Crime Operatives (SOCO)] arrived in the house to investigate on the
incident and took the bodies of the ch;ldren, fqr ;autopsy[.] ‘

The Police conducted an: mvestlga’a@n on the brutal kﬂhng of the
children. [P]rior to the incident, Balbina Pelagm [(Balbma)] found that the
occupants of the house she rented out to [Maricris] and [Abeoaﬂ] were gone
including their companions. . . Balbina says that these people did not inform
her that they were moving out of the house. When the police inspected said
house, they saw traces of blood on the wall, many clothes were inside the
comfort room, [one] small and [one] big towel with blood stains, [one] t-
shirt with blood stains, a round bamboo (coconut lumber) with handprints
of blood and the curtain was also with blood stains. Photographs were taken
of these items in the presence of a barangay representative, other policemen,
Balbina’s nephew and son-in-law, a neighbor and the SOCO team. After
which, the items were taken by SOCO for forensic examination

The respective Certificate of Death of the children indicated the
cause of death as “traumatic head injury, comminuted skull fracture with
brain laceration and hemorrfhlage.” 0 ‘

" Id at10-11. | R T
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Additionally, according to the RTC, forensic serologist Police Chief
Inspector Mylene Adag testified that she received several marked object
- evidence, including a peach towel labeled “I'm sorry kung ano man ang
nagawa ko, sorry.” She received a request for DNA examination of said pieces
of evidence and of the green curtain with stain believed to be blood. She
likewise prepared the Request for DNA Examination and Comparison
requesting the crime laboratory of Camp Crame, Quezon City for examination
of the curtain. The parties later stipulated on the testimony of Senior Police
Officer IV Jesus Agustin (SPO4 Agustin) to the effect that: (1) he would have
testified that certain object evidence was brought to Camp Crame; and (2) he
could identify the documents relative to the results of the examination
conducted on certain object evidence by the Batangas Crime Laboratory
Office as well as the DNA Laboratory Report relative to the results of the

examination conducted by the Crime Laboratory of Camp Crame.'!

On the other hand, the CA recapitulated the version of the defense as
follows:

- Abegail is a275ear old bar waitress at the time of the incident. She
claims that on the night 'of July 25, 2015, she was at work in the bar and
~ went home at aroundef:00faii  the following day. She slept with her [two]
children, a [5-year-old] and a [9- month—old] baby. When she woke up at
~about 8:00 [a.m.], she heard. people‘ screaming outside of the house about
children who were killed. Despitel the commotion outside, she and her
children remained in the house, with Maricris and her friends. She also
claims that she met Maricris in the bar sometime in 2015 and she moved in
with her children to the house two weeks ago. The [girlfriend] of Maricris,
Josie, and friend Melvie also live in said house. She did not leave the house
in the early morning of July 26, 2015 and stayed there for [three] more days
after the incident. Only Maricris, Josie and Melvie left the house at around
10:00 [a.m.] of July 26, 2015 without paying the rent and informing
Balbina, leaving their personal belongings behind. She did not know
Balbina and where she lives such that she could not inform her that she was
also moving out of the house.

Maricris is a {22-year-old] bar waitress. She claims that she and her
friends. . . had a drinking spree in the evening of July 25, 2016. Abegail was
then at work. They slep‘c at about 10:00 {p.m.], with the children of Abegail.
The following day, ey heard screams out31de the house that children were

- killed. All of theim wént out ofthe house to see what was happening outside.
They saw thedeadichildren gt about-9:00 Ja.m.], she and her friends left
the house and went 6 the church in Granja, Lipa City. Abegail also left with
her children to go somewhere. From the church, she and her friends returned

“to the house but left shortly, leaving behind her personal belongings. She
proceeded to Transville, Banay-Banay to atiend a birthday party while her
friends went to their respective homes. She did not return anymore to the
house because Abegail texted her that policemen were in the house and that
a reward of [PHP] 300,000.00 would be given to anyone who could lead to
her apprehension. She also claims that [she] just heeded the advice of the
barangay captam thereat not to return to the house until she and her friends

S 1d, at 29-30.
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e =1

were cleared of any involvement in the inciflent. For which reason, she
stayed in Banay-Banay for [two] weeks after"which she proceeded to the
house of her sister in Nasugbu, Batangas and stayed there until her arrest on
March 9, 2016.12

After trial, the RTC found it improbable that Abegail participated in the
crime since she was at work. It gave credence to the children’s Certificates of
Death stating that they died at around 2:30 a.m. on July 26, 2015 as well as to
Abegail’s declaration that she only returned home at 4:00 a.m. that day, which
was corroborated by Maricris. As regards Maricris, however, the RTC was
convinced of her guilt based on the following. circumstantial evidence:

1. On the night of July 25, 2015, [Maricris] together with her unidentified
[partner] and [two] girl friends were. at the house adjacent to the
apartment of herein victims;

2. Inthe early morning of July 26,201 5ytheiday when the subject incident
happened, witness Balbina Pelagio, who is the owner of the house being
rented by [Maricris] and [Abegail], dlSCOVerad that the occupants were
all gone and everything inside the house weére in disarray and destroyed.
There were diapers around, the door was broken, and the room was full
of dirt. Even the [two] accused were united in relating that [Maricris]
together with her friends left the house in the morning of July 26, 2015;

3. [Maricris] left her rented house hurriedly and surreptitiously as
indicated by the fact that she did not notify the owner of the house aboul
it and that she did not take her clothes or thmgs with her;

4. She never went back to her rented house to retrleve he1 clothes and
belongings;

5. She obviously went into hiding: first, at ‘Banay-Banay, Lipa City,
Batangas where she stayed for a few weeks, then in her sister’s house in
Nasugbu, Batangas until her arrest on March 9, [2016]; and

6. Police Officers Silva and Gonzales were able to recover from the house
abandoned by [Maricris] and het friends'incriminating evidence such as
towels, several clothes and a. piece of wood all with blood stains.!*
(Citations omitted) S

M hgd

Thus, in its Decision,!® the RTC convicted Maricris of the crime
* charged but acquitted Abegail. The decretal portion states: '

WHEREFORE. . . the Court {inds herein accused Abegdﬂ Jaingue y
Rull Not Guilty of the crime charged.

The Court, however, finds the accused Maricris Bazar y Bello Guilty
beyond reasonable doubt, as principal, for the crime of Robbery with

2 Jd. at 12-13.

B Jd at33.

4 CA rollo, pp. 71~72. See Brief for the Appcllcv datcd Novcmber 6, 2020.
5 Rollo, pp. 25 -36.
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- Multiple Homlc1de a.ncl hereby seﬂtences her to suffer the penalty of

~Reclusion Perpetua W1thout the possfblhty of parole
e igﬁ’ﬁ”%iﬁ\ﬁy P

She is likewise ordered to pay Septy Jane Oliveros the amount of
[PHP 95,000.00] representing the amount of the stolen property; and to pay
the heirs of the [three] minor children [PHP 100,000.00] as civil indemnity,
[PHP 100,000.00] as moral damages, [PHP 100,000.00] as exemplary
damages and [PHP 50,000.00] by way of temperate damages plus interest
of [6%] per annum from the date of the finality of the Decision until fully
paid.

SO ORDERED. 6

Maricris appealed before the CA and filed her Brief,'” arguing that the
RTC gravely erred in convicting her based on circumstantial evidence despite
the failure of the prosecution to prove her identity as the perpetrator, and based
on her alleged act of ﬂlght She agserted that: (1) she was not the only occupant
of the rented house and ‘even if she 'was the lessee, it does not follow that she
is the perpetrator of thetime; (2) when Abegail returned to said house from
‘work, it was impossible that she did not notice the traces of blood on the wall
and clothes stained ‘withblood inside the comfort room and continued to stay
there for three more days; (3) there was no proof that the house was untouched.
and uncompromised from the time the occupants therein left the house since
it was only inspected by the police after the burial of the children; (4) the
testimony of Septy Jane about the condition of the house is hearsay because
she had no personal knowledge; and (5) flight per se is not synonymous to
guilt and must not always be attributed to one’s consciousness of guilt but
could be fear of being wrongly apprehended as the guilty person.

, ~ The Office of the Solicitor General, representing the People, averred in
" its Brief'® that the prosecution had proven the guilt of Maricris beyond
- reasonable doubt, and that while there was no direct evidence pointing to her
guilt due to absence of eyewunesses there exists a surfeit of circumstantial
“evidence, as found by HET RIC, pointing to Maricris as the culprit or at least
- one of the culprits. Assumm ‘t ! Abegaﬂ stayed in the rented house for three
‘days after the incident 23%{ did Hot see any bloodied clothes and blood stains
on the walls, these are 1rrelevant and do not even touch on the elements of the
crime for which she Was convicted. What is clear is that money and jewelry
were stolen, children were killed, and Maricris went into hiding despite there
being no immediate reason for her to flee. All the circumstantial evidence
~ coupled with her unexplained flight paints a picture of her guilt and must
prevail over her self-serving defense of denial. :

16" 1d. at 36.
7 CA rollo, pp. 25-42.
. at 60-T8.
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In its assailed Decmon 19 the CA afﬁrmed the RTC Decision but

modified the nomenclature of the crlme The decretal portlon reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered t‘he Appeal is DENIED. The
Decision. . . convicting accused-appellant of; Robbery Wlth Homicide
(proper nomenclature of the crime) is AFF IRMED

SO ORDERED.? (Empha51s in the or1g1na1)

Hence, this appeal.

The parties having dispensed with theﬁ:&ﬁling of supplemental briefs?!

and having adopted their respective appellate briefs, We now resolve.

i

Even in the absence of direct evidence, it is settled that conviction may
be had even upon circumstantial evidence. In People v. Modesto,” We
discussed when circumstantial evidence Wauld be sufficient to convict, viz.:

A rule of ancient respectability now molded into tradition is that
circumstantial evidence suffices to convict enjly if-the following requisites
concur: (a) there is more than one circumstanie; (b) the facts from which
the inferences are derived are proven; and (c) the combination of all the
circumstances is such as to produce a conviction beyond reasonable doubt.

The standard. . . in the appreciation of circumstantial evidence is
well set out in the following passage from People [v:] Ludday: “No general
rule can be laid down as to the quantity of circumstantial evidence which in
any case will suffice. Al the circumstances proved must be consistent with
each other, consistent with the hypothesis that the accused is guilty, and at
the same time inconsistent with the hypothesis that [they are) innocent, and
with every other rational hypothesis except that of guiit.”

It has been said, and we believe correctly, that the circumstances
proved should constitute an unbroken chain which leads to one fair and
reasonable conclusion which points 10 the accused, to the exclusion of all
others, as the guilty person. From all the circumstances, there should be a
combination of evidence which in the ordinary and natural course of things,
leaves no room for reasonable doubt as fo his guilt. Stated in another way,
where the inculpatory facts and circ umstarices are capable of Iwo or more
explanations, one of which is consistent with iprocence and the other with
guilt, the evidence does not ﬁilf I .the- testsofsmoral certainty and is not
sufficient to convict the accused.® *(Em phas1s supplied)

20
21

22

Rollo, pp. 9-22
Id at21.
Id. at 4041, 49-51. '
- 134 Phil. 38 (1968) [PerJ Sanchez, }m Banc].
Id. at 43-44,
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In assaying the probative value of circumstantial evidence, Our ruling
in People v. Monje*! established four basic guidelines to be observed:

(a) It should be acted upon with caution;
(b)  All essential facts must be consistent with the hypothesis of guilt;

~(¢)  The facts must exclude every other theory but that of guilt of the
| ~accused; and

(d) The facts m_ﬁyst'establish with certainty the guilt of the accused as
- to convihc® "beyond reasonable doubt that they were the
perpetrator, of the offense.”

The peculiarity of circumstantial evidence is that the series of events
pointing to the commission of a felony is appreciated not singly but
collectively. The guilt of the accused cannot be deduced from scrutinizing
~ just one particular piece of evidence. It is more like a puzzle which, when put
together, reveals a convincing picture pointing to the conclusion that the

accused is the author of the crime.?® Thus, the only question We must ask is

whether the pieces of circumstantial evidence in this case fulfill the test of

moral certainty sufficient to convict accused-appellant. In other words, have

the People discharged the heavy burden of proof beyond reasonable doubt?

To answer this, We must scrutinize every piece of circumstantial evidence
- considered by the lower courts in arriving at a judgment of conviction.

First alleged czrcumsmnnal evzdence

T :

1. On the mght of July . 25 2015 [accused appellant] together with her
unidentified [partner] and Ttwo] girl friends were at the house adjacent
to the apaltment oF herein victims,?’

- While it is undisputed that both accused were at the house adjacent to
the apartment of the victims, We must also consider the fact that there were at
least 10 other people in‘the house, as testified by the owner herself:

Q: Aside from the [two] female persons that you pointed to, you
- mentioned that there were several persons who lived in that house?
How many were they, more or less, aside from the [two]?
A: [AJround [10], Sir.?®

24 438 Phil. 716 (2002) [PerJ Bellosﬂlo En Banc).
5 Id at 732-733. :

26 Jd. at733. , S

2 Rollo, p. 34. Bt AR S
?8 TSN, Balbina Pelagio, Octobel 11,2017, p 9 ’
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Second, third, and fourth .zlleged
circumstantial evidence

2. Inthe early morning of July 26, 2015. . . witness Balbina Pelagio, who
is the owner of the house being rented by [accused-appellant] and
[Abegail], discovered that the occupants were all gone and everything
inside the house were in disarray and destroyed. There were diapers
around, the door was broken, and the room was full of dirt. Even the
[two] accused Wwere united in relating: that; [accused—appellant] together
with her friends left the house in the mormng of July 26, 2015;

3. [Accused-appellant] left her rente_d hOuse humedly and surreptitiously
as indicated by the fact that she did not notify the owner of the house
about it and that she did not take her clothes or things with her;

4. She never went back to her rented house to retrieve her clothes and
belongings.?’

While it is true that accused-appellant eventually left the house, Septy
Jane averred in her Karagdagan/g] Salaysay, which was made part of her
testimony, that it was not only accused-appellant and her co-accused who left
but also three other unidentified men, to wit: ‘

T: "Ano naman ang kaugnayan ng RC [ C ]ola at [c]oco Zumber na may
dugo? .
S: Dahil may pahintulot po ang may—am r'g apartment matapos umalis

sina Abegail at Maricris at tatlang lalakmg hindi naming kilala,
ay malaya kaming nakapagjfzalungkat sa nasabing apartment at
bukod sa mga damit-na may dugo ay-meron din doon na RC Cola
na walang laman af may coco lumberdinna katulad ng coco lumber
 na may dugo.> (Emphasis supplied, paragraph numbering omitted)

Abegail’s testimony also reveals that accused-appellant first left nearly -
eight hours after the incident, and even returned later that day. She likewise
testified that accused—appeﬂant’s clothes were not scatterediin the room:

Q:  So, you said that Maricris and her friends left at []0 00] in the
" morning of that same day. Correct?

A: o Yes, sir

Q: [Wlhen your friend Maricris and her frlends also left the house on
that same day, they never reuurne,d on that same house?

A They returned in the afternoon, sit. /1l | =

Q: But they did not return attcr tha‘ﬂ e

A Yes, sir.

»®  Rollo, p. 34.
30 RTC records, p. 7. Karagdagan[g] Saluvsay dated Getober 5, 2015 of Septy J;me Oliveros.
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And they left all their things there?
Yes, sir.

All their clothes?
Yes, sir.

Scattered in their room?
No, sir.

R Eo 2R

COLlI't g ia(‘a' .

Q: So, you were. there when they returned inthe aflernoon?

Bl ‘E e

.....

A: Yes, Your Honor.>! (Emphasis supplied)

Abegail’s test1mony jibes with accused-appellant’s testimony that the
latter left the house at around 9:00 a.m. to go to church then returned shortly
thereafter to attend a birthday party. It deserves more credence than Balbina’s
testimony that they ran away 1mmed1ately after the incident since Balbina had

~no personal knowledge with regard tothe time that accused-appellant left, she
herself having left the house early that morning to go to the market.>? Surely,
the RTC acquitted Abegail because it found her testimony credible.

Fifth alleged circumstantial evidence

1

5. She obviously went into hiding: first, at Banay-Banay, Lipa City,
Batangas where sh@ stayed for a few weeks, then in her sister’s house in
Nasu gbu, Ba‘tangas untll her arrest on March 9, 2016.%3

‘H,.»f\,,_;, ARTIRVIRE s o
In Um’z‘ed Statesv. .Alegad0,34 We defined flight in criminal law as the
evading of the course of justice by voluntarily withdrawing oneself in order
to avoid ‘arrest or detention or the institution or continuance of criminal
proceedings. The unexplained flight of an accused may generally be taken into
consideration as evidence having a tendency to establish their guilt.*®

Senator Vicente Francisco, in his treatise on criminal evidence,
expounded on the circumstance of flight in criminal prosecutions, to wit:

The flight. . . of [the] accused raises no presumption of law that [they are]
guilty; but it is admissible in evidence as a fact which may be considered by
the court, and from which.they may draw an inference, in connection with
other circumstarices and in the absence of an explanation of the reasons or
motives which pr. omplkd it. that [they are] guilty; and this is true whether
the other evzdem;e,gyf gwlt zs_»dérect or circumstantial. For the same purpose
I :

3. TSN, Abegall Jaingue, }“ebmary 17 319 PP- 2i- -23.
32 TSN, Balbina Pelagio, Octuber i1, ?(A/ pp. 9- 12.

3 Rollo, p. 34. :

3 25 Phil. 510°(1913) [PerJ. Carson En Bam

3 Id at 511,
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the events and circumstances connected with the flight of accused are
equally admissible. The law makes no nice or refined distinction as to the
manner or method of a flight; it may be open, or it may be a hurried or
concealed departure[.]*® (Emphasis supphed)

Thus, We stress that flight per se dO'ééf not establish guilt but only tends
to do so. On its own, flight is insufficient to overcome the constitutional
presumption of innocence of the accused, and must be coupled with other
evidence, whether direct or circumstantial. Absent other circumstances, flight
is not a reliable indicator of guilt because it is mherenﬂy amblguous and Iends
itself just as easily to an innocent explanatlon as it does to a nefarious one.?
Even in high crime areas, there are maffy 166¢8nt réasons for flight, including
fear of retribution for speaking to oﬂmer% ‘unwillingness  to a,ppear as
witnesses, and fear of being wrongfuﬂy dppl ‘ehended as a guilty party.?®

In this case, accused-appellant testified that she did not return after
leaving in the afternoon because Abegail texted her that policemen were in
the house and that a reward of PHP 300,000.00 would be given to anyone who
could lead to her apprehension, and that she merely heeded the advice of the
barangay captain not to return until she and her friends Were cleared of any
involvement in the incident, to wit:

Q: So why were you afraid to go back when in fact, you said that you
- did nothing wrong? .
A Because we were told that we will be apprehended but we did not

do anything wrong, Sir.

If you did not do anything wrong. why will you be afraid to go back
and if arrested, you.can evelgasily defend yourself”

A Because we were told that the people were given [PHP] 300,000.00
so that we wﬂl be appreh@na@d Slr

Q: Just to inform you Madam Wnne% ihe [PHP] 300, OOO 00 was to be
given to the people who will tell them who killed those [three]
children. So, why will you be afraid to be arrested when in fact, you
were not the one as you said who killed these [three] chﬂdrcn‘?

A:  DBecause Baianga j Captain Lito told me that I stay ﬁrst to the house
of my sister, %11" .

In People v. Bulawin,*® where the accused left his barrio after the
incident and went to live with his family in another province, We determined
that such was not evidence of a guilty conscience but dictated by his instinct
of self-preservation, there being evidence to show that he was warned by his

361 VICENTE J. FRANCISCO, CRIMINAL EVIDENCE 215 (1946 ed.), citing 16 C.J.S. 551.

31 Valdez v. People, 563 Phil. 934, 948 (2007) [Per J. Tinga,-Second Division], cilz'ng People v. Shabaz,
424 Mich, 42, 378 N.W.2d 451 (1985). - g, spsometiosin

3 People v. ¥ z/lareai 706 Phil. 511, 521 (’)013) (Per J. Perlas- Bel nabu, Second! Dlvmon] citing State v.
Nicholson, 188 S.W.3d 649 (fenn 2006). - e 1

39 TSN, Maricris Bazar, March 20, 2619, p. 107 7 4

40 140 Phil. 258 (1969) [Per J. Sanchez, Fn Banc.
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neighbors that there were people hired by the brothers of the deceased to
liquidate him, and that if he really intended to hide from the authorities, it was
not shown why he did not do so at the first opportunity.*!

Similarly, if accused-appellant really intended to hide out of guilt, logic
and human experience dittte that she would have fled at the first opportumty
Instead, she stayed at the rented house, right across the scene of the crime,
“another seven to &ight-Houts “fter the incident. She even returned in the
afternoon. Thus, it appears that she only decided to flee later that afternoon
when she received news of a reward for her capture. Since accused-appellant
only fled after she got wind of the pursuit against her, the adage “the wicked
man flees though no man pursueth, but the righteous are as bold as a lion,”*
as mentioned by the trial court, hardly finds application.

Sixth alleged circumstantial evidence

6. Police Officers Silva and Gonzales were able to recover from the house
abandoned by [Maricris] and her friends incriminating evidence such as
towels, several clothes[;] and a piece of wood all with blood stains.*

When asked why she filed a case against accused-appellant and her co-
accused, Septy Jane ha%ﬂgls”to say. in her Karagdagan[g] Salaysay:

- T Sa nauna mong salaysay ay hmdz mo sinabi na sila ang pumatay at
"' nagnakaw sa myo bcﬁ%zz‘ naman sa ngayon ay sila ang sinasabi mo?
S: Dahll wala pa' po akong matibay nia ebidensya laban sa kanila noon.
T: Meron ka na bang ebzdenszya sa ngayon na magsasabing sila ang

. pumatay sa iyong tatlong apo at nagnakaw ng alahas at pera mo?
S: Opo, unang una po ay bigla szlang nag-alisan sa apartment na

inuupahan nila sa likod lang ng apartment naming; ikalawa ay sa

kapahintulutan ng may-ari ng apartment matapos na sila ay

. umalis ay may nakita kaming mga damit at kurting na may bahid

- ng dugo at ikatlo ay ang mga nakuhang ebidensiya ng imbesti-

" gador at [SOCO] tulad ng BOTE NG RC COLA NA WALANG
LAMAN at isang pirasong COCO LUMBER NA MAY DUGO.

T Ano naman ang kaugnayan ng RC [Clola at [c]oco lumber na may
dugo?
S: Dahil may pahintulot po ang may-ari ng apartment matapos umalis

sina Abegail at Maricris at tatlong lalaking hindi naming kilala, ay
- malaya kamingnakepaghalungkat sa nasabing apartment at bukod
sa mga damit-na may dugo ay meron din doon na RC Cola na
walang laman at. may coco lumber din na katulad ng coco lumber

Biyhade E

na may dugo

T: Nasaan naman ngayonang mga damit at coco lumber na may dugo?

4t Jd. at 269,
42 " People v. Donio; 806 Phﬂ 578 596 (2017) [Per J. Peralta, Second D1v1smn]

4 Rollo, p. 36.
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Dinala na po sa [SOCO] upang masuri kung dugo ng aking mga
apo ang nakitang dugo sa damit at coco lumber, wala pa lamang
po resulta.** (Emphasis supplied, paragraph numbermg omitted)

S:

For this reason, the Information specifically alleges that accused-
appellant hit the victims with a piece of coco lumber, causmg their deaths.
Interestingly, despite Requests for DNA Examination® of the coco lumber,
towels, and shirts, all with suspected human blood stains, the prosecution only
formally offered the Request*® and not the results of said examination, if any.
The RTC did not even admit it for being merely provisionally marked.*” Thus,
this Court cannot presume that the suspected blood came fr‘c'|>m the victims.

Lo |
Unfortunately, as much as this:Court:would have wanted to consider
the contents of the DNA Laboratory Report results to shed hlght on the case,

the exceptions to the formal offer rule*® are: not applicable here for the reason

that while said documents are incorporated in the case recor
stipulated that SPO4 Agustin could identify them, there was
contents, particularly the forensic findings, in the stipulated t¢
the prosecution of the accused hinged entirely on circumstan
RTC could have taken a more proactive role by ordering

I

J!noz‘u proprio the

s and the parties
no recital of their
stlmony + Since
tial ev1dence the

conduct of DNA testing pursuant to Section 4 of the Rule ot DNA Evidence.

The fact that the biological samples from the various objeej, evidence in this
case already underwent DNA testing during investigation|at the behest of

police authorities does not preclude the court from ordering the conduct of

another test to confirm the results for good reason,”

esp’emally smce the

information produced is relevant to the proper resolution | ef the case’ and
would have dispelled doubts as to the or1gm of the suspected blood stains.

Whatever may be the prosecutmn S reason for not forrhally offering the

results, the fact remains that there is no 1otafhof evidence |

suspected blood and hair on the-alleged Weapon and other
recovered from accused-appellant’s room were traced to the
was there any evidence adduced, other than the fact that thf
was found in her room, to prove that it was she who W1e1<
stated, the circumstantial evidence did not discount the pc

coco lumber was used by another person or that it was use
person, especially since there were at least 10 other pe

accused-appellant and her co-accused, who were staying in 1

|

44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

RTC records, p. 7.

Id. at 100-101.

Id. at 210.

Id. at 213, RTC Order dated November 13, 2018.
Sabay v. People, 744 Phil. 760, 771 (2014) [Per J. Brion; Second Division].
Tabuenav. Court of Appeals, 274 Phil. 51 (1991) [Per J. Cruz, First D1V1510n]
DNA EVID. RULE, sec. 4(b). . |
DNA EVID. RULE, sec. 4(d).

M Uw Bl Vil

'showing that the -
object evidence
victims. Neither
> alleged weapon
led it. Otherwise
ossibility that the
d against another
ople, aside from
the rented house.
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Likewise telling is the fact that Abegail’s testimony is bereft of any
indication that she noticed traces of blood on the wall and blood-stained
clothes inside the comfdrt rooim.of the rented house even if she continued to
stay there for three more days after the incident. To this, the People riposte
that such is irrelevant sie& #tidees not touch on the elements of the crime. Au
contraire, it is relevant because if Abegail did not notice them despite having
stayed there for three more days, it remains a possibility that said items were
placed there after and not before accused-appellant left the house for good.
Further, if the latter were indeed the author of the crime, it strains credulity
- that she would bring the alleged weapon and other items covered with blood
to her room instead of leaving them at the crime scene or disposing of them.

- In United States v. Lim Sip,>* while the prosecution proved that robbery
occurred, the only evidence incriminating therein defendants was a crowbar
found in the house where they lived together with other persons, and there was
no showing that either accused owned it. In acquitting them, We declared:

Notwithstanding the fact that the crime has been clearly proven, the
case, however, offers no sufficient proof of the guilt of the accused. . . the
charges of the pmse@ﬁﬁfon $uchas the finding of a crowbar at the house of
the latter. . . are not'sufficient to demonstrate the guilt of the said accused,
inasmuch as, in orderide-established. the liability of the criminal, and to
convict him by circumstantial evidence, it is necessary that the evidence be
derived from mterrelated facts and properly proven in such manner that they
definitely lead to the logical and rational conclusion, beyond all reasonable
doubt, that the accused is the author of the crime, because where his guilt
has not been satisfactory established, there always arises the presumption
of his innocence; and until the contrary is proven he is unquestionable
entitled to an acquittal[.]>* (Emphasis supplied)

In United States v. Villos,>* We considered the following circumstantial
evidence in determining whether the accused was guilty of the crime charged:
(1) the deceased was stabbed in the back with a sharp-pointed instrument; (2)
there was enmity between him and the accused for three years prior to the
crime; (3) a blood-stained dagger was found three days after the incident near
the place where the body was found, and witnesses identified this dagger with
one known to have been in the possession of the accused a few months prior
to the incident; (4) the ‘a'“ tised was seen one mile from the scene of the crime
* on the night it took place and was wearing in his belt a dagger that resembled

the one found nefr tHE*E 6‘&3/*%3? the deceased; and (5) the people in the
community did not usually carry daggers, a prohibitory ordinance having been
‘enacted by the authorities.”® In exonerating the accused, We held:

We think, however, that the evidence of record as to the identity of
the dagger found near the scene of the crime with the dagger said to have

52. 10 Phil. 627 (1908) [Per J. Torres, £n Banc].
3 Id at 629.

54 6 Phil. 510 (1906) [Per J. Carson, En Banc]
55 Id at 510-511. :
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been seen in the possession of the accused some months priOr thereto is
unsatisfactory and that the evidence,is, _wholly, insyfficient to sustain a
finding beyond a reasonable doubt that the accused was seen on the night
of the crime wearing such a dagger Ly

s{n ‘}

When independent focts and circumstances are relzed upon  to
identify the accused as the person who commitied the crime charged, each
material independent fact or circumstances necessary to compl(;al'e the chain
or series of independent facts tending to establish a presumption of guilt
should be established to the same degree of certainty as the main fact.

Before a conviction can be had upon circumstantial evidence, the
circumstances proven should constitute an unbroken chain which leads to
but one fair and reasonable conclusion, which points to the de]‘éndanr to the
exclusion of all others as the guilty person. The failure to find the dagger
Jfor some days after the crime, although it appears that a number of people
visited the place where the body was found on the following day, suggest
the possibility that it might have been placed there by some enemy of the
accused or by the real murderer to divert suspicion from herse/f and this
hypothesis, which is consistent with z‘&ze inngcence of the acoused, is not
inconsistent with any of the remammg facz‘s found by the trial court and
adduced in evidence, nor is it inherently zmp‘m{mble or contrary to common
experience in such cdsés.>® (Emphasis Supp’ﬁeci‘t, citations omltted)

When evidence is purely circumstantial, the prosecution is all the more -
obligated to rely on the strength of its own case and not on the weakness of
the defense, and conviction must rest on nothing less than moral certainty.>’
Thus, when the inculpatory facts and circumstances are capable of multiple
explanations, one of which is consistent with the innocence of the accused and
another consistent with their guilt, the evidence does not fulfill the test of
moral certainty and is not enough to convict.*® Since mrcumstantlal evidence
is only as strong as the weakest link, if the same does not fulfill the test of
moral certainty sufficiently strong to offset the presumption of innocence, the
accused has the right to be acquitted even if their innocence is doubtful.*”

From the foregoing circumstantial evidence, We aré unable to agree
with the trial and appellate courts that the prosecution discharged its burden
of proof beyond reasonable doubt. Taken together, they are% not sufficient to
justify the conclusion that accused-appellant killed the V1c:t1ms and stole the
cash and Jewehy '

We unequivocally condemn the brutality of the crime commltted upon
the three innocent children who were too soon deprived of thelr lives. At the

€ Id at511-512.

57 People v. Caparas, Jr., 352 Phil. 686 699 (1998) [Per J. Melo, En Banc].

% People v. Taruc, 241 Phil. 177, 186 (1988) {Per J. Gutierrez, Jr., Third Division].

59 People v. Lasac, 232 Phil. 581 (1987) [Per J. Férnan, Second Division], citing U.S. v. Gutierrez, 4 Phil.
493 (1905) [Per J. Torres, Er Banc).
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same time, regardless of how We long to punish the perpetrator/s and accord
- justice to the victims and their family, justice must be dispensed with an even
hand. The accused is never called upon to disprove what the prosecution has
not proved. 50 1t is better to liberate a guilty person than to unjustly imprison
one whose guilt has not been proved by the required quantum of evidence.®!

ACCORDINGLY, the appeal is GRANTED. The March 11, 2021
Decision of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CR-HC No. 14046 is
REVERSED and SET ASIDE. Accused-appellant Maricris Bazar y Bello is
ACQUITTED of robbery with homicide on the ground of reasonable doubt
and is ORDERED IMMEDIATELY RELEASED from detention unless
confined for some other lawful cause. |

|
1

Let a copy of this' Decision be furnished to the Superint!endent,
Correctional Institution, for.. Women, Mandaluyong City for irm';nediate
implementation The Superintendent of the Correctional Institution for

Women is directed to report to this Court the action taken within five days
from receipt of this Decision.

- Let entry of judgment be issued immediately.

SO ORDERED.

RICARDO R. ROSARIO
Agsociate Justice

WE CONCUR:

On bfﬁcial leave
ALEXANDER G. GESMUNDO
Chief Justice

Assomate ‘5 ustice

60 People v. Monje, 438 Phil. 716, ”’%6 (2002) TPer §. Bellosillo, En Banc].
8l Peoplev. bcmaqw/’an 325 Phﬂ 576, 583 (1‘)96‘; {Perl Romern, Second Division].

2l 'iu"r PRI Ut



g

Decision

AN
\
JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
v_‘Assq_ci‘e}tg Justice

D
A TR

Ay

T

. ATTESTATION

I attest that the conclusions in the above Decision ha
~ consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of t
Court’s Division. | |

d been reached in
he opinion of the

#’.[v‘

Acting Chairy

BN TR i A PR

CERTIFICATION..

Pursuant to Article VIII; Section 13 of the Cons
Division Acting Chairperson’s Attestation, I certify that the

above Decision had been reached in consultation before the ¢

/. F.LEONEN
Acting Chie

to the writer of the opinion of the Court’s Division.

MARVICH.

e

HERNANDO

OCrsSon

titution, ‘and the .
sonclusions inthe
case was assigned

T Justice

GR.No.259037 =



4 5 N
&
: T
¢ : 3 . =



