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[ G.R. No. 214762, September 20, 2017 ]

PEOPLE OF THE PHILIPPINES, PLAINTIFF-APPELLEE, VS.
ROMMEL RONQUILLO, ACCUSED-APPELLANT.

DECISION

MARTIRES, J.:

"I don't even know her" is the usual excuse of a rapist who expects a reprieve from
conviction, as if knowing the victim is a precondition to carnal desire. And while
abhorrent in all instances, lust manifested through rape is especially reprehensible
when committed against a child. Thus, our law on statutory rape demands only the
requisite proof of the victim's age and of carnal knowledge with the accused to
sustain his conviction.

For review is the Decisionl!! dated 11 November 2013 of the Court of Appeals (CA)

in CA-G.R. CR-H.C. No. 05077 affirming the Decision[2] dated 23 November 2010 of
the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Angeles City, Branch 60, in Criminal Case No. 01-
817, finding accused-appellant Rommel Ronquillo guilty of statutory rape under
Article 266-A in relation to Article 266-B of the Revised Penal Code (RPC), as
amended by Republic Act (R.A.) No. 8353.

Consistent with prevailing jurisprudence,[3] the real name and identity of the victim
in this case is withheld and fictitious initials are used to represent her. In this
regard, the rape victim is referred to as "AAA."

THE FACTS

On 15 November 2001, accused-appellant was charged with statutory rape before
the RTC. The accusatory portion of the Information reads:

That on or about the 4t" day of October 2001, in the Municipality of x x
X, Province of x x x Philippines and within the jurisdiction of this
Honorable Court, the above-named accused Rommel Ronquillo, did then
and there wilfully, unlawfully and feloniously, with lewd design, by means

of force, threat and intimidation, have carnal knowledge with "C,"[%]
eleven (11) years old, a minor, by then and there inserting his penis into

her vagina, against the latter's will and consent.[>]

On 9 August 2002, accused-appellant was arraigned and he pleaded not guilty.
Thereafter, trial ensued with the prosecution presenting the testimonies of AAA and
Dr. Stella Guerrero-Manalo (Dr. Guerrero-Manalo) of the Child Protection Unit of the
University of the Philippines-Philippine General Hospital (UP-PGH) in Manila. The
defense, on the other hand, presented the lone testimony of accused-appellant.



Version of the Prosecution

On 3 October 2001, at about 5:00 o'clock in the afternoon, AAA, then eleven (11)
years old, watched, with her friend Minia Antigo (Minia), an amateur singing contest
held at the basketball court of Barangay XXX. When AAA and Minia parted ways at
around 12:00 o'clock midnight, AAA proceeded to the house of her other friend,
Jenny Sanchez (Jenny), as they had agreed that she would spend the night at
Jenny's house. While about to cross the road towards Jenny's house, AAA noticed
accused-appellant standing at a nearby waiting shed, fanning himself with a
handkerchief and looking at her. AAA was familiar with accused-appellant because
the latter had chased her several times, asking for her name, when AAA was still
studying at an elementary school in her barangay. Accused-appellant then
approached AAA, telling her that he would accompany her. AAA did not respond,
prompting accused-appellant to follow her and ask where she was going. When AAA
did not reply, he asked if she wanted him to escort her on her way home. AAA
refused the offer and proceeded to Jenny's house. When she looked back at
accused-appellant, she saw him return to the waiting shed.

After reaching Jenny's house, AAA waited for an hour for Jenny to come out; but
Jenny did not awake, so she decided to head home. While walking home, she
noticed that someone was following her. When she looked back, a man poked a gun
at her and pushed her against a wall. AAA fought back and tried to wrestle the gun
away from her attacker. She tried to shout, but the man choked her. The man then
cocked his gun and told her to calm down, follow him, or he would shoot her. Afraid
that the man would kill her, AAA told him that she would follow all his orders.

Thereafter, the attacker brought AAA to an isolated place and pressed her against a
wall. The man then told her to remove her shorts and panty and to raise her blouse
up to her head so that she would not be able to see him. Then he started kissing
AAA all over her body and then told her to lie down. He parted her thighs, inserted
his penis into her vagina, and made push and pull movements. AAA felt intense pain
and cried. While she was being raped, AAA's hands were tucked inside her shirt
which was raised over her head to prevent her from recognizing the rapist. Her
attacker, on the other hand, had covered his face with a red hankerchief.

Shortly, the man let AAA up and told her to get dressed. While the man himself was
getting dressed, AAA noticed that the maong pants he was wearing were the same
pants she saw worn by accused-appellant at the waiting shed earlier. She also
recognized accused-appellant as her attacker when the red handkerchief covering
his face fell off. AAA then rushed home and related the rape incident to her parents,
who immediately reported it to the authorities.

On 5 October 2001, AAA was brought to the UP-PGH Child Protection Unit for
medical examination. Dr. Guerrero-Manalo then issued a Provisional Medico-Legal
Report, which showed that "physical findings of genital area are definitive for recent

penetrating injury."[®]

Dr. Guerrero-Manalo testified that she observed some fresh lacerations on AAA's
external genitalia which could have been inflicted within twenty-four (24) to
seventy-two (72) hours prior to her examination. Further, she said she also found
fresh lacerations at 6 o'clock position on AAA's hymen, consistent with a recent



penetration InJUry caused by a pointed object or a penis.[7]
Version of the Defense

Accused-appellant claimed that on 3 October 2001, he attended a barrio fiesta at
Barangay XXX, with six (6) friends. He and his friends sang at a videoke in a
carnival and later watched an amateur singing contest at the basketball court. In

both instances, accused-appellant saw AAA for short periods.[8] However, he
claimed not to have known her name until the time he was charged in court.[°]

The RTC Ruling

In its 23 November 2010 Decision,[10] the RTC found accusedappellant guilty
beyond reasonable doubt of the crime of statutory rape. Accordingly, the trial court
sentenced him to suffer the penalty of reclusion perpetua and to pay a fine of

75,000.00 as civil indemnity and another 75,000.00 as moral damages.[11]

The RTC held that AAA gave a detailed and credible narration of the incident, which
positively identified the accused-appellant as the perpetrator and sufficiently
established that the crime of rape was committed against her. The RTC further ruled
that this prevails over the bare denial of accused appellant. It also gave credence to
the medical findings of Dr. Guerrero Manalo, which confirmed that AAA was
physically and sexually violated.

Aggrieved, accused-appellant appealed before the CA.

The CA Ruling

In its 11 November 2013 Decision,[12] the CA affirmed the conviction of the
accused-appellant with modification as to the award of damages. It reduced the
amount of civil indemnity and moral damages to 50,000.00, but it ordered the
additional award of 30,000.00 as exemplary damages, as well as the imposition of
interest at the legal rate of six percent (6%) from the date of finality of the decision

until fully paid.[13] The CA held that accused-appellant did not present any evidence
to substantiate his alibi and thus his defense of denial and alibi rests on shaky
grounds, in stark contrast to the detailed declarations of AAA. It further held that
there is sufficient foundation to conclude the existence of carnal knowledge since
the victim's testimony is corroborated by the physician's finding of penetration.

Hence, this appeal.
ISSUE

The essential issue for this Court's resolution is whether or not the accused-
appellant's conviction should be upheld.

THE COURT'S RULING

The Court finds no reason to deviate from the findings and conclusions of the RTC,
as affirmed by the CA. However, the amount of damages awarded should be



modified, consistent with prevailing jurisprudence.

The prosecution was able to prove beyond reasonable doubt the existence
of all the elements of statutory rape.

The elements necessary in every prosecution for statutory rape are: (1) the
offended party is under 12 years of age; and (2) the accused had carnal knowledge
of the victim, regardless of whether there was force, threat, or intimidation or grave
abuse of authority. It is enough that the age of the victim is proven and that there

was sexual intercourse.[14]

In People v. Arpon,[15] citing People v. Macafe,[1] the Court explained that consent
is immaterial, and force and intimidation are not necessary in every prosecution for
statutory rape, viz:

Rape under paragraph 3 of [Article 335] is termed statutory rape as it
departs from the usual modes of committing rape. What the law
punishes in statutory rape is carnal knowledge of a woman below
twelve years old. Hence, force and intimidation are immaterial;
the only subject of inquiry is the age of the woman and whether
carnal knowledge took place. The law presumes that the victim does
not and cannot have a will of her own on account of her tender years;
the child's consent is immaterial because of her presumed

incapacity to discern evil from good.[!”! (emphasis in the original
and underlining supplied)

The requisite elements were proven in the present case. As to the first element,
AAA's age at the time of the commission of the offense is uncontroverted. Her birth
certificate, which was duly presented and offered in evidence, shows that she was

born on 9 November 1989.[18] Thus, AAA was only 11 years and 11 months old at
the time she was raped.

Accordingly, this Court only needs to contend with the sufficient establishment of the
second element-that is, whether accused-appellant had carnal knowledge of the
victim.

Carnal knowledge was proven through AAA’'s categorical testimony,
corroborated by medical findings.

AAA rendered a detailed narration of her ordeal. As found by the RTC and affirmed

by the CA, she recounted, in a steadfast and unequivocal manner,[19] the
circumstances clearly showing that accused-appellant had carnal knowledge of her:
(1) she was followed by a man while she was walking home from her friend's house;
(2) the man thereafter pointed a gun at her and told her that he w uld shoot her if
she did not follow his orders; (3) she agreed to follow his orders out of fear for her
life; (4) she was taken to an isolated place, where she was ordered to remove her
clothing and to cover her face with her blouse to conceal the assailant's face from
her view; and (5) she felt her thighs being parted, where the assailant then inserted
his penis into her vagina, causing her intense pain. AAA also positively identified
accused-appellant as her assailant by recounting that after the commission of the
rape, she noticed that her attacker was wearing the same maong pants that



accused-appellant wore when she saw him earlier. She further confirmed his identity
when the handkerchief he used to cover his face fell off, giving AAA a clearer

glimpse of his face.[20]

AAA's testimony is sufficient to convict accused-appellant of statutory rape. The
nature of the crime of rape often entails reliance on the lone, uncorroborated
testimony of the victim, which is sufficient for a conviction, provided that such

testimony is clear, convincing, and otherwise consistent with human nature.[21]

The trial court found AAA's testimony to be detailed, credible, and unwavering.[22]
Jurisprudence is replete with cases where the Court ruled that "questions on the
credibility of witnesses should best be addressed to the trial court because of its
unique position to observe that elusive and incommunicable evidence of the
witnesses' deportment on the stand while testifying which is denied to the appellate
courts. X x X The rule is even more stringently applied if the appellate court has

concurred with the trial court."[23] Here, both the RTC and the CA found AAA's
testimony to be credible and convincing.

Nevertheless, the trial court's conviction resulted not only from AAA's testimony but
was also based on the corroborative testimony of Dr. Guerrero-Manalo, who
examined AAA after the commission of the rape. AAA's testimony relative to the
sexual assault against her is consistent with Dr. Guerrero-Manalo's medical report
and testimony that AAA's genitalia had some fresh lacerations which could have
been inflicted by the penetration of a pointed object or a penis within twenty-four

(24) to seventytwo (72) hours prior to examination.[24] Considering that it is
undisputed that the incident happened on 3 October 2001 and the medical
examination upon AAA was conducted on 5 October 2001, the fresh lacerations
found, indicating penetration within the last 24 to 72 hours, were consistent with
her testimony that she was raped on the said date. There is thus greater reason to
believe the veracity of her statements, as to both the fact of rape and the identity of
the assailant.

The Court has held that "hymenal lacerations, whether healed or fresh, are the best
evidence of forcible defloration. And when the consistent and forthright testimony of
a rape victim is consistent with medical findings, there is sufficient basis to warrant
a conclusion that the essential requisites of carnal knowledge have been

established."[25]

Accused-appellant attempts to cast aspersions on AAA's credibility and character by
questioning her decision to stay out late at night by herself. Accused-appellant
argues that no young Filipina would still be out alone on the streets in the middle of
the night. He also questions AAA's failure to call out to her friend Jenny upon

reaching the latter's house but, instead, chose to remain outside and do nothing.[26]

Accused-appellant's arguments are too flimsy to merit consideration. AAA's alleged
series of unwise actuations on the night in question is an inconsequential matter
that has no bearing on the elements of the crime of statutory rape. The decisive
factor in the prosecution of rape is whether its commission has been sufficiently

proven.[27] As previously discussed, the prosecution sufficiently established that
accused-appellant had carnal knowledge of AAA, who was only eleven (11) years old



