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SECOND DIVISION

[ G.R. No. 184809, March 29, 2010 ]

PEOPLE OF THE PHILIPPINES, PLAINTIFF-APPELLEE, VS.
ANTHONY RANTE Y REYES, ACCUSED-APPELLANT.

  
D E C I S I O N

PEREZ, J.:

Before Us for final review is the trial court's conviction of the appellant for the rape
of a twelve-year old girl.

Consistent with the ruling of this Court in People v. Cabalquinto,[1] the real name
and the personal circumstances of the victim, and any other information tending to
establish or compromise her identity, including those of her immediate family or
household members, are not disclosed in this decision.

The Facts

In an Information dated 14 December 2000,[2] the appellant was accused of the
crime of RAPE allegedly committed as follows:

That on or about the 13th day of December 2000, in xxx City, Philippines,
the said accused with force and intimidation, did then and there willfully,
unlawfully and feloniously grab and drag into a vacant house along xxx
Street, this City, AAA, a minor, 12 years old[,] after hitting her on the
head with a h[o]llow block, and once inside undress her and thereafter
had carnal knowledge of her all against her will and without her consent
to the damage and prejudice of said offended party.[3]

 

On 8 February 2001, appellant entered a plea of not guilty.[4]
 

On trial, four (4) witnesses testified for the prosecution, namely: victim AAA;[5] Dr.
Mary Ann Gajardo, Philippine National Police, Camp Crame, Quezon City, who
confirmed the existence of the medico-legal report prepared by one of their medico-
legal officers;[6] Robert Baltores, a Barangay Security Development Officer member,
who testified on the series of events relating to the recording of the rape incident at
the barangay outpost and the arrest of appellant;[7] and Vicente Cielo, a member of
the volunteer group in the barangay, who brought the accused to the barangay.[8]

Their testimonies revealed the following:
 

In the evening of 12 December 2000, AAA and her mother attended the house
blessing of the Labrake family.[9] There were many visitors, among whom was the



late movie personality Rudy Fernandez.[10]

At around 12:30 in the morning of the following day, AAA's mother decided to go
back to their house,[11] which is only five houses away from the Labrake residence.
[12] AAA followed 30 minutes thereafter.[13]

While AAA was on her way home, appellant suddenly grabbed her arm, hit her on
the head with a hollow block and dragged her to the vacant house next to the
Labrakes'.[14] Notwithstanding the injury she sustained, she was conscious[15] when
she was defiled. AAA recounted every detail of her harrowing experience, to wit:
that appellant kissed her, removed her shorts and underwear, and forced her to lie
down;[16] that appellant undressed himself, went on top of her, and inserted his
private organ into hers;[17] that AAA tried to push him away but he pressed his
body against hers to pin both of her arms;[18] that she shouted for help but it was
drowned by the loud music coming from the house of the Labrake family;[19] and
that appellant also inserted his finger into AAA's private organ.[20] After
consummating the rape, appellant stood up to look for his wrist watch.[21] AAA took
this chance to put on her shorts and run away.[22]

Eight to ten meters away from the vacant house, AAA's mother saw her running
towards their house.[23] Upon learning of the incident, AAA's mother sought help
from the neighbors.[24] All of them proceeded to the crime scene.[25] Their
neighbors entered the house and saw appellant, who was wearing a blue cap and
short pants, jump over the fence.[26]

When the appellant got away, AAA and her family reported the incident to the
barangay.[27] Thereafter, AAA submitted herself to physical examination at the
Philippine National Police, Camp Crame, Quezon City.[28]

On the other hand, only appellant testified for the defense. On direct examination,
he alleged that, at around 10:00 o'clock in the evening of 12 December 2000, he
was asleep at home in Payatas, Quezon City.[29] At around 3:00 o'clock in the
morning of the following day, he left to report for work as a construction worker in
Ayala Alabang.[30] When he was about to ride a tricycle he was arrested by a
barangay tanod.[31] He was not aware why he was arrested.[32] Also, he claimed
that he saw AAA, only for the first time, in court.[33]

On 29 July 2004, the Regional Trial Court, Branch 106, Quezon City, rendered its
decision[34] in Criminal Case No. Q-00-97271, finding appellant guilty beyond
reasonable doubt of rape, and sentenced him to suffer the penalty of reclusion
perpetua.[35] It also ordered him to indemnify AAA in the amount of P50,000.00 as
moral damages, and P50,000.00 as civil indemnity.[36]

On 28 February 2008, the Court of Appeals AFFIRMED[37] the decision of the trial
court.

On 2 April 2008, the Court of Appeals gave due course to the appellant's notice of



appeal.[38] This Court required the parties to simultaneously file their respective
supplemental briefs,[39] but both manifested that they will no longer file
supplemental pleadings.[40]

The lone assignment of error in the appellant's brief is that the trial court gravely
erred in finding him guilty as charged despite the failure of the prosecution to
establish his guilt beyond reasonable doubt.[41]

Our Ruling

The appeal is bereft of merit.

In the determination of the innocence or guilt of the accused in rape cases, the
courts consider the following principles: (1) an accusation of rape can be made with
facility and while the accusation is difficult to prove, it is even more difficult for the
accused, though innocent, to disprove; (2) considering that in the nature of things,
only two persons are usually involved in the crime of rape, the testimony of the
complainant should be scrutinized with great caution; and (3) the evidence for the
prosecution must stand or fall on its own merits and cannot be allowed to draw
strength from the weakness of the evidence for the defense.[42]

Appellant claims that he was not positively identified as the person who attacked
AAA[43] inasmuch as the assailant is a stranger to the private complainant and the
identification was made solely on the basis of the blue cap he wore.[44] He contends
that, on this basis alone, it cannot be discounted that any man with a blue cap on
roaming within the vicinity may have been identified as the rapist.[45]

We disagree.

The trial court and the Court of Appeals correctly found that AAA positively identified
appellant.[46] It is true that appellant was apprehended because of the blue cap he
wore and the description AAA gave her sister. Nonetheless, assuming that appellant
was not the perpetrator of the crime, AAA could have readily said so after the
arrest. However, she was positive that the appellant was the person who attacked
her. On cross examination,[47] AAA testified:

Q xxx So after the alleged commission of that rape what did
he do? Did he release you? xxx

A He stood up and look[ed] for his wristwatch xxx.

Q What did you do?
A I put on my shirt and r[a]n away.

Q So at [that] time did you recognize him?
A I do not know his name but I only recognized. (sic)

Also, in her Sinumpaang Salaysay, she was certain that appellant was at the house
blessing because she saw him have his blue cap autographed by the Labrake
family's house guest, the late movie actor Rudy Fernandez.[48]



Consistent with the aim of a last look at the case, which is to determine whether or
not there is sufficient reason to overturn the ruling of the trial court and the
affirmance of the Court of Appeals, we scrutinized AAA's statement in her
Sinumpaang Salaysay, which is observed as inconsistent with her testimony on
cross examination. She testified that she saw the suspect for the first time during
the rape incident.[49] Thus:

ATTY. TEMANIL:
 

Cross [Y]our Honor.
 Miss Witness you will agree with me that the first time you saw the

suspect was on the alleged incident when you were raped[,] am I
correct?

 

A Yes, sir.
 

On this score alone, however, the credibility of the witness is not destroyed. It
should be noted that AAA testified before the court two years after the execution of
her Sinumpaang Salaysay. Moreover, AAA could have understood the question on
the "alleged incident when you were raped"[50] to pertain to the entire incident prior
to, during, and after the rape incident. At any rate, settled is the rule that
inconsistencies in the testimonies of witnesses, when referring to minor, trivial or
inconsequential circumstances, even strengthen the credibility of the witnesses,
because they eliminate doubts that such testimony had been coached or rehearsed.
[51]

 
Further, as correctly pointed out by the Court of Appeals, the testimony of minor
victims is normally given full weight and credit.[52] When a woman states that she
has been raped, she says in effect all that is necessary to show that rape was
committed.[53] Since the trial court had seen and heard the witnesses and observed
their demeanor in court, it is in a better position to determine the credibility of the
witnesses and their testimonies.[54] Its findings are, therefore, entitled to the
highest respect and its evaluation shall be binding on the appellate court absent any
showing that facts of substance and value have been plainly overlooked or
misunderstood.[55]

 

Lastly, when the testimony of the witness corresponds with medical findings, there
is sufficient basis to conclude that the essential requisites of carnal knowledge have
been established.[56]

 

In the instant case, the medico-legal examination conducted on AAA reveals that
she is no longer a virgin. The medico-legal report shows that her hymen is "elastic,
flexible type with shallow healed lacerations at 2,3,7 and 9 o'clock and deep healed
laceration at 6 o'clock position."[57] This Court considers lacerations, whether healed
or fresh, the best physical evidence of forcible defloration, and, when such
physician's finding of penetration, as in this case, is corroborated by the victim's
testimony, there is sufficient reason to conclude that the essential requisite of carnal
knowledge exists.[58]


