
G.R. No. L-17. (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

Title: People of the Philippines vs. Abcadio Helenas y Reyes (G.R. No. L-17)

Facts:
After midnight on May 7 of the year in question, Sergeant Reginald of the United States
Army witnessed the accused, Abcadio Helenas y Reyes, exiting his house near the Rizal
Stadium in Malate, Manila with something concealed. Sergeant Reginald was in search of a
missing revolver from the guardroom. Upon conducting his investigation, he approached
where the accused had been and kicked a pile of rubble, discovering a caliber .45 revolver
with serial number 459939. Confronting the accused in his house and asking if the revolver
belonged to him, Helenas y Reyes affirmed ownership. Furthermore, when asked about the
ownership of the nearby house where the revolver was found, the accused again claimed it
was his. The accused was immediately arrested and taken to the police station, where he
admitted that the revolver was his in front of a sergeant on duty, who marked the word
“admitted” on Exhibit A in the presence of a witness. During the prosecution’s examination,
the accused also admitted to lacking a firearm license before his arrest.

The Revised Administrative Code, as amended by Commonwealth Act No. 56, deems the
unlicensed possession of firearms illegal and sanctions such possession with a penalty not
exceeding one year of imprisonment, or a fine not exceeding Php 1,000. The accused was
not among the individuals exempt from the need for a firearm license. Despite this, Helenas
y Reyes appealed the decision sentencing him to one-month imprisonment, a Php 100 fine,
and costs.

Issues:
1. Whether the accused was properly identified in court.
2. Whether the testimony of witness Sergeant Reginald was contradictory.
3. Whether there was sufficient proof that the accused was not legally permitted to possess
the firearm.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the appeal and confirmed the sentence imposed by the lower
court.  The  Court  resolved  the  identification  issue  by  stating  that  the  accused  was
sufficiently identified in court since there was only one accused present during the trial, and
his lawyer even admitted on record that the accused did not have a license for the firearm.

Regarding the alleged contradictory testimony of Sergeant Reginald, the Court found no
such contradictions in his short declaration, which spanned only six pages.
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The defense’s alternative claim that if allowed to testify, the defendant’s witnesses would
assert that the firearm was provided by a competent member of the US Army with the
expectation that  the accused would later  join  the military,  failed to  constitute  a  legal
defense. The accused was not authorized to carry the revolver without a proper license,
even if he was expecting to be admitted to the US Army later.

Finally, the Court found that the evidence presented unquestionably proved the accused’s
guilt in violation of the aforementioned sections of the Revised Administrative Code.

Justice Feria abstained from the case as the prosecuting attorney was his son.  Justice
Perfecto concurred with the conviction but believed that the imprisonment sentence should
be reduced to only one day.

Doctrine:
1. The illegal possession of firearms without a license is sanctioned under the Revised
Administrative Code as amended by Commonwealth Act No. 56.
2. Proper identification of an accused in court can be achieved through the context of the
court proceedings, even if the witness does not physically point to or explicitly identify the
accused during testimony.

Class Notes:
– Illegal  Possession of  Firearms: A conviction requires proof of  possession and lack of
license (Revised Administrative Code, as amended by Commonwealth Act No. 56).
– Identification in Court: The accused can be considered identified if the context of the
proceedings, the charges, their plea, and the nature of the court process, combined with the
statements of the defense counsel, establish it.

Historical Background:
This case reflects  the Philippines’  strict  enforcement of  firearm regulations during the
American colonial period and the establishment of the Commonwealth of the Philippines. It
also hints at the collaboration between the US military and Philippine authorities in law
enforcement, a relationship shaped by the geopolitical and colonial histories of the two
nations at that time.


