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Title:
People of the Philippines v. Melvin Giron y Santos

Facts:
The People of the Philippines charged Melvin Giron y Santos with the crime of Forcible
Abduction with Rape in the Court of First Instance of Caloocan City on September 25, 1972.
Corazon Gungun filed a complaint alleging that on October 22, 1971, Giron, with lewd
designs, forcibly abducted her in a motor vehicle and later raped her at the Fifth Avenue
Hotel. During arraignment, Giron pleaded not guilty. The prosecution presented evidence,
including a medical  report and testimonies from the complainant and law enforcement
officials. Giron’s defense comprised various exhibits and the testimony of a witness who saw
Gungun willingly with Giron after the event. The trial court convicted Giron, sentencing him
to reclusion perpetua and ordering him to indemnify Gungun P6,000. Giron appealed the
decision to the Supreme Court.

The procedural posture of the case went as follows: Giron entered a plea of not guilty on
December 27, 1973; the prosecution and defense presented their respective evidences and
witnesses; a guilty verdict was rendered on August 17, 1976; Giron appealed and was
granted provisional release on bail during the appeal process.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  testimony  of  the  complainant  was  credible  and  free  from  serious
contradictions.
2.  Whether the evidence presented by the prosecution was sufficient  to  convict  Giron
beyond a reasonable doubt.
3. Whether the sexual intercourse between Giron and Gungun was mutual and voluntary.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the ruling of the trial court. The decision highlighted various
inconsistencies and improbabilities in the complainant’s testimony. The Court found it hard
to believe that despite her vocal resistance, no one intervened, nor did Giron use any
weapon to coerce her. The supposed struggle from the taxi to the hotel room and the care
with which the accused treated the complainant after the event raised doubts as to the
complainant’s narrative. Complainant’s credibility was further undermined by the evidence
showing a seemingly friendly relationship with Giron prior to the incident, contradicting her
claim of complete rejection of Giron’s courtship.
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Doctrine:
The  Supreme  Court  reiterates  the  principle  that  every  criminal  conviction  must  be
supported  by  proof  beyond  reasonable  doubt.  Furthermore,  in  cases  of  rape  where
testimonies and circumstances are often contested, it is imperative that the court be vigilant
and exercise utmost care to avoid an injustice, especially given the serious consequences of
a rape conviction. If reasonable doubt exists, the accused must be acquitted.

Class Notes:
1. Proof Beyond Reasonable Doubt: In criminal cases, the standard required for conviction is
that guilt  must be proven beyond a reasonable doubt to overcome the presumption of
innocence afforded to the accused.
2. Credibility of Witnesses: Testimonies must be consistent and believable; contradictory
narratives can raise reasonable doubt and lead to acquittal.
3. Rape Convictions: Because rape allegations often revolve around the testimonies of the
complainant and the accused, the court must carefully assess the credibility of both parties
and look for clear and convincing evidence before convicting an accused.

Historical Background:
During the 1970s in the Philippines, the justice system was undergoing challenges due to
political and social changes in the country. Cases like People of the Philippines v. Giron y
Santos  reflect  the  stringent  approach  the  Supreme  Court  took  towards  ensuring  just
application of the law, particularly when concerning allegations of sexual crimes, where
evidentiary matters are sensitive and the accused’s rights can be precarious. This case
highlights the Court’s responsibility to scrutinize the evidence presented meticulously and
to uphold principles such as the presumption of innocence and the requirement of proof
beyond reasonable doubt.


