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### Title: People of the Philippines vs. Christopher Pareja y Velasco

### Facts:
This appeal originates from a verdict of the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Mandaluyong City,
which found Christopher Pareja guilty of raping AAA, the sister of his common-law spouse.
The charge stemmed from an incident occurring on June 16, 2003, during which Pareja
allegedly had non-consensual carnal knowledge of AAA. After a series of events, including
AAA’s report of the incident to the Mandaluyong City Police Station’s Women and Children’s
Desk, a complaint for attempted rape was filed against Pareja.

Pareja  countered these  allegations  claiming he  spent  the  night  and the  following day
tending to his hospitalized wife, and later, on the evening of June 16, 2003, police forcibly
detained him under accusations of attempted rape and physically abused him.

Despite Pareja’s defense, both the RTC and the subsequent appeal to the Court of Appeals
(CA) affirmed his guilt. The CA concurred that minimal penile penetration occurred, thereby
constituting rape. Pareja then appealed to the Supreme Court for review of his conviction.

### Issues:
1. Whether the prosecution sufficiently established the guilt of Pareja beyond reasonable
doubt for the crime of consummated rape or whether the acts constituted attempted rape.
2. The applicable legal standard for proving penile penetration in rape.
3. The determination of appropriate penalties and indemnities in light of findings.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found the evidence insufficient to prove consummated rape beyond a
reasonable doubt. The Court relied on definitions of rape and “carnal knowledge” and noted
AAA’s testimony did not conclusively prove penile penetration but rather indicated Pareja’s
genitalia  “touched”  or  attempted  entry.  Citing  “People  v.  Campuhan,”  the  Court
underscored  that  for  consummated  rape,  there  must  be  definitive  proof  of  penetration.

Resultantly, the Court found Pareja guilty of attempted rape only, highlighting that his
actions showcased a clear intent to commit rape, which was thwarted by AAA’s resistance
and cries. Based on this, the Supreme Court revised the lower courts’ decisions, sentencing
Pareja to a lesser penalty within the range of prision mayor as prescribed by the Penalties
Code for attempted rape. Additionally, the Court ordered monetary compensations including
civil indemnity and moral and exemplary damages, adhering to jurisprudence for attempted
rape cases.
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### Doctrine:
1. For a rape conviction, there must be definitive and convincing proof of penile penetration,
however minimal.
2. Attempted rape is established when there is a commencement of the commission of rape
through overt acts but doesn’t result in consummation due to external circumstances rather
than the perpetrator’s desistance.

### Class Notes:
– **Essential Elements of Rape**: Force, threat, or intimidation; unawareness or inability to
consent; age under 12 or mental incapacitation; and crucially, carnal knowledge or penile
penetration of the victim.
– **Attempted Rape Defined**: Actions unequivocally leading to rape that are not completed
due to reasons other than voluntary cessation by the perpetrator.
– **Legal Standards for Penile Penetration**: The slightest penetration of the labia majora
constitutes consummated rape; absence thereof may equate to attempted rape or acts of
lasciviousness.
– **Penalties and Indemnities**: Consequences can shift significantly between attempted
and consummated rape, impacting sentencing and financial compensations.

### Historical Background:
This  case  emphasizes  the  judiciary’s  meticulous  approach  in  distinguishing  between
attempts  and consummation  of  crimes,  particularly  rape.  It  reflects  the  evolving  legal
standards regarding evidence of sexual assault, balancing the need for justice with the
stringent requirement for proof beyond a reasonable doubt.


