G.R. No. 233334. July 23, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: People of the Philippines vs. John Carlo Salga and Ruel “Tawing” Namalata

### Facts:

John Carlo Salga and Ruel “Tawing” Namalata were charged with robbery with homicide
relation to an incident on February 14, 2010, in Barangay Damilag, Manolo Fortich,
Bukidnon. The information detailed that Salga, Namalata, and two unidentified accomplices
forcibly entered the residence of Josefina Zulita, and during the robbery, the caretaker,
Catalina Arcega, was shot and killed.

Following their arrests, Namalata in August 2010 and Salga in July 2011, both entered pleas
of “not guilty.” Trial ensued with various witnesses testifying for the prosecution, including
Joan Camille Zulita, who was present during the robbery, and Constancio Hinlo, Jr., who
observed Namalata driving away post-robbery with Salga and another individual.

The defense presented alibis and witnesses to counter the accusations, claiming both
appellants were elsewhere during the incident. Despite their claims, the RTC convicted both
Salga and Namalata of robbery with homicide, a decision later affirmed by the CA but with
modifications to the damages awarded to the victims.

### Issues:

1. The credibility of witness testimonies, particularly regarding the identification of Salga
and Namalata as participants in the crime.

2. The sufficiency of circumstantial evidence to establish Namalata’s guilt.

3. The existence and substantiation of a conspiracy between Salga, Namalata, and the
unidentified individuals to commit robbery with homicide.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court acquitted Namalata, finding the circumstantial evidence insufficient to
establish his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. The sole witness tying Namalata to the crime
scene did not provide concrete evidence of his participation in the robbery or the homicide.
However, the Court affirmed the conviction of Salga, supported by the positive identification
and consistent testimonies of the victims’ witnesses.

### Doctrine:

The mere fact that the accused were seen together immediately after the commission of a
felony does not necessarily prove the existence of a conspiracy between them. The
Prosecution must demonstrate that the accused performed overt acts showing a unity of
purpose or a concert of action, otherwise, each will only be liable for their own actions.
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### Class Notes:

- **Robbery with Homicide**: A special complex crime requiring (1) taking of personal
property belonging to another; (2) with intent to gain; (3) with the use or intimidation of
violence against a person; and (4) the crime of homicide, committed on the occasion or by
reason of the robbery.

- **Conspiracy**: Requires an agreement between two or more persons to commit a crime
and a decision to commit it. Mere presence at the scene or mere companionship does not
necessarily mean conspiracy without clear proof of concerted effort to commit the crime.

- **Circumstantial Evidence**: For conviction based on circumstantial evidence, the
evidence must: (a) consist of more than one circumstance, (b) facts from which inferences
are derived are proven, and (c) lead to a moral certainty of the guilt of the accused beyond
reasonable doubt.

### Historical Background:

This case highlights the Philippine legal system’s handling of complex crimes involving
multiple accused with differing levels of participation. It underscores the emphasis on the
individual assessment of each accused’s actions and the necessity for concrete evidence
beyond mere association for proving conspiracy in crimes involving multiple actors.
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