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### Title: People of the Philippines vs. Guillermo Nepomuceno, Jr.

### Facts:

Guillermo Nepomuceno, Jr., hereinafter referred to as NEPOMUCENO, was faced with two
separate charges before the Regional Trial Court of Manila — one for parricide (Criminal
Case No. 94-136491) and the other for qualified illegal possession of a firearm (Criminal
Case  No.  94-139839).  These  cases  were  eventually  consolidated.  The  accusation  for
parricide  highlighted  the  crime’s  execution  using  an  unlicensed  firearm.  Nepomuceno
pleaded not guilty in both instances.

Despite consolidation, the parricide case proceeded ahead and resulted in a judgment on
November 20, 1996, sentencing NEPOMUCENO to reclusion perpetua for forty years, later
affirmed by the Supreme Court with a slight modification to reclusion perpetua. Following
this, the trial for illegal possession of a firearm continued, concluding on September 24,
1997, with a guilty verdict leading to a death sentence by lethal injection, pursuant to P.D.
No. 1866 as amended by R.A. No. 8294. However, the court also recommended executive
clemency due to NEPOMUCENO’s demonstrated remorse.

NEPOMUCENO’s appeal prompted reconsideration of the laws applied, particularly in light
of  R.A.  No.  8294,  which  had  amended  the  penalties  associated  with  illegal  firearm
possession used in homicide or murder, reducing the punishment from a separate offense to
an aggravating circumstance in the committed murder or homicide.

### Issues:

1. Whether NEPOMUCENO’s conviction for the crime of qualified illegal possession of a
firearm should stand, in light of R.A. No. 8294’s amendments.

2. Whether the imposition of the death penalty was appropriate under the circumstances.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court reversed the trial court’s decision in Criminal Case No. 94-139839
based on the applicability of R.A. No. 8294, which modified the punishment framework for
illegal possession of firearms used in homicide or murder. The court held that following this
amendment, the illegal possession of a firearm, when used in committing such crimes,
should  only  serve  as  an  aggravating  circumstance,  and  not  a  separate  offense.
Consequently, NEPOMUCENO, who was convicted of parricide, could not be separately
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punished for illegal possession of firearm under the circumstances of his case. Therefore,
the Supreme Court acquitted NEPOMUCENO of the charge of qualified illegal possession of
a firearm but maintained his detention based on his conviction for parricide.

### Doctrine:

1. The use of an unlicensed firearm in the commission of a crime such as homicide or
murder is  to be considered as an aggravating circumstance rather than constituting a
separate offense for illegal possession of firearm, pursuant to the amendments introduced
by R.A. No. 8294 to P.D. No. 1866.

2. Legislative amendments that provide a benefit to the accused in criminal cases have
retroactive effect if the accused is not a habitual criminal.

### Class Notes:

– **Parricide and Illegal Possession of a Firearm**: It’s critical to distinguish between the
act that constitutes the offense and the elements that might aggravate the offense.
– **Legal Amendments**: Understanding the impact of legislative changes on existing laws
is essential. Retroactive application of laws can significantly affect the outcome of cases.
–  **Aggravating  Circumstances**:  The  role  of  aggravating  circumstances  in  modifying
penalties according to the severity of the offense and the offender’s conduct.
– **Separation of Offenses**: Identifying when an act constitutes a single offense versus
multiple offenses based on statute interpretation and judicial precedent.
– **Retroactivity Clause (Article 22 of the Revised Penal Code)**: This clause allows for the
retroactive application of penal laws if it is beneficial to the accused, providing they are not
a habitual criminal.

### Historical Background:

This case demonstrates the evolving legal landscape surrounding gun control and criminal
penalties  in  the  Philippines.  Notably,  it  showcases  how  legislative  changes,  aimed  at
reducing the proliferation of illegal firearms and their use in crimes, impact the judiciary’s
approach to sentencing.  The introduction of  R.A.  No.  8294 underscores a shift  toward
integrating penalties for crimes committed with illegal firearms into the underlying criminal
acts,  provided  such  integration  benefits  the  accused  and  adheres  to  constitutional
protections against retroactive criminal sanctions, unless favorable to the accused.


