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### Title: People of the Philippines vs. Donato V. Tarlac

### Facts:
In an early morning incident on July 13, 1975, Donato V. Tarlac was accused of raping
Angelita de la Cruz in her rented room where she lived with her two young children.
Donato’s entry into the room and subsequent actions were only known to Angelita, who
reported that Donato assaulted her at knifepoint. The case went through the trial phase in
the Court of First Instance of Caloocan City, where Donato was convicted based largely on
Angelita’s testimony. Donato, 19 years old at the time, was sentenced to reclusion perpetua.
He contested the conviction, arguing that the intercourse was consensual and that he and
Angelita  had  a  sexual  relationship  prior  to  the  incident.  The  case’s  appeals  process
eventually brought it to the Philippine Supreme Court, with both parties presenting their
versions of events and contesting the other’s account. Discrepancies in Angelita’s testimony
and lack of corroboration or physical evidence to directly support her claims, however, cast
doubt on the conviction’s reliability.

### Issues:
1. Whether the trial court correctly convicted Donato V. Tarlac of rape based solely on the
complainant’s testimony.
2.  Whether  the  absence  of  physical  injuries  or  external  corroboration  undermines  the
credibility of the complainant’s account.
3. Whether the accused’s version of consensual sexual activity is plausible and creates
reasonable doubt.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the decision of the Trial Court, acquitting Donato V. Tarlac on
grounds of reasonable doubt. The court scrutinized the complainant’s testimony, noting
inconsistencies and improbabilities, especially concerning the continuous threat alleged to
have been posed by a knife, the lack of any physical evidence of struggle or coercion, and
the behavior of the complainant during the incident. The Supreme Court found that these
factors collectively fell short of the credence necessary to uphold such a grave conviction.

### Doctrine:
This case emphasized the principle that while the testimony of the offended party in rape
cases can be sufficient for conviction, it must be scrutinized carefully and must be highly
credible,  consistent,  and  plausible  given  the  lack  of  physical  evidence  or  witness
corroboration. Furthermore, the decision reiterated the court’s duty to acquit an accused on
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grounds of reasonable doubt when the evidence does not fulfill the strict standard of moral
certainty required for conviction in criminal cases.

### Class Notes:
– **Key Elements for Rape Convictions:** Testimony of the complainant must be scrutinized
for credibility, consistency, and plausibility.
– **Reasonable Doubt in Criminal Cases:** A fundamental principle where, if the evidence
presented  does  not  establish  guilt  beyond  reasonable  doubt,  the  accused  should  be
acquitted.
– **Absence of Physical Evidence:** The lack of physical injuries to the complainant does not
automatically disprove the occurrence of rape, but it requires the complainant’s testimony
to be even more critically examined for inconsistencies or implausibilities.
– **Doctrine of Moral Certainty:** The conviction in criminal cases must rest on a level of
evidence that is not only beyond reasonable doubt but reaches a level of moral certainty.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the challenges inherent in prosecuting rape cases, particularly those
depending solely on the testimony of the victim. It underscores the evolving legal standards
for evidence and corroboration in such deeply personal and traumatic crimes, within the
broader context of the Philippine judiciary’s approach to allegations of sexual violence. The
Supreme Court’s  decision  reflects  an  adherence  to  the  principle  of  reasonable  doubt,
emphasizing the importance of a careful, thorough examination of evidence before depriving
an individual of liberty on grounds of a serious criminal conviction.


