
CA-G.R. No. 263. August 19, 1948 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title: The People of the Philippines vs. Timoteo Penesa

### Facts:
Timoteo Penesa and Rosario Aguillon cohabitated in Marupit, Camarines Sur, along with
Aguillon’s children from a previous marriage. Continuous disputes with Aguillon’s children
led to the couple agreeing to separate on 30 August 1942, dividing their possessions. The
following day, Penesa returned, wishing Aguillon to relocate with him, which she refused.
Santiago Cerrado, Aguillon’s cousin, inquired about Penesa’s presence, leading to Penesa
attacking  him.  Crescencio  Doro,  Aguillon’s  son,  intervened and  was  also  assaulted  by
Penesa. In the altercation, Doro and Penesa struggled for a weapon, resulting in Doro
sustaining several injuries, including one considered serious.

The trial court convicting Penesa of frustrated homicide, citing passion and obfuscation as
mitigating factors, sentenced him to 6 years and 1 day of prision mayor. Penesa appealed,
offering a contrary version of events, claiming he was attacked first. However, the Supreme
Court found his account implausible, particularly given the pre-arranged separation context
and physical improbabilities.

### Issues:
1. Whether the trial court erred in convicting Penesa of frustrated homicide.
2. The credibility of Penesa’s account of the incident.
3. The appropriate classification and penalization for the injuries inflicted upon Cerrado and
Doro.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  concluded  that  the  trial  court  erroneously  convicted  Penesa  of
frustrated homicide since the intent to kill was not established prior to the altercation. The
Court determined Penesa’s objective was not to harm anyone fatally but rather to persuade
Aguillon  to  live  elsewhere.  The  jury  dismissed  Penesa’s  version  of  events,  finding
inconsistencies and improbabilities.
Accordingly, the Court reclassified the offenses: the attack on Cerrado as slight physical
injuries  and  on  Doro  as  serious  physical  injuries,  acknowledging  that  Doro’s  wounds
required over 30 days to heal. Penalties were adjusted to six months and 1 day of prision
correccional  for the injuries to Doro and 15 days of  arresto menor for the injuries to
Cerrado. The Court also dismissed Penesa’s challenges regarding the prosecuting officer’s
appointment and denial of a new trial, underscoring procedural correctness.
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### Doctrine:
The determination of the appropriate offense classification hinges on the intention behind
the perpetrator’s actions and the consequences thereof rather than solely on the nature of
the weapons used or the severity of injuries inflicted. This case reiterates the distinction
between slight  and serious  physical  injuries,  governed by  the incapacitation period or
treatment duration of the injuries sustained.

### Class Notes:
– Intent is a crucial element in distinguishing between types of physical injuries (slight vs.
serious) and in assessing the convict’s culpability.
– Mitigating circumstances, like passion and obfuscation, can influence sentencing.
– Credibility  of  accounts plays a significant role in judicial  outcomes,  with logical  and
reasonable versions being favored.
– The legal distinction between de facto and de jure officers affects the validity of trial
procedures.

### Historical Background:
This case offers insight into the Philippine legal system’s approach to domestic disputes
escalating to violence, revealing the Court’s methodology in weighing intent and mitigating
factors in sentencing. It also highlights procedural aspects, such as the appeal process and
the distinction between types of physical injuries, reflective of the penal codes in force at
the time.


