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**Title:** Alejandro B. de la Torre vs. Court of Appeals and The People of the Philippines

**Facts:**
On April  18,  1989,  an  electrical  engineer  from Manila  Electric  Company (MERALCO),
Alexander Manalo, discovered six electric meters missing at the Cathay Pacific Steel and
Smelting  Corporation  (CAPASSCO)  premises.  Following  this  incident,  Manalo  and  a
colleague reported their suspicions to the police, implicating MERALCO personnel in the
theft. Investigations led to the identification of Alejandro B. de la Torre, a leadman of a
MERALCO  service  crew,  as  part  of  the  group  seen  removing  the  meters.  Based  on
testimonies and a police lineup identification, an information for Qualified Theft was filed
against de la Torre and others. The trial at the Regional Trial Court (RTC) centered around
the testimony of Danilo Garcia, who claimed to have witnessed the theft. The RTC found de
la Torre guilty, a decision affirmed by the Court of Appeals and subsequently appealed to
the Supreme Court.

The procedural journey began with the initial police investigation in April 1989. De la Torre
and the crew were investigated in July 1989, leading to a formal charge of Qualified Theft
later that month. The case was tried at the RTC, and after conviction, de la Torre appealed
to the Court of Appeals, which upheld the RTC’s decision. Finally, the case was taken to the
Supreme Court on points of law, including alleged violations of constitutional rights during
the police lineup and issues relating to the admissibility and probative value of evidence.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  the  petitioner’s  constitutional  rights  during  custodial  investigation  were
violated.
2.  Whether the trial  court  erred in admitting the testimonies of  prosecution witnesses
without their formal offer of evidence.
3. Whether the trial court erroneously considered hearsay evidence.
4. Whether the uncorroborated testimony of a single witness was sufficient to establish guilt
beyond reasonable doubt.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. The Supreme Court held that a police lineup is not part of custodial interrogation; hence,
the petitioner’s rights were not violated at this stage.
2. On the issue of formal offer of evidence, the Supreme Court clarified that the failure to
object to the testimonies at the trial level constitutes a waiver of the objection.
3. Regarding hearsay evidence, the Court ruled that such evidence lacks probative value,
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but the failure to object to its admission does not grant it any.
4. The Court found Garcia’s testimony, being uncorroborated and implausible, insufficient to
prove de la Torre’s guilt beyond reasonable doubt, and thus concluded that there was a
reasonable doubt leading to the acquittal of the petitioner.

**Doctrine:**
1. Police lineups are not considered part of custodial interrogation, and rights pertinent to
custodial interrogation do not apply at this stage.
2. Failure to formally offer evidence does not preclude its consideration if objections are not
timely raised.
3. Hearsay evidence, even if unchallenged, lacks probative value.
4. The uncorroborated testimony of a single witness, if found to be implausible or unreliable,
is  insufficient  to meet the standard of  proof  beyond a reasonable doubt necessary for
conviction.

**Class Notes:**
–  Custodial  rights  are  invoked  only  during  questioning  by  police  designed  to  elicit
admissions.
– The procedural requirement of formal offer of evidence is essential for the admission of
evidence, but failure to object constitutes a waiver.
– Hearsay evidence, even when admitted without objection, does not have probative value.
– Proof beyond a reasonable doubt is required for a criminal conviction, and implausible
uncorroborated testimony does not meet this standard.

**Historical Background:**
This case illustrates the Supreme Court’s role in ensuring that convictions are only secured
on the basis of credible, admissible evidence and that the accused’s constitutional rights are
protected throughout the law enforcement and judicial processes. The decision reiterates
important principles regarding the handling of evidence, the rights of individuals during
police  lineups,  and  the  standards  for  criminal  conviction,  emphasizing  the  judiciary’s
safeguarding of procedural fairness and constitutional rights.


