G.R. No. 197546. March 23, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: People of the Philippines vs. Bayani De Leon, Antonio De Leon, Danilo De Leon,
and Yoyong De Leon

### Facts:

On March 2, 2002, in Quezon City, Philippines, the De Leon siblings—Bayani, Antonio,
Danilo, and Yoyong—were charged with the murder of Emilio A. Prasmo during a purported
robbery. The victim, walking with his family, was blocked and violently attacked by the
appellants wielding various weapons, resulting in the theft of P7,000 and the eventual death
of Emilio A. Prasmo. Initially charged with Robbery with Homicide, the case saw the
accused plead not guilty (except Antonio), leading to a trial focusing on the murder aspect,
given a dispute over the robbery claim.

The prosecution’s case rested on eyewitness accounts from the victim’s family and medical
evidence, while the defense presented alibis and a claim of self-defense by Antonio,
accompanied by allegations of prior conflict with the victim’s family.

After navigating through lower court proceedings, where the accused were ultimately found
guilty of murder (with robbery not conclusively established), the case escalated to the
Philippine Supreme Court on automatic review, presenting issues centered around
eyewitness credibility, the validity of self-defense claims, and the intricacies of applying
charges of robbery in conjunction with homicide.

### Issues:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in crediting the eyewitness testimony despite alleged
inconsistencies.

2. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in disregarding Antonio De Leon’s self-defense claim
and the alibi by the others.

3. Whether the accused-appellants were correctly found guilty of murder instead of robbery
with homicide.

4. Whether Danilo De Leon could be found guilty of robbery, notwithstanding the trial
court’s conviction for murder only, without violating the principle of double jeopardy.

### Court’s Decision:

1. The Court upheld the credibility of the eyewitness, noting that minor discrepancies do not
undermine the overall reliability of eyewitness testimony.

2. The self-defense claim of Antonio De Leon was not substantiated with convincing
evidence, and the alibis did not sufficiently discredit the prosecution’s narrative.
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3. The Court agreed with the finding of murder, emphasizing the absence of conclusive
evidence for robbery as an integral motive or act within the homicide, thereby not fitting the
strict requirements of a robbery with homicide charge.

4. Danilo De Leon’s conviction for robbery by the Court of Appeals violated the double
jeopardy clause, as the original court acquitted him of robbery, securing a final disposition
that should not have been reopened.

### Doctrine:

The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that minor inconsistencies in eyewitness
testimonies, especially between sworn statements and court testimonies, do not
automatically discredit the witness if the overall narrative remains consistent and credible.
Furthermore, the Court highlighted principles surrounding self-defense claims, noting that
such a defense requires clear and convincing justification, which was lacking in this case.
The double jeopardy principle was also emphasized, indicating that an acquittal on a charge
cannot be appealed or re-litigated in a form that exposes the accused to further jeopardy for
the same offense.

### Class Notes:

- **Eyewitness Testimony**: Minor inconsistencies do not tarnish the credibility if the
substantive parts align; the Courts often give leeway, acknowledging the dynamics of
human memory and perception.

- ¥*Self-Defense**: Must be proven with clear and convincing evidence, addressing unlawful
aggression, reasonable necessity of the means to prevent or repel it, and lack of sufficient
provocation.

- **Double Jeopardy**: Enshrined in the Philippine Constitution, Article III, Section 21, it
protects against being tried or punished for the same offense twice post-acquittal or
conviction.

- **Robbery with Homicide**: To convict, both elements of robbery and homicide must be
conclusively proven; failing to prove the robbery aspect demands reevaluation of the
applicable charges.

### Historical Background:

This case underscores the complexities inherent in criminal law, particularly around
evaluating eyewitness reliability, defenses of self-protection, and the principles
safeguarding against double jeopardy. It also illustrates the judicial system’s checks and
balances, with appellate courts scrutinizing lower court decisions and the Supreme Court
ensuring adherence to legal standards and constitutional safeguards.
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