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### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Anecito Estibal y Calungsag

### Facts:
On February 5, 2009, in Taguig City, Philippines, Anecito Estibal y Calungsag was charged
with raping his 13-year-old daughter, AAA. The accusatory portion detailed that Estibal,
exploiting his moral authority and ascendancy, succeeded in having sexual intercourse with
AAA against her will, a crime aggravated by their kinship, and the victim’s minority. Estibal
pled  not  guilty  on  March 9,  2009.  Despite  his  wife  BBB’s  later  desistance,  the  court
proceeded with the trial.

During the trial, Medicolegal Officer Dr. Jesille Baluyot, Barangay Security Force members
Michael Estudillo and Ronillo Perlas, and Police Officer 3 Fretzie S. Cobardo were stipulated
or presented as witnesses, focusing on the arrest, medical examination, and investigation
processes,  respectively.  Despite multiple subpoenas,  AAA and BBB failed to appear for
testimony. Estibal’s defense was primarily denial, insisting on his inability to commit the
crime and suggesting a conspiracy by BBB’s brothers against him.

The RTC convicted Estibal, relying on PO3 Cobardo’s testimony about AAA’s account as part
of the res gestae, corroborated by medical findings of past traumatic experiences consistent
with sexual abuse. The Court of Appeals upheld the RTC’s decision, agreeing that while the
witnesses did not directly observe the crime, their testimonies regarding AAA’s reports to
them qualified as part of the res gestae.

### Issues:
1.  Whether the prosecution evidence,  absent  AAA’s  personal  testimony and resting on
hearsay, sufficiently establishes guilt beyond reasonable doubt.
2. Whether AAA’s statements to authorities qualify as part of the res gestae.
3. Whether hearsay exceptions apply to the testimonies of the prosecution’s witnesses.
4. Whether Estibal’s right to confront witnesses against him was violated.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found that the RTC and the CA erred in treating AAA’s statements to
Barangay Security Force and the police as part of the res gestae, pointing out the lack of
spontaneity and the opportunity for reflection and deliberation on AAA’s part before making
the  statements.  It  emphasized  the  importance  of  the  direct  examination  and  the
constitutional right of the accused to cross-examine the witnesses against him, defining the



G.R. No. 208749. November 26, 2014 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

hearsay rule and its exceptions meticulously. The Court highlighted the essence of the right
to  confront  and the indispensable  nature of  personal  knowledge in  testimony,  quoting
jurisprudence  elaborately  on  these  principles.  The  hearsay  evidence  presented  by  the
prosecution was deemed unreliable for conviction due to its failure to meet the exception
criteria for the res gestae rule, leading to Estibal’s acquittal based on reasonable doubt.

### Doctrine:
The judgment reiterated the strict  standards for admitting hearsay evidence under the
exceptions  to  the  hearsay  rule,  specifically  res  gestae,  emphasizing  the  necessity  of
spontaneity in declarations related to startling occurrences to qualify under this exception.
It also upheld the fundamental rights of the accused to presumption of innocence, to be
heard, and to confront witnesses against them in criminal proceedings, underscoring the
imperative of direct, personal knowledge for witness testimonies.

### Class Notes:
–  **Res  gestae**  necessitates  immediacy  and  spontaneity  in  the  declarations  post-
occurrence to be admissible, failing which it renders the hearsay evidence inadmissible.
– **Right to confront witnesses** is crucial in criminal cases, ensuring the accused can
challenge the evidence against them through cross-examination; hearsay evidence barring
direct cross-examination fails this constitutional mandate.
–  **Hearsay  rule  and  exceptions**:  Only  firsthand  testimonies  based  on  the  witness’s
personal knowledge are generally admissible, except for legally stipulated exceptions like
res gestae, where spontaneity and immediate relation to the event are key.

### Historical Background:
This case highlights the intersection of criminal law, especially in sensitive cases like rape,
with procedural law principles concerning evidence admissibility, eerily demonstrating how
the judiciary navigates through the intricacies of hearsay exceptions in safeguarding an
accused’s fundamental rights amidst pressing societal concerns for justice for victims of
heinous crimes.


