G.R. No. 252267. January 11, 2021 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:

**Melvin Encinares y Ballon vs. People of the Philippines: A Reevaluation of Conviction
under the Child Protection Law**

### Facts:

The case involves the petitioner, Melvin Encinares y Ballon, who was charged with violating
Section 10 (a) of Republic Act No. 7610, otherwise known as the “Special Protection of
Children Against Child Abuse, Exploitation and Discrimination Act.” The charge stemmed
from an incident on December 27, 2011, where Encinares was accused of performing a
sexual act on AAA, a minor and a student officer at a high school where Encinares was the
Vice President of the General Parents Teachers Association.

The prosecution’s narrative detailed how Encinares groomed AAA through favors and gifts,
leading to a drinking session at Encinares’ house where the alleged abuse occurred.
Encinares’ defense was total denial, bolstered by testimonies claiming he was of good moral
character, and insinuating that the charges were motivated by extortion.

The trial court found Encinares guilty, emphasizing the credibility of AAA’s testimony.
Encinares appealed to the Court of Appeals, which upheld the conviction, leading to this
petition for review to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:

1. Whether the petitioner’s act falls under Section 10(a) or Section 5(b) of RA 7610.

2. The accuracy of the conversion from petitioner’s conviction from Section 10(a) to Section
5(b) of RA 7610 by the Supreme Court.

3. The determination of the appropriate penalty and damages due to the change in the
conviction.

##4# Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court found Encinares’ actions to align more closely with Section 5(b) rather
than Section 10(a) of RA 7610, given the description of the acts as lascivious conduct under
the law. It was a pivotal distinction that led to a modification in Encinares’ conviction and
the consequent penalty. The Supreme Court meticulously detailed the rationale for
reclassifying the conviction under the correct provision, emphasizing the statutory
definitions and relevant jurisprudence. The penalty was calibrated to the appropriate term
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under the revised conviction, with the Court imposing both imprisonment and monetary
damages.

### Doctrine:

This case elucidates the importance of accurately categorizing offenses under the specific
provisions of RA 7610. It underscores the principle that the nature of the crime is
determined by the facts of the case rather than the title or section under which it is initially
charged. Additionally, it reaffirms the rule that the determination of the crime and its
corresponding penalty should be grounded in the acts stated in the information and
supported by the evidence presented.

##4# Class Notes:

- **RA 7610, Section 5(b) vs. Section 10(a)**: Key to understanding the application is the
distinction between sexual abuse (5b) and other acts prejudicial to a child’s development
(10a).

- *Lascivious Conduct Defined**: The Supreme Court highlights the broad scope of
lascivious acts under RA 7610, encompassing direct or indirect actions that gratify sexual
desire or humiliate the victim.

- *Indeterminate Sentence Law Application**: Even in special laws like RA 7610, the Court
may apply indeterminate sentences, showcasing the flexibility and discretion in penalizing
offenders.

### Historical Background:

This decision is a part of the Philippine judiciary’s evolving interpretation of RA 7610, aimed
at enhancing the protection of children against abuse, exploitation, and discrimination. This
case emphasizes the judiciary’s commitment to applying the law in a manner that best
serves the interest and welfare of the child, reflecting socio-legal evolution in recognizing
and penalizing child abuse more effectively.
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