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### Title
**People of the Philippines v. Milo Leocadio y Labrador**

### Facts
In Romblon province, on March 26, 2002, the siblings AAA227396, under the guidance of
their parents, were sent to collect payment for rice cakes from Milo Leocadio y Labrador. All
siblings returned except  for  AAA227396,  prompting a night-long search by her father,
BBB227396. The following day, upon notification from barangay officials, the lifeless body of
AAA227396 was discovered under Milo’s bed, showing signs of suffocation and physical
abuse.

Milo was charged with the complex crime of rape with homicide before the Regional Trial
Court (RTC) of Romblon, Philippines. During the trial, Milo admitted to killing AAA227396
but claimed it was accidental, caused by a reflex punch as he was startled awake by the
victim. Denying the rape allegation, Milo’s defense centered on the accidental nature of the
killing.  However,  the RTC found Milo guilty,  citing the autopsy report  and eyewitness
testimony, convicting him of rape with homicide and sentencing him to reclusion perpetua
without eligibility for parole, alongside various damages payable to the victim’s heirs.

Milo appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), questioning the credibility of witnesses and
adequacy of circumstantial evidence. The CA, upholding the RTC’s decision, pointed out the
undeniable chain of events leading to Milo’s culpability, including the testimony that Milo
was the last person seen with AAA227396 and the forensic evidence of rape.

### Issues
1.  Whether  the  circumstantial  evidence was sufficient  to  establish  Milo’s  guilt  beyond
reasonable doubt for the crime of rape with homicide.
2. The applicability of the defense of accident in the killing of AAA227396 by Milo.
3. The validity of the testimonial and circumstantial evidence presented against Milo.

### Court’s Decision
The Supreme Court dismissed Milo’s appeal, affirming the CA’s decision. The Court ruled
that the circumstantial evidence provided an unbroken chain that pointed to Milo’s guilt
without reasonable doubt. It specified that the defense of accident was not applicable as
Milo failed to demonstrate that he was performing a lawful act with due care, which led to
the death of AAA227396 accidentally without fault or intention.

The Supreme Court also highlighted the improbability and inconsistency in Milo’s account,
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considering the autopsy report and the fact that the victim was found in Milo’s house.
Consequently, the Court upheld the conviction for the special complex crime of rape with
homicide,  imposing reclusion  perpetua without  eligibility  for  parole  and modifying the
award of damages.

### Doctrine
– In crimes of rape with homicide, the prosecution must prove beyond reasonable doubt the
elements of both rape and homicide, facilitated by force, threat, or intimidation by the
accused.
– Circumstantial evidence can lead to a conviction if it forms an unbroken chain pointing to
the accused’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.
– The exempting circumstance of accident entails a legal obligation for the accused to prove
a lawful act done with due care, resulting in an unintended injury.

### Class Notes
– **Circumstantial Evidence**: For a conviction based on circumstantial evidence, it must
satisfy three conditions: a) the existence of more than one circumstance, b) the facts from
which inferences are derived are proven, and c) such combination of circumstances leads to
a conviction beyond reasonable doubt.
– **Doctrine of Accident as an Exempting Circumstance**: Requires proof of four elements:
performing a lawful act with due care, causing an injury by mere accident without fault or
intention.
– **Special Complex Crime of Rape with Homicide**: This entails proving both elements of
rape  (carnal  knowledge  achieved  through  force,  threat,  or  intimidation)  and  homicide
(killing on the occasion or by reason of the rape).

### Historical Background
The prevailing legal and historical context emphasizes the protection of minors and the
rigorous proof required for convicting crimes involving sexual assault and homicide. This
case encapsulates the judiciary’s stance on ensuring justice through meticulous examination
of evidence, particularly in heinous crimes such as rape with homicide, buttressing legal
protections for the vulnerable, notably children, against abuse and exploitation.


