
G.R. No. 106288-89. May 17, 1994 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

**Title**: People of the Philippines v. Tirso Acol y Barnubal and Pio Boses y Dolfo

**Facts**:
On September 29, 1990, in the early hours of the morning, two men boarded Percival Tan’s
jeepney in Cubao. As the vehicle approached Pasay Road, these individuals, alongside two
others, declared a hold-up, guiding the vehicle atop the Magallanes interchange where they
robbed passengers of their belongings. Post-robbery, the assailants alighted at a nearby
Shell Gas Station. The victims, including Tan and passenger Rene Araneta, reported the
crime, leading to a CAPCOM team formation. Araneta, spotting four individuals walking
towards  Fort  Bonifacio  including  one  wearing  his  stolen  jacket,  alerted  the  officers,
resulting in a chase. Three suspects, including Tirso Acol and Pio Boses, were apprehended,
with each found carrying unlicensed .38 caliber revolvers. Their prosecution centered on
the possession of these unlicensed firearms.

Procedurally, the case reached the Supreme Court subsequent to Boses’ appeal against the
trial  court’s  conviction,  invoking  errors  including  denial  of  due  process,  credibility  of
witness testimony, legality of arrest and evidence admissibility, and the specific firearms
used during the robbery.

**Issues**:
1. Whether the denial to reopen the case for additional witness testimony amounted to a
deprivation of due process.
2.  Credibility  of  the  testimonies  provided  by  Boses  and  Acol  versus  the  prosecution’s
witnesses.
3. The legality of the warrantless arrest of the accused and the subsequent admissibility of
the evidence recovered.
4. Whether there was conclusive proof that the firearms found were used in the commission
of the robbery.

**Court’s Decision**:
1. **Due Process**: The Court found no due process violation, emphasizing that Boses had
ample opportunity to present his defense. The failure to present additional witnesses due to
their late arrival did not warrant reopening the case.
2. **Credibility of Testimonies**: The Court favored the prosecution’s witnesses over the
accused’s denials, noting the physical evidence and eyewitness identification.
3. **Legality of Arrest and Evidence Admissibility**: Boses’ arrest was deemed lawful under
conditions permitting warrantless arrests when immediate action is necessary, validating
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the subsequent evidence recovery as incidental to the arrest.
4. **Firearm Usage in Robbery**: While not directly addressing whether the recovered
firearms were used in the robbery, the Court upheld the conviction for unauthorized firearm
possession, circumstantially linked to the robbery incident.

**Doctrine**:
– **Warrantless Arrests**: The Court reiterated the rule allowing warrantless arrests under
Rule 113, Section 5(b) when the officer has personal knowledge of actual commission of an
offense.
– **Evidence Incidental to Lawful Arrest**: Evidence obtained through a search incidental to
a lawful arrest is considered admissible.

**Class Notes**:
1.  **Warrantless  Arrest**:  Permitted  when  the  officer  has  personal  knowledge  of  the
person’s involvement in the offense. [Rule 113, Section 5(b)].
2. **Evidence Admissibility**: Evidence secured through a search incidental to a lawful
arrest is valid. The distinction between “reclusion perpetua” and “life imprisonment” — the
former being a specific term without parole under the Philippine justice system.
3.  **Credibility  of  Witnesses**:  The direct  testimonies  of  victims and law enforcement
officers are generally given greater weight over denials and alibis provided by the accused,
especially when the former’s accounts are supported by circumstantial evidence.

**Historical Background**:
The case illustrates the Philippine legal system’s approach to handling crimes involving
unlicensed  firearms  and  situational  crimes  such  as  robbery,  highlighting  procedural
nuances  such  as  lawful  warrantless  arrests  and  evidence  admissibility.  It  reflects  the
broader challenges in urban crime management and legal responses to emergent situations
without explicit  warrants,  also showcasing the judicial  system’s reliance on eyewitness
accounts and physical evidence in the absence of more sophisticated forensic capabilities
during that period.


