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Title: People of the Philippines v. Claudio Teehankee Jr.

Facts:
The  case  involves  Claudio  Teehankee  Jr.,  who  was  accused  of  shooting  Roland  John
Chapman, Jussi Olavi Leino, and Maureen Navarro Hultman on July 13, 1991, in Makati,
Metro Manila. Initially charged with murder for Chapman’s killing and frustrated murder
for  the wounding of  Leino and Hultman,  the charge against  Teehankee for  Hultman’s
shooting was later amended to murder following her death. The accused petitioned for bail,
which was robustly contested in court, citing the gravity and circumstances of the crimes.
The trial featured procedural deliberations over the presentation of witness testimonies,
notably that of survivor Jussi Leino, and involved considerations over bail petitions and the
arrangement of the trial proceedings. The trial court meticulously handled the objections
and suggestions from the defense and the prosecution, ultimately deciding to proceed with
the arraignment and the trial subsequently.

Issues:
1. Whether the identification of Teehankee Jr. by the witnesses was credible and sufficient
for conviction.
2. Whether there was sufficient evidence proving Teehankee Jr.’s guilt beyond a reasonable
doubt.
3. Whether the trial was prejudiced by media publicity.
4. Whether treachery was present in the killing of Hultman and Chapman, and the wounding
of Leino.
5. Whether the awards for damages were just and reasonable.
6. Whether Teehankee Jr. was denied his right to a fair trial and if he was unjustly denied
the opportunity to present additional evidence.

Court’s Decision:
1.  On  the  credibility  of  witness  identification,  the  Supreme  Court  found  that  the
identification of Teehankee Jr. by witnesses was credible and upheld the convictions based
on this evidence.
2. The Court determined there was sufficient evidence to prove Teehankee Jr.’s guilt beyond
a reasonable doubt.
3. The Court dismissed claims that the trial was prejudiced by media publicity, stating that
pervasive publicity does not inherently prejudice a defendant’s right to a fair trial.
4. The Court found treachery in the killing of Hultman and the wounding of Leino but ruled
the killing of Chapman was not attended by treachery, modifying his conviction to homicide.



G.R. Nos. 111206-08. October 06, 1995 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

5. The Supreme Court modified the awards for damages, affirming some amounts while
adjusting others based on the evidence presented and legal standards.
6. The Court rejected Teehankee Jr.’s claims of being denied a fair trial and the opportunity
to present additional evidence, noting that procedural opportunities were provided and
utilized throughout the trial process.

Doctrine:
The decision reiterated principles on the adequacy of witness identification in criminal
cases, the role of media publicity in high-profile trials, and the application of treachery in
violent crimes. It also provided guidance on calculating damages for loss of life and injury,
including moral and exemplary damages, under Philippine law.

Class Notes:
1. Witness Identification: Credibility is gauged through the totality of circumstances test,
focusing on the witness’s opportunity to view the criminal, the degree of attention, the
accuracy of their description, their level of certainty, and the time between the crime and
the identification.
2.  Media  Publicity:  Extensive  media  coverage  does  not  automatically  prejudice  the
defendant’s right to a fair trial.
3. Treachery: For treachery to qualify a killing as murder, there must be clear evidence the
attacker deliberately employed means, methods, or forms to ensure execution without risk
to themselves.
4. Damages: In criminal cases resulting in death, Philippine law prescribes indemnity for
death,  indemnity  for  loss  of  earning  capacity,  moral  damages,  and,  depending  on
aggravating circumstances, exemplary damages.
5. Fair Trial Rights: Defendants have the right to present evidence in their defense. The
denial of this right, including through undue procedural limitations, may constitute a ground
for appeal.

Historical Background:
This high-profile case occurred within the context of a Philippines grappling with issues of
violence, human rights, and the integrity of its criminal justice system. The decision reflects
the judiciary’s effort to balance the rights of the accused with the interests of justice and
public welfare, amidst intense media scrutiny and public interest.


