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**Title:** Nover Bryan Salvador y De Leon vs. People of the Philippines, 581 Phil. 430 (2008)

**Facts:**

– **September 20,  1997:** Spouses Ernesto and Margarita Zuñiga,  and their  daughter
Marianne, went to Bulacan for a wake, leaving Arlene Zuñiga and Mary Ann (with her
newborn) at their Valenzuela home. Petitioner Nover Bryan Salvador y De Leon (Arlene’s
brother-in-law) sought permission to attend a birthday party.
– **9:00 PM:** Petitioner, with Eduardo Palomares, returned home briefly to fetch karaoke
tapes, then went back to the party until midnight.
– **September 21, 1997, 4:30 AM:** The Zuñiga family returned and found Arlene dead
from 21  stab  wounds.  Petitioner,  reportedly  seen  crying  and claiming  innocence,  was
questioned by the police.
– **Evidence:** Police found no signs of forced entry and no items missing. Petitioner’s
underwear and clothing, found in the kitchen, had Arlene’s blood type “O”. The NBI’s
Autopsy and Forensic reports confirmed murder without struggle. Petitioner was charged
with homicide.
– **Trial Court (RTC) Findings:** Based on accumulated circumstantial evidence (ownership
of a balisong, presence of blood on his clothes, peeping incidents, and unusual behavior),
the RTC found Salvador guilty beyond reasonable doubt of homicide, sentencing him to 8
years and 1 day to 14 years and 8 months reclusion temporal, and ordered damages.
– **Appellate Court (CA) Findings:** Upheld the trial court’s decision on February 26, 2004,
and denied the motion for reconsideration on July 6, 2004.

**Issues:**

1. **Evidence Sufficiency:** Whether the DNA analysis and circumstantial evidence were
sufficient for conviction.
2.  **Circumstantial  Evidence:** Whether such evidence alone could prove guilt  beyond
reasonable doubt.
3. **Specific Grounds for Guilt:** Whether the established circumstances were consistent
solely with the hypothesis of guilt and inconsistent with innocence.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Sufficiency of Evidence:** The Supreme Court agreed with the CA that direct evidence
is unnecessary if circumstantial evidence fulfills the requisites under Rule 133, Section 4 of
the Rules of Court.
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2. **Circumstantial Evidence:** Confirmed that there were more than enough circumstances
to lead to a reasonable conclusion of guilt beyond reasonable doubt:
– **No Forcible Entry:** Implying the perpetrator was an occupant.
– **No Missing Items:** Indicating motives beyond theft.
– **Blood Evidence:** Petitioner’s clothes had Arlene’s blood despite no injury to petitioner
himself.
– **DNA Analysis:** Verified presence of the petitioner at the crime scene.
– **Behavior Post-Crime:** Petitioner’s unusual behavior marked by disturbing emotional
outbursts.
– **Weapon Use:** Consistency between petitioner’s possession of a balisong and medico-
legal conclusions.

3. **Consistency with Guilt:** Upheld the findings of both lower courts establishing an
unbroken chain of evidence pointing exclusively to the petitioner.

**Doctrine:**

This case affirms the legal doctrine that circumstantial evidence, if it meets the test of a
connected and unbroken chain leading to one fair and reasonable conclusion, can suffice for
a criminal conviction.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Circumstantial Evidence (Rule 133, Section 4):**
– More than one circumstance.
– Proven facts from which inference is derived.
– Consistent with guilt hypothesis.

2.  **Ownership  of  Evidence:**  Blood  on  clothing  matched  the  victim;  no  plausible
explanation for this.
3. **Behavior Analysis:** Odd behavior post-crime reflects consciousness of guilt.
4.  **Intention  Derived  Through  Previous  Actions:**  Prior  ‘peeping  incidents’  were
considered  to  establish  motive.
5. **Forensic Evidence:** DNA and blood type matching are decisive in linking suspect to
the crime.

**Historical Background:**
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In 1997, DNA technology was becoming a critical component in criminal investigations in
the Philippines.  This  case emphasized the growing effectiveness  of  DNA evidence and
forensic science in securing convictions even in the absence of direct eyewitness testimony,
marking a significant point in Philippine jurisprudence. It’s a testament to evolving legal
standards where judiciary recognized reliable scientific evidence against traditional reliance
mainly on direct evidence.


