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**Title:** People of the Philippines v. Edwin Cañeta y Villapando and Antonio Abes y Gallego

**Facts:**

1. **Incident Occurrence:** On October 12, 1988, Teodorico Muñoz, a delivery man for
Muñoz Surpresa Grande, was tasked to deliver P50,000 from Honolulu, Hawaii, to recipients
in Kalookan City and Parañaque, Metro Manila.

2. **Crime Commission:** At around 10:00 AM, Muñoz was held up by Edwin Cañeta and
Antonio Abes in the vicinity of Remigio St. and Rizal Avenue, Manila. Cañeta stabbed Muñoz
with a balisong, while Abes grabbed the clutch bag containing P50,000. The two fled in
different directions.

3. **Eyewitness Accounts:** Maria Manalac, a witness, saw a bleeding Muñoz shouting for
help and pointed towards his assailant. Evangeline Mico, another witness, identified Abes as
one of the assailants.

4.  **Victim’s  Death:**  Muñoz  was  taken  to  Jose  Reyes  Memorial  Hospital  but  was
pronounced dead on arrival at 10:15 AM due to multiple stab wounds.

5. **Apprehension and Investigation:** Pfc.  Danilo Ongtengco arrived at the scene and
found Cañeta being beaten by a mob. Cañeta confessed his involvement and indicated a
“Tony Gil” as his accomplice.

6. **Autopsy Details:** An autopsy revealed Muñoz suffered from six stab wounds, with
massive bleeding leading to his death.

7.  **Mental Examination of Cañeta:** Upon defense request,  Cañeta underwent mental
evaluation to determine his fitness for trial. He was deemed competent.

8. **Procedural History:**
– **Criminal Case No. 88-67358:** Filed against Cañeta for robbery with homicide.
– **Criminal Case No. 88-68270:** Filed against Abes for the same offense.
– Both cases were consolidated and tried jointly.

9. **Trial Proceedings:** Defense argued Cañeta’s insanity due to drug psychosis but failed
to  prove  a  complete  lack  of  reason.  An  eyewitness  Mico’s  positive  identification  was
challenged as unreliable but upheld by the court.



G.R. Nos. 110855-56. June 28, 1999 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

10. **Trial Court Verdict:** On April 2, 1990, both Cañeta and Abes were convicted of
robbery with homicide and sentenced to reclusion perpetua.

**Issues:**

1. **Insanity Defense:** Was Edwin Cañeta legally insane at the time of committing the
crime, hence exempt from criminal liability?

2. **Credibility of Eyewitness Testimony:** Should Evangeline Mico’s testimony identifying
Abes be considered credible?

3.  **Identity  of  “Tony Gil”:**  Is  Antonio Abes the person referred to as  “Tony Gil”  in
Cañeta’s confession?

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Insanity Defense:** The Supreme Court affirmed that Cañeta failed to prove insanity.
The report and testimony did not demonstrate total deprivation of reason necessary for
insanity defense. Cañeta understood the nature and consequences of his actions.

2. **Credibility of Witness Identification:** The court upheld Mico’s positive identification of
Abes, finding her testimony credible and convincing. The court emphasized the weight given
to the trial court’s assessment of witness credibility.

3. **Identity of “Tony Gil”:** The court found sufficient evidence linking Abes to “Tony Gil”
through eyewitness testimony and Cañeta’s admission. This identity issue was minor given
the thorough direct identification by the witness.

**Doctrine:**

1. **Insanity as a Defense:** Insanity is a complete defense when it shows total loss of
reason at the time of the crime. It places the burden on the accused to prove loss of mental
faculties.

2. **Positive Identification:** Positive eyewitness identification holds significant weight and
can be decisive, especially if found credible by the trial court.

**Class Notes:**

– **Key Elements:**
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– **Robbery with Homicide:** Involves taking property with the use of force or intimidation,
resulting in homicide.
– **Insanity Defense:** Requires proof of complete deprivation of reason or discernment
during the act.
– **Credibility Assessment:** Trial  courts’  valuation of witness testimony is crucial and
largely respected on appeal.

– **Statutory Provisions:** Article 294, Revised Penal Code defines and penalizes robbery
with  violence  against  or  intimidation  of  persons  with  imposed  penalties  for  resulting
homicides.

**Historical Background:**

This case exemplifies issues regarding mental health defenses in the Philippine criminal
justice system during the late 1980s. It underscores the application of Article 294 of the
Revised Penal Code, amidst rising crime rates in post-Marcos Philippines as the country
transitioned to a more democratic society, which faced challenges from insurgent crimes.


