G.R. No. 252861. February 15, 2022 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title**. People of the Philippines v. Alexander Olpindo y Reyes
**Facts**:

1. On February 27, 2008, the 14-year-old victim, AAA, and her sister, BBB, were approached
by Alexander Olpindo and his sister, Mary Ann Olpindo, and AAA was forced into Olpindo’s
tricycle under the pretense of having something important to discuss.

2. Despite AAA’s refusal, BBB ran away scared, leaving AAA with the accusant. Olpindo
drove the tricycle to an uninhabited area in Barangay X.

3. Mary Ann exited the tricycle before reaching the destination, preventing AAA from
seeking help due to the swift movement of the tricycle.

4. Olpindo forcibly took AAA to a secluded place, tied her hands, slammed her onto the floor,
removed her shorts and underwear, and raped her by inserting his penis into her vagina.

5. Post the incident, Olpindo untied AAA and instructed her to keep the incident a secret;
however, AAA reported the act to her aunt.

6. Olpindo evaded arrest and was apprehended only on December 4, 2012. During
arraignment, he pled not guilty.

7. The RTC of San Jose City found Olpindo guilty of rape, imposing reclusion perpetua and
ordering the payment of damages.

8. Olpindo appealed, arguing the incredibility of AAA’s testimony and asserting a
“sweetheart relationship” defense.

9. The CA, despite procedural issues, affirmed the RTC’s decision but highlighted the need
to modify damages as unaltered because the decision erroneously reached finality without a
notice of appeal from Olpindo.

10. Finally, Olpindo appealed to the Philippine Supreme Court.

**[ssues**:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the RTC’s decision despite concerns over
the victim’s credibility.

2. Whether the procedural issues related to the notice of appeal impacted the finality of the
RTC decision.

3. Whether Alexander Olpindo’s defense of a relationship with the victim and denial of a
forcible act could stand.

4. Whether the penalty and amount of damages imposed were proper.

**Court’s Decision**:
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1. **Credibility of Testimony**: The Supreme Court found AAA’s testimony credible, logical,
and consistent, aligning with the rule that a sole testimony, if credible, could sustain a
conviction for rape. The Court concurred with the findings of both the RTC and CA.

2. ¥*Procedural Milieu**: The appeal’s procedural lapse (failure to file the notice of appeal)
was excused giving weight to substantial justice considering that the RTC erroneously
forwarded the case for an automatic review, misleading the defense. The Supreme Court
relaxed the procedural rules recognizing the gravity of the penalty involved.

3. **Defense Rejected**: The Court dismissed the “sweetheart defense” as unsubstantiated
since Olpindo presented no credible evidence to support his claim. Also, his attempt to self-
exonerate using denial and alibi did not overshadow the victim’s clear testimony.

4. **Penalty and Damages**: The Supreme Court confirmed the sentence of reclusion
perpetua but modified the damages awarded. Citing the People v. Jugueta case, it mandated
higher amounts: P75,000 each for civil indemnity, moral damages, and exemplary damages,
plus interest until fully paid.

**Doctrine**:

1. **Credibility of Victim Surpassing Procedural Fault**: Consistent, credible victim
testimony can uphold a conviction despite procedural flaws.

2. **Relaxation of Procedural Rules for Substantial Justice**: Rules may be relaxed when
substantial justice demands, particularly in severe penal repercussions affecting life or
liberty.

3. ¥*Sweetheart Defense**: Requires robust, corroborative evidence beyond mere assertions
from the accused to be valid.

**Class Notes**:

- Rape can be proved by a single credible testimony (Article 266-A, Revised Penal Code).

- Procedural errors can be set aside when justice demands it.

- “Sweetheart theory” requires credible documentary evidence.

- The imposition and quantification of damages follow guidelines and can be modified upon
a higher court’s review.

**Historical Background**:
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The case drew upon the procedural dynamics established post-R.A. 9346, which prohibits
the death penalty, altering the automatic review procedure for cases sentenced to reclusion
perpetua. This legal framework embodies historical shifts in Philippine jurisprudence
towards ensuring a defensible path against potential judiciary errors, highlighting the
judiciary’s evolving focus on human rights and justice over punitive traditions.
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