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### Title:
**People of the Philippines vs. Ricardo Rio**

### Facts:
**Initial Incident and Complaint:**
On March 24, 1984, Wilma Phua, a 13-year-old girl, was sexually assaulted by her uncle,
Ricardo  Rio,  in  the  comfort  room of  an  uninhabited  house  owned  by  her  mother  in
Muntinlupa, Metro Manila. After the incident, Wilma’s mother, Maria Zena, noticed that
Wilma was distressed but was initially unable to extract any information from her. It wasn’t
until April 9, 1984, when Rio was asked to leave the house, that Wilma revealed she had
been raped multiple times by her uncle.

**Procedural History:**
1. **Filing of Complaint**: On April 30, 1984, Wilma, accompanied by her mother, reported
the rape to the police, and the matter was referred to the P.C. Crime Laboratory. Dr. Dario
Gajardo conducted a physical examination and provided a report supporting the allegations.
2. **Formal Charges**: A verified complaint against Rio was filed before the Third Assistant
Fiscal of Rizal on May 12, 1984.
3. **Trial Court Proceedings**: Rio was arraigned on June 26, 1985, with Atty. Leonido
Manalo as counsel de oficio. Rio pleaded not guilty and the trial ensued.
4. **Conviction**: The Regional Trial Court, Branch CXLVI of Makati, found Rio guilty of
rape on October 6, 1987, and sentenced him to reclusion perpetua, also ordering him to
indemnify Wilma Phua with P15,000 and to pay the costs.
5. **Appeal and Withdrawal Attempt**: Rio appealed the decision, but later attempted to
withdraw his appeal due to poverty through letters to the Division Clerk of Court and the
Assistant Clerk of Court in December 1989.

**Supreme Court Actions:**
1. **Comment from Solicitor General**: Upon reviewing Rio’s letters, the Solicitor General
recommended appointing a counsel de oficio for Rio as his reason for withdrawing the
appeal was purely financial.
2. **Resolution**: The Supreme Court denied Rio’s withdrawal request on October 1, 1990,
appointed a counsel de oficio, and reactivated the appeal proceedings.

### Issues:
1. **Whether the trial court erred in finding Ricardo Rio guilty beyond reasonable doubt.**
2. **Whether Rio’s alibi defense was credible.**
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3. **Whether the procedural and substantive guarantees to fair trial and right to counsel
were observed, including the procedural appropriateness of shifting defense theories on
appeal.**
4. **Whether the indemnity awarded to Wilma Phua was appropriate.**

### Court’s Decision:
**1. Guilt Beyond Reasonable Doubt:**
The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s decision, validating its reliance on Wilma’s
credible  testimony  corroborated  by  medical  evidence  and  physical  examinations.  The
appeal’s attempt to introduce a new defense theory of alleged consent from Wilma was
dismissed as both procedurally improper and substantively implausible, given the context
and the victim’s age.

**2. Alibi Defense:**
The  defense’s  alibi  was  effectively  rebutted  by  evidence,  including  a  Voter’s  Affidavit
showing that Rio was in Muntinlupa on March 31, 1984, contradicting his claim of being in
Romblon through January to May 1984. The Court concluded that alibi, being inherently
weak, could not stand against positive identification and corroboration.

**3. Right to Counsel and Procedural Aspects:**
The Supreme Court scrutinized the procedural records and ensured Rio’s right to counsel
was not abridged. The shift in defense theory on appeal, from denial (alibi) to suggesting
consensual sexual acts, was noted as improper and damaging to the defense’s credibility.
The Court emphasized the need for thorough preparation by defense attorneys to uphold the
integrity of legal proceedings.

**4. Indemnity:**
The  Court  increased  the  indemnity  payable  to  Wilma Phua  from P15,000  to  P30,000,
aligning with updated jurisprudence and the serious nature of the crime.

### Doctrine:
**Legal Assistance for Indigent Accused:**
Section 13 of Rule 122 of the Rules of Court, mandating the appointment of counsel de
oficio for indigent defendants during appeals, coupled with Section 11 of Article III of the
1987  Constitution,  ensuring  that  poverty  does  not  bar  access  to  adequate  legal
representation.

**Weakness of Alibi Defense:**
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The Court highlighted the inherent weakness of alibi defenses and the necessity for alibis to
prove physical impossibility of being at the crime scene.

**Prohibition Against Shifting Defense Theories on Appeal:**
The  rule  prohibiting  a  shift  in  defense  theories  on  appeal  is  emphasized  to  maintain
procedural fairness and integrity in adjudication.

### Class Notes:
– **Key Elements of Rape (Art. 335, Revised Penal Code):** Carnal knowledge of a woman
against her will, achieved through force, threat, or intimidation.
– **Alibi Defense:** Must demonstrate physical impossibility of the defendant’s presence at
the crime scene.
– **Voter’s Affidavit as Evidence:** Utilized to disprove alibi by showing presence at a
specific location.
– **Right to Counsel (Sec. 13, Rule 122 of the Rules of Court; Sec. 11, Art. III of 1987
Constitution):** Ensures indigent defendants receive legal representation.
– **Establishing Indemnity:** Following jurisprudence for crimes with severe emotional and
physical tolls.

### Historical Background:
In  the  1980s,  the  Philippine  legal  system faced challenges  regarding  the  provision  of
adequate legal representation, especially for indigent defendants. This case reaffirmed the
constitutional mandate for equitable legal assistance and illustrated the Supreme Court’s
role in ensuring justice is accessible for all, irrespective of economic status. The case sheds
light on the importance of diligent legal representation and upholds the rights enshrined in
the 1987 Constitution.


