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**Title:**
People of the Philippines v. Romualdo Rodrigo, 123 Phil. 310 (1966)

**Facts:**
On or about March 8, 1960, Romualdo Rodrigo was accused of unlawfully and knowingly
keeping in his possession a male horse (with Certificate of Ownership of Large Cattle No.
4685981) belonging to Felix Muertigue. The horse was known to Rodrigo as stolen from
Muertigue’s ranch at Casabangan, Pio V. Corpuz, Masbate, and he failed to deliver it to
local authorities or its owner. The horse’s value was no less than PHP 150.00.

Rodrigo was charged with theft of large cattle, defined under Article 310 of the Revised
Penal Code, in connection with Article 308. The procedural history involved:
1. The filing of an amended complaint by a Special Counsel.
2. The Justice of the Peace Court of Pio V. Corpuz dismissing the complaint, ruling that the
element of “intent to gain” was not alleged.
3. The Court of First Instance of Masbate affirming this order of dismissal.
4. The Solicitor General appealing to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
The primary legal issue raised was whether the amended complaint was defective for failing
to allege “intent to gain,” a crucial element under Article 308 of the Revised Penal Code for
theft.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the plaintiff, the People of the Philippines, setting aside
the lower court’s order and remanding the case for further proceedings. Specifically, the
Court’s analysis involved:

1. **Sufficiency of the Complaint:**
– The Court reviewed the requirements for a valid complaint under Rule 110, sections 5 and
8 of the Revised Rules of Court. These sections require the acts constituting the offense to
be stated plainly and concisely to enable the accused to understand the charge and the
court to pronounce judgment.
–  In  this  case,  the  charge  specified  all  elements:  the  identity  of  the  defendant,  the
designation of the offense by the statute, the acts constituting the offense, the offended
party, time, and location.

2. **Intent to Gain:**
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– Under Article 308, the elements of theft include taking personal property with intent to
gain, without the owner’s consent, and without violence or intimidation.
– The Court distinguished between the general form of theft under Article 308 and the
specific form under paragraph 2, subparagraph 1, which pertains to retaining found lost
property without delivering it to authorities or the owner. In this specific context of theft,
intent to gain is inferred from failing to return property known to be lost.

3. **Interpretation of “Lost” Property:**
– The Court clarified that “lost” property can result from theft or any act by someone other
than the owner, or casual occurrences. Thus, failure to return a “stolen” found item still fits
under this statutory definition.
–  The Court  found more culpability  for  failing to return property known to be stolen,
supporting the prosecutable framework for large cattle theft.

**Doctrine:**
The Court solidified the understanding that:
– Intent to gain, essential in theft charges, can be inherently present in acts defined under
specific legal contexts, such as failing to return found stolen property.
– The term “lost property” in theft statutes is interpreted broadly, encompassing theft-
induced losses.
– Criminal complaints adequately alleging statutory elements provide sufficient grounds to
pursue prosecution.

**Class Notes:**

Key Elements/Concepts:
1. **Elements of Theft:**
– Taking of property.
– Property belongs to another.
– Intent to gain.
– Without owner’s consent.
– Without violence or intimidation.

2. **Theft of Found Lost Property:**
– Finding lost property.
– Failure to deliver to authorities/owner.
– Implied intent to gain from non-delivery.
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**Legal Statutes:**
– **Article 308, Revised Penal Code:** Defines theft and its varied forms.
– **Article 310, Revised Penal Code:** Specifies penalties for qualified theft, including theft
of large cattle.

Application:
– Complaints must detail statutory elements concisely for validity.
– Specific contexts (e.g., found lost property) may inherently imply elements like intent.

**Historical Background:**
The case reflects law enforcement’s procedural complexities in the 1960s Philippines and
underscores  precision  required  in  criminal  complaints.  Interpretation  of  theft  statutes
evolved, expanding prosecutable acts within theft’s legal framework amid then-prevailing
socio-legal norms surrounding property crimes.


