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FRANCISCO, J.:

At dawn of February 16, 1992, the lifeless body of Jacinto Sibal was found hog-tied and floating along the banks
of the Cagayan River.

Charged with the killing of Jacinto were brothers Andres and Alfonso Dabbay, their cousin Rolly Dabbay and
appellant’s former neighbor, Dante Tuliao. The indictment against them for murder reads: “That on or about
February 15, 1992, in the municipality of Iguig, province of Cagayan, and within the jurisdiction of this
Honorable Court, the said accused, Andres Dabbay, Dante M. Tuliao, Alfonso Dabbay y Erro and Rolly Dabbay,
armed with sharp pointed bladed instrument, conspiring together and helping one another with intent to kill, with
evident premeditation, treachery and taking advantage of superior strength did then and there, willfully,
unlawfully, feloniously hog-tied, attack assault and stab one, Jacinto Sibal thereby inflicting upon him stab
wounds on his body which caused his death, thereafter drowned him at the Cagayan River.”[1]

Three of the accused (Andres Dabbay, Alfonso Dabbay and Dante Tuliao) were arrested but allowed bail.
Accused Rolly Dabbay, on the other hand, absconded and is still at large. Trial ensued and after the prosecution
rested its case counsel for the accused filed a demurrer to evidence. In an order dated July 23, 1993, the Regional
Trial Court (RTC) of Cagayan, Branch 2, dismissed the case against Alfonso Dabbay and Dante Tuliao for
insufficiency of evidence but denied the demurrer with regard to accused-appellant Andres Dabbay.

Trial proceeded to its conclusion and judgment was thereafter rendered convicting appellant, the dispositive
portion of which reads:

“WHEREFORE, finding the accused Andres Dabbay guilty beyond all reasonable doubt of the crime of
murder, defined and penalized under Article 248 of the Revised Penal Code, he is hereby sentenced to
reclusion perpetua with all the accessories of the law and to indemnify Angela Sibal and Romulo Sibal the
amount of P17,845.00 as actual damages and P50,000.00 for the death of Jacinto Sibal and to pay the costs.

SO ORDERED.”[2]

Hence, the present appeal.

The antecedent facts as accurately narrated in the People’s Brief are as follows:

“1. Jacinto Sibal, an electrician by occupation, after working in Abra for a month, returned to his hometown in
Barangay Redondo, Municipality of Iguig, Cagayan, on February 8, 1992, for a vacation. (pp. 8-10, tsn, A.
Sibal, March 23, 1993).

“2. Three days later, he reported to his mother, Angeles Sibal, an incident which took place on the date of his
arrival. He told her that he saw appellant Andres Dabbay, Rolly Dabbay and Alfonso Dabbay pulling his
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(Jacinto’s) grandmother’s pig on the road at about 12:00 o’clock midnight. Angeles later learned that his
grandmother, Lola Henta, actually lost a pig. (pp. 10-11 and 15-16, A. Sibal, March 23, 1993).

“3. On the night of February 15, 1995, there was a benefit dance of the Kabataang Barangay in Redondo.
Jacinto and his younger brother Edmundo decided to attend the benefit dance. (pp. 17-18, tsn, A. Sibal, March
23, 1993; p. 5, tsn, E. Sibal, March 29, 1993).

“4. In the afternoon of the same day, Angeles Sibal’s ‘balae’, Dominador Ragingan, whose nephew was
married to her daughter, and who lived at Barangay Atanang Ginad in the Municipality of Baggao, Cagayan,
went to her (Angeles) house in order to watch the benefit dance in Redondo. That night, Dominador left alone
for the dance hall. (pp. 20-21, tsn, A. Sibal, March 23, 1993; pp. 2-4 and 24, tsn, Ragingan, April 2, 1993).

“5. Meanwhile, upon their arrival at the dance hall, while Edmundo attended the benefit dance, Jacinto, on the
other hand, joined appellant Andres Dabbay, Alfonso Dabbay, Rolly Dabbay and Dante Tuliao who were
having a drinking spree beside the road, about four to five meters away from the dance hall. While they were
drinking, Jacinto called out to Edmundo to join them but he (Edmundo) refused. (pp. 23-25, tsn, A. Sibal,
March 23, 1993; pp. 5-6 and 15-16, tsn, E. Sibal, March 29, 1993).

“6. Near midnight, somebody threw stones at the dance hall. A commotion resulted which made people leave
the dance hall. Edmundo ran out of the dance hall and looked for his brother. However, he failed to find
Jacinto and thus went home. (pp. 6-7 and 16-17, tsn, E. Sibal, March 29, 1993).

“7. Dominador, on the other hand, upon seeing the commotion, also ran out of the dance hall. As he ran
towards the direction of the street, he came to a stop as he saw appellant Andres Dabbay with four other
persons who were about two to three meters away from him. (pp. 4, 11 and 13, tsn, Ragingan, April 2, 1993).

“8. Dominador saw appellant tying a person who turned out to be Jacinto Sibal and who was being held by two
other people. There was a fifth person on the scene who was holding a knife. As Dominador came to a halt for
less than a minute, appellant told him not to reveal what he saw. Appellant also threatened him, uttering, ‘ If
you will tell anybody what you saw, we will going (sic) to kill you.’ (pp. 4-5 and 9-11, tsn, Ragingan, April 2,
1993).

“9. After being threatened by appellant, Dominador immediately left the scene and returned to Angeles Sibal’s
house. He went to sleep and, at about four o’clock in the morning of the following day, left the house for the
road where he waited for his ride to Baggao. (pp. 5 and 13-14, tsn, Ragingan, April 2, 1993; pp. 21-22, tsn, a.
Sibal, March 23, 1993).

“10. After spending the whole night in his farm guarding his watermelons, Romulo Sibal, Edmundo and
Jacinto’s father, returned to his house at about six o’clock in the morning of February 16, 1992. As soon as he
reached his house, his daughter informed him that Jacinto had been killed. Earlier, his son Edmundo was
informed by people who washed their clothes at the river that Jacinto’s body was at the bank of the Cagayan
river along Barangay Salamagui. Together with two barangay officials and their neighbors, Romulo and
Edmundo proceeded to the river. (pp. 3-4, tsn, R. Sibal, March 31, 1993; pp. 17 and 21-25, E. Sibal, March 29,
1993).

“11. Jacinto’s body was indeed at the river bank of Salamagui. (p. 4, tsn, R. Sibal, March 31, 1993). The
cadaver was brought to the Sibal’s house where Angeles saw that the neck and arms of Jacinto had been tied.
(p. 12, tsn, A. Sibal, March 23, 1993).

“12. A post mortem examination of the cadaver was conducted by Dr. Edward Antonio who issued a Medical
Certificate dated February 16, 1992, the contents of which were admitted by the defense. (pp. 2-3, tsn, A.
Sibal, March 23, 1993). The Medical Certificate revealed that the victim bore many stab wounds, six
hematomas on the head and had been hogtied. (pp. 2-3, tsn, A. Sibal, March 23, 1993). From the nature of the
wounds suffered by the victim and the fact that he had been hogtied, the conclusion was made that there could
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have been more than one assailant. (pp. 3-4, tsn, A. Sibal, March 23, 1993).”[3]

In his appeal, appellant contends that the circumstantial evidence presented in this case is not sufficient to warrant
a conviction. Further, he assails the credibility of the prosecution witnesses by pointing to some alleged
inconsistencies in their testimony, i.e., while Edmundo testified that he did not see the victim after he left the
dance hall, on the other hand, Dominador claimed having seen appellant tying the victim with the help of three
other men after he had left the dance hall.[4]

While there is no eye-witness who testified to having seen appellant stab Jacinto Sibal, yet all circumstances point
to him as one of the perpetrators of this ghastly deed.

The incriminating circumstantial evidence pointing to appellant’s guilt as aptly observed by the trial court are as
follows:

“1. That Alfonso Dabbay, Andres Dabbay, Rolly Dabbay and Dante Tuliao and Jacinto Sibal were seen by
Edmundo Sibal having a drinking spree beside the road near the dance hall of barangay Redondo, at about
mindnight of February 15, 1992. (TSN, pp. 5-6, March 23, 1993).

“2. That Dominador Raguingan saw Andres Dabbay tying Jacinto Sibal, with two others holding the latter and
the fourth holding a knife. (TSN, pp. 4 & 9, April 2, 1993)

“3. That Andres Dabbay threatened Dominador Raguingan not to tell anybody what he saw, otherwise he will
be killed. (TSN, pp. 4-5, April 2, 1993)

“4. Recovery of the dead body of Jacinto Sibal floating in the Cagaya River at Barangay Salamague, Iguig,
Cagayan, and the body of his brother Jacinto Sibal was photographed by one Sammy. (TSN, p. 12, March 29,
1993)

“5. That the neck and arms of Jacinto Sibal were tied by a piece of rope (Exhs. “D” to “D-6”)

“6. Presence of rope marks (ligature markings) around the neck and wrists of Jacinto Sibal (Exhs. “A” –
Medico Legal Certificate issued by Dr. Edward Antonio, and the photos, Exhs. “D” to “D-6”)

“7. That neither Andres Dabbay nor any of his co-accused attended the wake, vigil or burial of Jacinto Sibal.
(TSN, p. 15, March 29, 1993; TSN, p. 6, Oct. 14, 1993; TSN, pp. 14-15 Sept. 14, 1993)”[5]

Indeed, the combination of the foregoing circumstances, to our mind, is sufficient to establish the guilt of the
appellant beyond reasonable doubt.

“Circumstantial evidence suffices to convict only if the following requisites concur: (a) there is more than one
circumstance; (b) the facts from which the inferences are derived are proven; and (c) the combination of all the
circumstances is such as to produce a conviction beyond reasonable doubt (section 5, Rule 133, Rules of
Court). ‘No general rule can be laid down as to the quantity of circumstantial evidence which in any case will
suffice. All the circumstances proved must be consistent with each other, consistent with the hypothesis that
the accused is guilty, and at the same time inconsistent with the hypothesis that he is innocent, and with every
other rational hypothesis except that of guilt’ (People v. Ludday, 61 Phil. 216). People v. Modesto, 25 SCRA
36.

The circumstances proved should constitute an unbroken chain which leads to one fair and reasonable
conclusion which points to the accused, to the exclusion of all others, as the guilty person. From all
circumstances, there should be a combination of evidence which in the ordinary and natural course of things,
leaves no room for doubt as to his guilt. Where the inculpatory facts and circumstances are capable of two or
more explanations, one of which is consistent with innocence and the other with guilt, the evidence does not
fulfill the test of moral certainty and is not sufficient to convict the accused. Ibid..”
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Nevertheless, as correctly observed by the Solicitor General, “their individual participation need not be specified
for appellant and his still unidentified companions were all co-conspirators in the commission of the crime, hence,
the guilt of one or some was the guilt of all.”[6]

Examining closely the alleged inconsistencies pointed out by appellant, we find that the same are not sufficient to
impeach the credibility of the prosecution witnesses as the alleged infirmities indicated are innocuous. Besides,
the said inconsistencies have been adequately explained by the prosecution in this wise:

“... Edmundo and Dominador could not possibly have a fully uniform perception nor recall of things. The fact
that Edmundo failed to see what Dominador witnessed can easily be explained – after the commotion at the
dance hall, both ran out, but not simultaneously nor in exactly the same direction. Clearly, Dominador took a
different turn and crossed paths with appellant and his group who were up to no good.”[7]

Furthermore, the determination of the truth or falsity of the testimony of the witnesses is a matter best left to the
assessment and evaluation of the trial court because of its unique position of having observed that elusive and
incommunicable evidence of the witnesses’ deportment on the witness stand.[8] No significant facts or
circumstances were overlooked or disregarded by the trial court which if considered might vary the outcome of
this case.[9] Hence, there is no reason to disturb the trial court’s findings in this respect.[10]

At any rate, if rights were to be lost merely because witnesses, while agreeing on the essential fact, fail to testify
harmoniously to all the particulars, in a very large proportion of cases involving wrongs to be redressed, the law
would fail to furnish a remedy.[11]

On the whole, we are convinced that appellant is guilty of the offense charged beyond reasonable doubt.

WHEREFORE, the appealed judgment is hereby affirmed in all respects.
SO ORDERED.

Narvasa, C.J., (Chairman), Davide, Jr., Melo, and Panganiban, JJ., concur.
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