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GONZAGA_REYES, J.

Before us is an appeal from the decision[1] of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Angeles City, Branch 59, dated
August 24, 1995, finding the accused—appellant ROMANO MANLAPAZ y MARIMLA guilty beyond reasonable
doubt of the crime of Robbery with Homicide in Criminal Case No. 92-484.

The accused-appellant, Romano Manlapaz (MANLAPAZ) was charged together with Renato Pena y Buan the
crime of Robbery with Homicide in an amended information[2] that reads:

“That on or about the 18th day of May, 1992, in the City of Angeles, Philippines, and within the jurisdiction of
this Honorable Court, the above-named accused, conspiring and confederating together and mutually aiding
and abetting one another, with intent of gain and by means of force, violence and/or intimidation of person,
rob, steal, take and carry away from ISRAEL A. LACSON cash money in the amount of P100.00 more or less,
against his will and consent and the accused in pursuance of and on the occasion of said Robbery, with
treachery and abuse of superior strength, did then and there willfully, unlawfully and feloniously with intent to
kill, attack, assault, shoot and hit the victim on the head, thereby inflicting upon the latter gunshot wound,
causing the death of the said ISRAEL A. LACSON.

ALL CONTRARY TO LAW.”

On July 2, 1992, the accused was arraigned and entered a plea of not guilty to the crime charged.[3] Renato Pena
remained at large.

The lower court summarized the facts as follows:

“A perusal of the evidence presented shows that on May 18, 1992, victim Israel Lacson and witness Ruel
Lopez Dayrit were on board the passenger jeepney of the former plying the route from Dau, Mabalacat,
Pampanga, going towards Angeles City proper. Along Henson Street at the railroad crossing, they picked up
two (2) male passengers. Upon reaching Henson Street in front of Sembrano Battery Shop, one (1) of the two
(2) male passengers ordered the driver, Isragl Lacson to stop as they were to alight from the said vehicle. Israel
Lacson stopped the vehicle and demanded payment for the fare. Instead of paying the fare, the two (2)
passengers poked their guns at Israel Lacson. One of them suddenly held the head of Ruel Lopez Dayrit who
was occupying the front seat beside the driver, while the other grabbed the money box. When Israel Lacson
refused to give the money box, he was shot at the head causing his death. Ruel Lopez Dayrit identified accused
Romano Manlapaz as one of the two (2) passengers who held them up by taking the box containing the
passengers fares and in the process killing the victim-driver.

The widow incurred expenses for hospitalization in the sum of P3,500.00 (Exh. D and submarkings), for burial
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and funeral expenses in the sum of P3,500.00 (Exh. “I”) and P7,500.00 (Exh. “F").

The defense put up by the accused is a bare denial. Although he admitted having boarded the passenger
jeepney being driven by the victim at that time and having witnessed the incident, he denied being one of the
two (2) perpetrators of the crime. His mere denia as against his positive identification made by eyewitness
Roel Lopez Dayrin will certainly crumble. He never reported the incident to the police. The defense failed to
establish any ill motive on the part of the principal witness for the prosecution as to why the accused should be
implicated falsely.

Although the prosecution was not able to prove actual agreement of conspiracy, the same can be deduced from
the acts of the two (2) accused. Both accused boarded the jeepney at the same time. They poked their guns at
the victim and after shooting the victim both |eft the scene of the crime together. When there is conspiracy, the
act of oneisthe act of all. It is no longer necessary to determine the identity of the actual person who shot the
victim.

Par. 1 of Article 294 of the Revised Pena Code provides that when by reason or on occasion of the robbery,
the crime of homicide shall have been committed, the penalty of reclusion perpetua to death shall be imposed.
There being no modifying circumstances in attendance, the penalty imposable in this case is reclusion
perpetua.” [4]

On June 26, 1995, the lower court rendered its decision finding accused MANLAPAZ guilty beyond reasonable
doubt of the crime of Robbery with Homicide, the dispositive portion of which reads:

“WHEREFORE, finding the accused, ROMANO MANLAPAZ y MARIMLA, guilty beyond reasonable doubt
of the crime of Robbery with Homicide, said accused is hereby sentenced to suffer the penalty of reclusion
perpetua. He is also ordered to pay the heirs of the victim Isragl Lacson the sum of P3,500.00 for
hospitalization expenses and P11,500.00 for burial and funeral expenses and the sum of P50,000.00 as
indemnity.”[5]

Hence, this appea where the accused-appellant assigns the following error:

“THE COURT A QUO MANIFESTLY ERRED IN CONVICTING APPELLANT OF THE CRIME
CHARGED DESPITE THE FACT THAT HIS GUILT WAS NOT PROVED BEYOND REASONABLE
DOUBT."[6]

Accused-appellant admits that he was a passenger of the jeep of the victim, Israel Lacson (LACSON) but denies
that participated in the commission of the crime. He insists that when he boarded the jeep he sat himself at the
back of the jeepney as there were already several passengers on board at that time. Then the man seated behind
the driver ordered the driver to stop the jeep when they were in front of the battery shop; as soon as the driver
stopped the jeep, he heard an explosion and he saw the driver fall down as aresult of a gunshot fired by the man
seated behind the driver. He then alighted from the jeep and ran away together with the other passengers. As soon
as he arrived home, he told his mother about the incident. The police arrested him the next day and he was
brought to the police station where he saw Ruel Lopez Dayrit (DAYRIT) for the first time.

In support of his claim, accused-appellant argues that he was not clearly, convincingly and positively identified as
the perpetrator of the crime charged. Prosecution witness DAYRIT did not have ample opportunity to see the
faces of the alleged malefactors; and in fact did not actually see who fired the gun. Moreover, DAYRIT could not
have positively identified him because he himself admitted that he was in shock after the incident occurred. The
fact that he also failed to recall the caliber of the guns being carried by the robbers demonstrates his inability to
recall the events that transpired that night. Consequently, his recollection of what actually occurred is necessarily
tainted.
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Accused-appellant also claims that the prosecution failed to prove the existence of a conspiracy in view of the
unpersuasive, unreliable and incredible testimony of DAYRIT. A conspiracy is not presumed but must be proven
beyond reasonable doubt.

We resolve to affirm the judgment of conviction.

Accused-appellant attacks the credibility of the prosecution witness, DAYRIT, and claims that his identification
of accused-appellant was not positive. We have carefully gone over the records and find nothing in his account of
the events that would show that his testimony suffers from incredibility. He testified as follows:

“FISCAL BUAN TO DAYRIT ON DIRECT EXAMINATION:

Q: On May 18, 1992, around 10:00 o’ clock in the evening, where were you if you still recall?
A: | waswith Israel Lacson, Sir.

Q: What were you doing with your companion Israel Lacson, if you were doing anything?

A: We wereflying our route, sir.

Q: You said you were flying your route Mr. Witness, who was driving at that time between you and Israel
Lacson?

A lsragl, Sir.

Q: How about you, what were you doing then?

A: | wasbeside him, sir.

Q: On that particular date and time Mr. Witness, where were you heading?

A: We were heading Angeles City from Dau.

Q: So you were trying to impress this Court you were accompanying Israel Lacson while flying his route?
A: Hetook me along with him.

Q: While you accompanied Mr. Lacson in flying his route, do you recall if you take-in passenger?
A:Yes, gir.

Q: And do you recall that place where you had the occasion to pick-up passenger?

A: At crossing, Sir.

Q: When you picked-up passengers on that time, do you recall how many you picked up?

A: Yes, g, two.

Q: And these two persons, what sex do they belong?

A: Male, gir.

Q: These two persons who boarded your jeepney, where did they sit?

A: At our back, sir.

Q: While you were on board of the jeepney, Mr. Witness, do you recall of any unusual incident?

A: Yes, sir.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 13
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 121483. October 26, 1999

Q: And what was that unusual incident that you recall?

A: While they were on board the jeep, they informed usto stop in front of Sembrano.

Q: What did you do when they asked that the jeep be stopped in front of Sembrano Battery Shop?
A: The two male persons aighted.

Q: What happened next if any?

A: Israel asked for their fare since they did not pay.

Q: When the two persons who alighted did not pay, what did you do if you did anything?
A: Israel asked for their fare and they were near Israel on the side of the jeep.

Q: What did they do when they went on the side of Israel?

A: They poked aguntoisragl.

Q: Who poked a gun?

A: Both of them, sir.

Q: Aside from pointing agun to Israel, what else did they do if they did anything?

A: They took the money from him.

Q: And the money which was taken from Israel, where was it located?

A: At the box where the money are being placed.

Q: Were they successful in taking the money?

A: Herefused to give them.

Q: What happened next after Israel Lacson refused to give this box of money to these persons?
A: One of them pulled me outside of the vehicle.

Q: How did he pull you out?

A: He held me by the head, sir.

MS. GARCES: (OIC)

Witness demonstrating by holding his hair.

FISCAL BUAN: (to witness)

Q: Towards what direction were you pulled by this person?

A: Away from the driver.

Q: After you were pulled by one of these persons, what happened?

A: The two persons fired a shot.

Q: Do you know if someone was shot by the fire?

WITNESS:

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 13
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 121483. October 26, 1999

A: Yes, g, therewas.

Q: Who was that person whom you know was shot by that gunshot?

A lsreel.

Q: Did you see Israel when he was shot?

A: | just saw him stumble on my lap, sir.

Q: Were you able to see what part of his body was shot?

A:Yes, gir.

Q: What part was that?

A: Head, sir.

Q: After Israel Lacson was shot Mr. Witness, what did you do if you did anything?
A: | was shocked for about 10 minutes, and then | asked for help.

Q: From whom did you ask for help?

WITNESS:

A: The PC came and | asked help from them.

FISCAL BUAN: (to witness)

Q: What did you do with Mr. Israel Lacson, if you did anything?

A: We brought him to the hospital, sir.

Q: Towhat hospital did you bring him?

A: Angeles Medical Center.

Q: While you were bringing him at the Angeles Medical Center, what was his condition?
A: Hebreathed alittle, sir.

Q: How about upon reaching Angeles Medical Center, what was his condition?
A: Hewaslifeless already.

Q: Now Mr. Witness, if you see these two persons who boarded your jeep, will you be able to recognize and
identify them?

A:Yes, gir.

Q: Kindly look around the courtroom and see if both or one of them are present?
A: Only one of them, sir.

Q: Will you please point to him.

A: That man, sir.

MS. GARCES: (OIC)

Witness pointed to a man wearing white t-shirt, who, when asked, stood-up and gave his name as Romano
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Manlapaz.
Q: This person whom you pointed a while ago, what was his participation?
A: Both of them poked agun, sir.
Q: Aside from this person poking a gun, what else did he do?
A: He was the one who pulled me away from the jeep.
Q: Aside from that?
A: They were grabbing for the money.
FISCAL BUAN: (to witness)
Q: Mr. Witness, did you report thisincident to the police?
A:Yes sr."[7]
While on cross-examination, DAYRIT testified as follows:
“ATTORNEY BALDERAMA TO DAYRIT:
ATTY. BALDERAMA:
Q: Prior to May 18, 1992, do you know already the Accused, Romano Manlapaz?
A: No, sir.
Q: You testified in your direct testimony, that you are adriver by occupation?
A: No, sir. A carpenter.

Q: On May 18, 1992 you said you were with Israel Lacson, who was a driver and according to you you were
plying the route of Dau and Angeles City?

A:Yes, sir.

Q: Why were you with Israel Lacson on May 18, 1992?

A: 1 waswith him in plying the route, sir.

Q: What were you doing to that jeepney with Israel Lacson, while you were plying aroute of Dau to Angeles?
A: | was his backride, sir.

Q: Do you recall what time was that while you were plying the said route?

A: At about 6:30 in the morning, sir.

Q: You likewise testified that while plying the route from Dau to Angeles City, you were able to pick-up two
(2) passengers crossing in Marisol?

A:Yes, sir.
Q: What time was that when those 2 passengers boarded the jeepney being driven by Israel Lacson?
A: We had already some rounds, it was about 10:00 o’clock P.M., sir.

Q: When those 2 male passengers boarded the jeepney on May 18, 1992 crossing Marisol were there any other
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passengers boarded the jeep at that time?
A: No more, sir.

Q: When these 2 male passengers boarded the jeepney driven by Israel Lacson, do you recall were those 2
persons seated?

A: At the back, sir.

Q: While you are proceeding towards Angeles City with these 2 male passengers inside your jeep were there
any other who boarded the jeepney aside these 2 passengers?

FISCAL:

That was aready answered, Y our Honor, there were only 2 passengers.
COURT:

Sustain.

ATTY. BALDERAMA:

Q: From the moment, the 2 male passengers boarded the jeepney, were there any other passengers boarded
your jeepney while driving along Angeles City?

A: No more, Sir.

Q: You want to impress the Court that from the time these 2 male passengers boarded the jeepney, there were
no other passengers boarded the jeepney but only the 2 mal e passengers?

A:Yes, sir.

Q: You testified also during your direct testimony that you were present when the alleged accused poked his
gun to the driver, Israel Lacson, were according to you Israel Lacson stumbled right at your lap and you want
to impress the Hon. Court that you actually saw the incident?

A:Yes, Sir.

Q: But you did not immediately report the matter to the police, is that correct?

A: We reported it on May 19, 1992, after the incident, sir.

Q: What police precinct did you report the incident?

A: It was the policeman who came to the hospital and that was the time they took report from us, sir.

Q: So you did not go to the police to report the matter but it was the police who went to the hospital and
investigate there?

A: Yes, sir. He asked me about the 2 accused.

Q: Do you recall who was the police officer who investigated you at the hospital ?
A: No, sir.

Q That police officer went to the hospital that was on May 18, 19927

A: Yes, sir. Because they were the ones who brought the victim to the hospital.

Q: Were you able to see the police to the hospital who conducted investigation there?
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A:Yes, Sir.
Q: Did you tell him that you were there when this Israel Lacson was gundown by the 2 accused?
A: Yes, sir.

Q: Did you give any written statement to the police on May 18, 1992, after you reported that you were the eye
witness of that incident?

A: The following day, sir that was on May 19, 1992 and that was the time when | gave my statement to the
police.

Q: Did you voluntarily go to the police or did the police fetch you somewhere else in order to give your
statement?

A: | voluntarily went there, sir.
Q: Who was your companion in going there?
A: The brother of Israel Lacson, sir.

Q: By that time were you able to know that the accused were already apprehended when you gave your
statement to the police on May 19, 1992?

A:Yes, sir.
Q: How did you able to know that the accused were already apprehended?
A: The brother of Israel Lacson told me that they were aready apprehended, sir.

Q: Before that time, you have no idea about how the accused look like prior to your statement to police on May
18, 19927

A: No, sir.

Q: When you gave your statement to the police on May 19, 1992, did the police tell you that the accused were
already apprehended?

A: They weretold to go out from the cell and | was told to point the accused, sir.

Q: Who were told to go out from the cell?

A: There were five (5) persons that were told to go out from the cell, sir.

Q: What did the police officer do with those five (5) persons that were told to go out from the cell?

A: They weretold to seat there and they told me to pin point the accused among those five (5) persons, Sir.
Q: Were you able to pinpoint the accused while those five (5) persons sitting down?

A:Yes, sir.

Q: What was your basis, why you pinpointed particularly that one of the five (5) persons from that cell as one
of the culprits of that shooting incident?

A: Because they boarded the jeep that iswhy | know them, sir.
Q: But you just stated before that you no idea as to the identity of the accused?

FISCAL

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 13
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 121483. October 26, 1999

That is misleading, Y our Honor. The accused who was one of the two persons who boarded the jeep and that
the basis of the witness why he pinpointed one of them because they boarded the jeep that is why he knew
them.

COURT:

Sustained.

ATTY. BALDERAMA:

Q: And the person you pointed out to the police precinct was the accused, referring to Romano Manlapaz?
A: Yes, sir.

Q: Did you confront Romano Manlapaz, as one of the accused?

A: | just went near him and | pointed him as one of the accused, Sir.

Q: Did you not talk to accused Romano Manlapaz when you pointed him?

A: No, sir. Because | do not know him.

Q Did you hear any answer from Mr. Manlapaz whenyou pointed to him that he was the assailant in the
shooting incident?

A: None, sir. He was not telling anything.”[8]
On re-direct examination, DAYRIT also established that money was in fact taken from the moneybox:
“ATTY. CARREON to LOPEZ:

Q: You stated in your Affidavit which was marked as exhibit “A” for the Prosecution, that money from the
money box was taken by one (1) of the accused, isthat correct?

A: Yes, sir, the money.

Q: Who did you know took the money?

A: Because when they were taking the money, | heard a gunshot, sir. And he told me to get the money.
Q: On that box, were there paper bills or coins?

A: There were paper bills and coins, sir.

Q: Do you know how much money was contained in that box? Paper bills and coins?

A: | was not able to count them, sir.

Q: Meaning you do not know the amount?

A: No, sir.”[9]

DAYRIT's identification of accused-appellant Romano Manlapaz was positive and categorical. Although he did

not previously have an idea about the identity of the accused-appellant, he clearly saw the incident occur as he
was seated beside the driver, the deceased, when the accused-appellant together with his companion boarded the
jeep and poked a gun at the driver. When the driver refused to give the money, DAYRIT was pulled by the hair
away from the driver, who was later shot in the head. DAY RIT was able to pinpoint the accused-appellant from a
police line-up of five inmates, and eventually identified the latter in court. His testimony is corroborated by the
testimony of Dr. Dominic L. Aguda on the findings of the autopsy report[10] he prepared. Dr. Aguda’s testimony
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tallies with the testimony of DAYRIT that LACSON was shot from the right side of the jeep or from where
DAYRIT was seated. Dr. Aguda testified that:

“SP. COUNSEL BUAN TO DR. AGUDA ON DIRECT-EXAMINATION:

Q: Since you were the one conducted the autopsy, can you inform us the relative position of the assailant,
taking into consideration the location of the wound sustained by the victim?

A: If | am the victim, the assailant must have been at his side (Witness referring to his right side), around
forty-five (45°) degrees, pointed the gun at any horizontal line and the assailant must have been in the higher
position than the victim, Ma am.”[11]

Even if DAYRIT admitted that he was in a state of shock for ten minutes after the incident occurred, this is not
sufficient to impeach his testimony and his identification of MANLAPAZ as the perpetrator of the robbery. “It is
the most natural reaction for victims of criminal violence to ascertain the appearance of their assailants and
observe the manner in which the crime was committed.”[12] Although a shocking experience may distort the
pattern of reaction of a witness, there is no evidence to show that DAYRIT was so petrified with fear that made
him incapable of identifying the assailant. On the contrary, DAYRIT was unwavering and steadfast in his
assertions in his above-quoted testimony that MANLAPAZ was one of the assailants.

Moreover, this Court has ruled on countless occasions that the trial court isin the best position to determine facts
and to assess the credibility of witnesses as it isin a unique position to observe the witnesses deportment while
testifying which opportunity the appellate court is denied on appeal; this Court will respect the findings and
conclusions of the trial court provided that they are supported by substantial evidence on record.[13] We find no
cogent reason to disturb the trial court’s appreciation of the evidence and find no basis in the record to rule that
DAYRIT stestimony was not credible.

In addition, the appellant has failed to show any improper motive on the part of the DAYRIT to falsely impute
such a terrible crime to him. The testimony of a single witness, when credible and trustworthy, is sufficient to
convict[14] and must be given full faith and credence when no reason to falsely testify is shown.[15]

As for the conspiracy, suffice to say that a conspiracy may be deduced from the mode and manner by which the
offense was perpetrated provided that it be established by positive and conclusive evidence.[16] In the present
case, the prosecution sufficiently established the existence of the conspiracy and we quote with approval the
findings of the lower court on this point:

“Although the prosecution was not able to prove actual agreement of conspiracy, the same can be deduced
from the acts of the two (2) accused. Both accused boarded the jeepney at the same time. They poked their
guns at the victim and after shooting the victim both left the scene of the crime together. When there is
conspiracy, the act of one is the act of al. It is no longer necessary to determine the identity of the actual
person who shot the victim.”[17]

Finally, accused-appellant’s defense of denia is self-serving as it is unsubstantiated by clear and convincing
evidence; it cannot be given greater evidentiary weight over the testimony of a credible witness who testified on
affirmative matters.[18]

We come now to the imposition of the proper penalty.

The crime of robbery with homicide is a special complex crime punishable under Article 294 of the Revised Pena
Code with reclusion perpetua to death. Considering the absence of any modifying circumstance, the penalty
imposable in the present case is reclusion perpetua.[19]
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We sustain the awards for actual damages amounting to P11,500.00 for burial and funeral expenses but reduce the
amount granted for hospitalization expenses to P3,466.00. These are the amounts duly substantiated by
receipts.[20] Thisisin consonance with this Court’s ruling that it can only grant such amount for expenses, which
are duly supported by receipts.[21]

We aso affirm the award of P50,000.00 as indemnity for the loss of LACSON'’s life as this is in accord with
prevailing jurisprudence.[22]

WHEREFORE, the appeded decision of the Regional Tria Court is hereby AFFIRMED, and the
accused-appellant is found GUILTY OF ROBBERY WITH HOMICIDE and sentenced to reclusion perpetua.
Accused-appellant is further ordered to pay the heirs of the victim the following: (1) death indemnity of
P50,000.00 and (2) actual damages amounting to P11,500.00 for burial and funeral expenses and P3,466.00 for
hospitalization expenses.

SO ORDERED.

Melo, (Chairman), Vitug, Panganiban, and Purisima, JJ., concur.
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More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.
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