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CALLEJO, SR, J.:

Thisis an appeal from the Decision[1] of the Regional Trial Court, Malolos, Bulacan, Branch 21, convicting Rico
Trinidad, Rowen Sampaga and Lino Corona, of murder and sentencing them to suffer reclusion perpetua.

The Indictment

Rico Trinidad, Rowen Sampaga and Lino Corona were charged with murder in an Information, the accusatory
portion of which reads as follows:

That on or about the 25[th] day of December 1997, in the Municipality of Baliuag, province of Bulacan,
Philippines, and within the jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, the above-named accused armed with pieces
of wood and lead pipe and with intent to kill one Jaime Bautista 'y Castro, conspiring, confederating together
and mutually helping one another, did then and there willfully, unlawfully and feloniously with evident
premeditation and treachery and with abuse of superior strength, attack, assault and hit with the said pieces of
wood and lead pipe the said Jaime Bautistay Castro hitting the latter on the head and back of his body thereby
inflicting mortal wounds causing bodily injuries which directly caused the death of the said Jaime Bautistay
Castro.

Contrary to law.”[2]
All the accused were arraigned, assisted by counsel, and entered their respective pleas of not guilty.
The Case for the People

As culled by the Office of the Solicitor General, the case stemmed from the following factual backdrop —

On December 25, 1997, around 1:00 o'clock in the morning, Lucila Castillo was in her store, a beerhouse
called “Diday’s Place,” located at the Viceo compound, also called Acacia, along the DRT Highway, Pagala,

Baliuag, Bulacan, when she saw Rowen Sampaga, Lino Corona and appellant Rico Trinidad engaging in a
fistfight with Eric, a helper in Nora's beerhouse, which was adjacent to Diday’s Place. Then she saw Eric run

towards the SM Beerhouse on the other side of the highway going to the Poblacion. The three chased Eric.
Inside [the] Viceo Compound were four beerhouses owned by Marites, Jimmy, Lucila Castillo, Nora, and an
eatery called “Vangie's’. Vangi€e's eatery cum store was facing Diday’s Place. (TSN, June 17, 1998, pp. 3-6).

Lucilawent to the victim, Jaime Bautista (Jaime), who was the PRO of the beerhouse operators]'] association,
to seek his assistance. Jaime was the owner of “Sawali Beerhouse,” which was a block away from Diday’s
Place (Idem, pp. 6-7).
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When Lucila and Jaime returned to her place, appellant, Sampaga and Corona had come back and were hitting
the chairs and doors of the beerhouses. Lucila took over behind an acacia tree outside Vangi€'s eatery but she
did not notice where Jaime had gone. After a while, Jaime appeared from nowhere saying, “Awat, awat.” At
that moment, she saw Corona, who was about one and one-half arms-length away from Jaime, hit Jaime at his
back with alead pipe, followed by Sampaga and Trinidad, who were both armed with pieces of 2 x 2 wood,
also striking Jaime (TSN, July 10, 1998, pp. 10-15).

Appellant, Sampaga and Corona hit Jaime many times. When Jaime fell to the ground, Lucila saw that his head
was smashed (“sumabog”). The three immediately fled. Lucila was about two arms-length from Jaime when
she witnessed the incident. The place was illuminated with three bulbs coming from the three beerhouses
adjacent to Lucila’s beerhouse. Forthwith, she went to Jaime's beerhouse and sought the assistance of his
helpers. They brought him to the hospital but he was pronounced dead on arrival (TSN, June 17, 1998, pp.
8-13). Lucila subsequently executed a Sinumpaang Salaysay (Exhibit “A”; TSN, June 17, 1998, p. 14).

Between 1:00 and 2:00 o’ clock in the morning of December 25, 1997, PO2 Felimon Tomas, Jr., a member of
PNP Baliuag, Bulacan, received a report about the incident. He and JO1 Aguilar proceeded to the place and
conducted an investigation. They recovered two pieces of 2 x 2 wood and one lead pipe (TSN, October 21,
1998, pp. 3-5; TSN, November 6, 1998, pp. 2-4).

SPO2 Renato Santos, Investigator of the Baliuag PNP, conducted the investigation on Lucila. Earlier, on
December 25, 1997, he arrested [the] appellant near the vicinity of the incident, while he apprehended
Sampaga and Corona in Candaba, Pampanga late in the afternoon of the same day. Lucila identified the three
accused at the police station as the assailants of Jaime (TSN, November 6, 1998, pp. 2-5).

Dr. Benito Caballero, Municipal Health Officer of Bocaue, Bulacan, conducted an autopsy on the cadaver of
Jaime Bautista. He issued a Death Certificate stating the cause of death as massive external and intracranial
hemorrhage due to the lacerated wounds in the head and fractures on the occipital bone due to strong traumatic
force (Exhibit “K"). He testified that the wound at the back of the head and lacerations on the forehead could
have been caused by a hard object such as alead pipe or a piece of wood (TSN, October 9, 1998, pp. 3-8).

Josephine Bautista, daughter of Jaime, incurred a total of P75,000.00 for his funeral expenses (Exhibit “C”).
She testified that her mother had already died. She has two brothers, 15 and 14 years old, respectively. Her
father owned a beerhouse and an auto repair shop with a combined gross earning of P20,000.00 a month (TSN,
October 14, 1998, pp. 4-5).[3]

The Case for the Accused

The accused adduced evidence that the victim was killed by a certain Bobbit Bermudez. Their version of the story
is summarized by counsel of appellant Rico Trinidad which isasfollows:

The collective testimonies of the defense witnesses, on the other hand, pointed to a certain Bobbit Bermudez as
the one who killed Jaime. In a nutshell, their version is to the effect that Rowen and Lino are brothers-in-law
while Rico is their father-in-law, the latter being the live-in partner of Lino's mother. At about midnight that
evening, accused Lino had a fistfight with Eric. Eric hit Lino in the head and the former scampered away. Rowen
chased Eric, but, the latter managed to elude the pursuit. When Rowen and Lino were on their way home, Jaime
who was armed with a lead pipe, appeared and blocked Rowen's way. Accused Rico, on the other hand, was
nowhere in the vicinity while these things were going on. Suddenly, a certain Bobbit appeared from behind Jaime
and repeatedly hit the latter at the back of his head. When Jaime fell unconscious on the ground, Rowen and Lino
immediately left the place for fear of being implicated. Bobbit is nowhere to be found. (TSN, November 18, 1998,
pp. 1-23; TSN, December 7, 1998, pp. 1-23; TSN, December 9, 1999, pp. 1-10; TSN, December 11, 1998, pp.
1-15; TSN, January 13, 1999, pp. 1-14; TSN, January 20, 1999, pp. 1-21; TSN, February 1, 1999, pp. 1-5)

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 8
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 139823. March 12, 2004

Elnora Gamba, beerhouse owner, testified that it was impossible for prosecution witness Diday Castillo to have
witnessed the incident because the latter was not at the scene of the crime and arrived only after the event.
Diday was paid by the relatives of Jaime to testify against the accused. (TSN, March 15, 1999, pp. 1-8; TSN,
April 7,1999, pp. 1-15)

Joel Angelo testified that Lucila Castillo never entered Vangie's store. He could not have opened the door for her
considering that he was sleeping at that time. He never noticed the presence of Diday inside the store. At past
midnight, he saw the three accused banging the door and walls of the beerhouse but they went home when they
had enough of it. (TSN, April 28, 1999, pp. 1-14).[4]

The prosecution presented Lucila Castillo on rebuttal. The Office of the Solicitor General summarized her
testimony, thus:

... She testified that at the time of the incident Bermudez had already left the place (TSN, April 21, 1999, pp.
3-4). Lucila belied the testimony of Evangeline Angelo that she was not able to enter her store because it was
aready closed. Lucila averred that when she knocked, it was Joel Angelo who opened the door and that when
she entered the store, Jaime was not dead yet. She went out of the store to prevent the three accused from
destroying the beerhouses especially since a new videoke was just delivered to Jimmy’s beerhouse (Idem, pp.
4-6). Lucila disputed the testimony of Elnora Gamba that she overheard a relative of Jaime telling Lucila to
testify even if she did not witness the incident. Nobody had told her to testify. In fact, the statement she
executed with the police regarding the injuries sustained by Jaime tallied with the autopsy report of Dr.
Caballero. Lucila denied the claim of appellant that she got mad at him because he closed the artesian well
where she drew water. She explained that she was not affected by the closure because she does not live in that
place (Ibid., pp. 6-7).[5]

On May 19, 1999, the trial court rendered judgment convicting all the accused of the crime charged. The decreta
portion of the decision reads:

WHEREFORE, al premises considered, this Court hereby resolves that the prosecution has successfully
undertaken its burden to establish the guilt of all the three accused under Section 2, Rule 177 of the 1987
Constitution. Accordingly, Rowen Sampaga alias “Weng”, Lino Corona alias “Jun” and Rico Trinidad alias
“Pards’ are al and equally found GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt, of the crime of Murder defined and
penalized under Article 248 of the Revised Pena Code, as amended by Republic Act No. 7659. Pursuant
thereto and in the absence of circumstances that could aggravate the penalty, all three accused are hereby
sentenced to suffer the penalty of Reclusion Perpetua together with its accessory penalties.

On their civil liability, the said accused are ordered jointly and severally to indemnify the Heirs of Jaime
Bautista, the sum of P50,000.00 for his death, to pay the sum of P100,000.00 in moral damages; the amount of
P500,000.00 in loss of earning capacity, and further sum of P75,000.00 in actual/compensatory damages.

With costs against the accused.

SO ORDERED.[6]

All the accused appedled the decision. However, the appellants Rowen Sampaga and Lino Corona prayed to the
Court that they be allowed to withdraw their appeal. The Court granted the motion in its Resolution dated
February 20, 2002 and the appeal was dismissed with respect to Rowen Sampaga and Lino Corona. Thus, the
decision of the Court pertains only to the appeal of appellant Rico Trinidad.

In his Brief before the Court, appellant Rico Trinidad avers that:
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THE TRIAL COURT GRAVELY ERRED IN GIVING CREDENCE TO THE UNCORROBORATED AND
INCONSISTENT TESTIMONY OF PROSECUTION WITNESS LUCILA CASTILLO.

THE TRIAL COURT GRAVELY ERRED IN CONVICTING ACCUSED-APPELLANT DESPITE
FAILURE OF THE PROSECUTION TO PROVE HIS GUILT BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT.[7]

The appellant asserts that Castillo’s testimony is unreliable. Castillo testified that when she entered the Vangie's
Store, Joel Angelo opened the door; this was belied by Angelo himself. Furthermore, Castillo contradicted her
testimony on the prosecution’s presentation of its evidence-in-chief that she fetched Jaime Bautista at the Sawali
Beerhouse, by testifying on rebuttal that it was Mommy Tess who did so. Also, the prosecution inexplicably failed
to present immy to corroborate Castillo’ s testimony that he was in the Vangi€' s Store when she entered. Finally,
the testimony of defense witness Elnora M. Gamba, that she saw Castillo near the Sawali Beerhouse at the time
the victim was killed, belied Castillo’s claim that she witnessed the killing.

The appeal has no merit.

By denying any involvement in the killing, notwithstanding the testimony of Castillo and the other evidence of the
prosecution, the appellant thereby assails the credibility of Castillo, that of her testimony and its probative weight.
However, the assailed decision shows that the trial court found Castillo’s testimony clear and straightforward and
deserving of full probative weight, especially since it was corroborated by the physical evidence:

... To begin with, Lucila gave an eyewitness account indicting the accused Lino as the first one who hit Jaime
at the back of the head with a lead pipe. Lino was followed by his co-accused Rowen and Rico who also hit
him from behind each using a piece of wood.

Her testimony was corroborated by the physical evidence of the bloodied lead pipe (Exhibit “H") with strands
of hair still attached thereon and the two 2” x 2" used lumber (Exhibits“F” and “G”) that were recovered from
the crime scene. Also, medico-legal evidence shows that the injuries sustained by the deceased, particularly the
fracture on the occipital bone on the head and the lacerated wound on the left frontal forehead, were caused by
traumatic force such as hitting the head with alead pipe or wood.

Lucila testified in a very clear, convincing and straightforward manner, leaving no doubt on the truthfulness
and veracity of her testimony. Her opportunity to be able to see and witness what was done by the three
accused upon the victim Jaime Bautista, was duly established. For it appears that she was by an “acacia’ tree
when the incident in question occurred in front of the beerhouses (Exhibit “1”) and the place was well-lighted
from lights of the establishments as indeed there was at least a 60-watt lamp in her own beerhouse.

Moreover, the defense failed to adduce evidence that would convince the court of bias and ill-motive on the
part of Lucilato testify against the three accused. Firstly, on the alleged absence of Lucila from the scene of
the incident, defense witness Elnora admitted that after midnight she had aready gone home, and could not be
in a position to tell whether or not Lucila was at Tarcan between 1:00 to 2:00 A.M. Secondly, when Elnora
claimed to have heard from Jaime’s relatives that Lucilais a paid witness, such does not sit well to this Court
because of the hearsay nature of the said testimony. Moreover, Lucila explained that she was not adversely
affected when Rico precluded her from using an artesian well. Clearly then, the defense failed to attribute a
valid ill-motive on why Lucila would do the accused harm in her testimony, unless what she testified is the
truth. As regards the other witness Joel, he said that he had been sleeping most of the time that evening.

To conclude, even as it was a lone testimony and despite some discrepancy which were of minor consequence,
the Court isimpressed with Lucila s version that it is the three accused who had attacked and killed the victim
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herein. In other words, moral certainty on the accused’ s culpability was established thereby.[8]

The legal aphorism is that the findings of facts of the trial court, its conclusions based on its findings, its
assessment of the credibility of witnesses and their testimonies and the probative weight thereof, are accorded by
the appellate court high respect if not conclusive effect, unless the trial court ignored, misconstrued or
misinterpreted facts and circumstances of substance, which if considered, would alter the outcome of the case.
However, we have reviewed the records and we find no justification for a deviation of the findings and
conclusions of the trial court and its assessment of the testimony of the witnesses.

The trial court cannot be faulted for believing the positive testimony of Castillo, that she saw Joel when she
opened the door to Vangie's Store, and, on the other hand, disbelieving the negative testimony of Joel that
Castillo did not enter the store, especially since Castillo is a credible witness.[9] Furthermore, it was no longer
necessary for the prosecution to still present Jimmy to corroborate the testimony of Castillo. Indeed, the accused
may be convicted on the basis of the testimony of a single witness, aslong asit is positive and credible.[10] Anent
her seemingly conflicting testimonies as to whom she sought help, Castillo clarified the matter on cross
examination:

ATTY. SINENENG:

Q

Will you please reaffirm the fact that you fetched Jaime Bautista from [the] Sawali Beerhouse?
A

Yes, Sir.
Q

Madam Witness, according to this transcript of the stenographic notes of February 11, 1999 during the ocular
inspection, page 4, the answer to the question propounded by the Fiscal, “Did you not say that you went to Jaime
to ask his assistance?’ and your answer is, “Mommy Tess was the one who sought the assistance of Jaime,” how
will you reconcile this?

A
Mommy Tess proceeded to the municipal building, whereas, myself and Kuya Jimmy went to the place of Jaime,
Sir.

Q

When you were asked that question, we were only talking to the incident prior to the killing of Jaime Bautista,
how would you say that Mommy Tess sought the assistance of the police?

A
There was already atrouble, sir.[11]
The appellant’s aibi is even belied not only by Castillo but also by one of his own witnesses, Joel Angelo. As
noted by the Office of the Solicitor General:
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Appellant denied participation in the killing of Jaime Bautista. He claims [that] he was with his wife when he
saw Bobbit Bermudez beating Jaime. But according to appellant, his house was merely thirty meters away
from the scene of the crime (TSN, January 20, 1999, p.10). Thus, it is not physically impossible for appellant
to be at the locus criminis at the time of the incident (People v. Paraiso, 349 SCRA 335, 350-351 [2001]).
Moreover, given the positive identification of appellant by Lucila Castillo and the testimony of defense
witness, Joel Angelo, that appellant was with Sampaga and Corona when they were hitting the windows and
doors of the beerhouses at past midnight of December 25, 1997 (TSN, April 28, 1999, pp. 9-10), his defense of
alibi must fail.[12]

In sum, the tria court did not err in convicting the appellant of murder qualified by treachery.
On the civil liabilities of the appellant, the decision must be modified accordingly.

The award of P100,000.00 as moral damages to the heirs of the victim should be reduced to P50,000.00 to
conform to current jurisprudence.[13]

The award of P500,000.00 to the heirs of the victim for the latter’s unearned income is barren of factual basis.
The prosecution was mandated to adduce documentary evidence to prove the same. The bare testimony of
Josephine Bautista is not sufficient basis for the award. Compensation for lost income is in the nature of damages,
and requires adequate proof thereof. For loss of income due to death, there must be unbiased proof of the
deceased’ s average income as well as proof of average expenses. The award for lost income refers to the net
income of the deceased; that is, the total income |less average expenses. No proof of the victim’'s average expenses
were adduced in evidence; as such, there can be no reliable estimate of lost earnings.[14] Indeed, the award of the
trial court was based merely on speculation and surmises.[15]

Finally, the appellant isliable for exemplary damages in the amount of P25,000.00.[16]

IN LIGHT OF ALL THE FOREGOING, the assailed decision is AFFIRMED with MODIFICATION. The
appellant is guilty beyond reasonable doubt of Murder and is sentenced to suffer the penalty of Reclusion
Perpetua. He is ORDERED to pay the heirs of the victim, Jaime Bautista the amount of P50,000.00 as civil
indemnity; the reduced amount of P50,000.00 as moral damages; P75,000.00 as actual damages; and P25,000.00
as exemplary damages. The award of P500,000.00 as unearned income is del eted.

SO ORDERED.
Quisumbing, (Acting Chairman), AustriaMartinez, and Tinga, JJ., concur.

Puno, (Chairman), J., on leave.
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