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Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari' filed by

petitioner Janito M. Sedenio (Sedenio) assailing the Court of Appeals (CA)
Decision® and Resolution,® where the CA affirmed the Regional Trial Court
{RTC) Decision* and found Sedenio guilty beyond reasonable doubt of
violating Section 5(h)(5) of Republic Act No. 9262 or the Anti-Violence
Against Women and Their Children Act of 2004,

in line with Amended Administrative Circular No. 3-20135, as mandated by Republic Act No. 92625 the
name of the private offended party, along with all other personal circumstances that may tend o establish

- their identity, are made confldential to protect their privacy and dignity.

Rollo, pp. 4-16.

Fd at 49-64, The May 17, 2023 Decision in CA-G.R. CR No. 04105 was penned by Associate Justice
Marilyn B. Lagura-Yap and concurred in by Asscciate Justices Jacinto G. Fajardo, Jr. and Rogelio G.
Largo of the Nineteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Cebu City. “

Id. at 19-24. The July 15, 2024 Resolution in CA-G.R. CR No. 04105 was penned by Assooiate Justice
Marilyn RB. Lagura-Yap and concurred in by Associate Justices Jacinto (i. Fafardo, Ir. and Rogelio G.
Largo of the Nineteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Cehu City, [ . .
ld. at47-46. The February 11, 2022 Decision in Criminal Case No¢. 1873 was penned by Presiding fudge
Christine M. Tabasuares-Aba of Branch 43, Reglonal Trial Court, (e
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D;eclsmn 2
The Antecedents

: Sedenio was charged with a violation of Section 5(h)(5) of Republic
Act No. 9262 in an Information, the accusatory portion of which reads:

That sometime during the period from February to August all of
2012, at Barangay Bic-os, Amlan, Negros Oriental, Philippines, and within
the jurisdiction of the Honorable Court, accused did, then and there,
willfullyl.] unlawfully[,] and feloniously engage in purposeful, knowing][,]
and reckless conduct, [through personally] threatening and derogative text
messages, that alarmed and caused substantial emotional or psychological
distress to [AAA], with whom accused has a dating relationship, to the
damage and prejudice of said [AAA].

CONTRARY TOLAW?

ﬁ Upon arraignment, Sedenio pleaded not guilty. Thereafter, trial on the
ments ensued.®
1 According to the evidence for the prosecution, Sedenio and AAA met
1n Au gust 20(}9 WhenAM was inspecting her residential unit in

i Roeor), SR, Negoros Occidental, where Sedenio was a
?ro; ect Engmeer Sedema ask;ed for AAA’s phone number, and after a series
of tex“i messages, they became ciose friends. They would often make their way
i together, where Sedenio was working on a project and
Where AAA W(}rked for a lending institution. Eventually, they agreed to be in
la relationship. Sedenio told AAA that he had already separated from his wife.
Meanwhile, AAA was in a relationship with another man that she had met in

[Mamia.

In January 2010, AAA moved to her unit in —

‘where Sedenio freque.aﬂy visited her. They agreed that Sedenio would be the

‘one to pay for the amortization of the unit. Soon after, in March 2010, Sedenio

‘began planting sugarcane on a parcel of land with an area of approximately
4.5 hectares. AAA managed the sugarcane plantation and contributed money
‘thereto using money entrusted to her by the lending institution. However,
.problems later arose when her employer noticed that she had failed to furn
_over a significant amount of money.?

4 In January or February 2011, the sugarcane was harvested. However,
. AAA realized that she received no part of the proceeds thereof. AAA later
" learned that Sedenio did not want her to participate in the harvest due to his

Id at 4950,
4 at 50.
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wife’s participation therein. It was at this point that their relationship began to
turm sour. s

1

1 In April 2011, AAA told Sedenio about her relationship with another
man named YYY. She showed Sedenio pictures of her and YYY and claimed
that they had gotien married in 2 Muslim ceremony. While Sedenio eventually
managed to come to terms with the relationship, he grew jealous upon seeing
that YY'Y was staying in AAA’s home. Sedenio then sent AAA a threatening

f.j{iext message, stating: “Dauban na nako ang tanan gamit ni {YYY] ug dili na--

nimo haw-ason sa imong balay ug dili ka pakita nako,” which translates to, “I
will burn all of [YYY]’s belonging;s if you do not remove them from your
house and if you refuse to see me in person.”” AAA caused the jncident to be
ecorded at the | Police Station.!?

i
? On July 18, 2012, AAA went to the police station to report another text
message sent to her by Sedenio, where he threatened to humiliate AAA before
her creditors, called her “ligated,” and told her that her husband left her and
had custody of their children because she was irresponsible and of ill-repute.!!
|

| A mere two days later, on July 20, 2012, Sedenio sent AAA another
threaiening text message, stating: “Kung ayaw mo akung kausapin mgbayad
ka lang sa 20K na imo ghulam pra hospital ni [KKK] k kng edeadma mu yan
cge mag antay ka kung anung gawin ko kasama na mama mung consentidor,”
which trapslates to, “If you do not want to talk io me, just pay the

{PHP 20,000.00] that you borrowed for the hospitalization of [KKK]. If you

‘will ignore me, just wait for what I will do. I Wﬂl include your consenting
'm{}ther »12

5 On July 23, 2012, Sedenio sent AAA another text message, stating
“Dako ka nadispalko sa lending tungod sa imong lalaki k gapato o ka
smayaman,” which translates to, “You embezzled a large amount of money in
the lending company because of your guy who made you believe that he is
rich.”t?

On August 2, 2012, AAA recelved another text message from Sedenio,
'stating: “Unsa storva [YYY] mmu 13 iva anak kaya nia tostosan yan na
- ginhawa ang buhay may pa ug dili cia mangawat sa barko di na pla ra gud
iya sahod bantog rah cge ra ingon pagpakatatag ka hon wlay datong aw
l babaye man pod muy bahala k maya man gd gatog an cia patoga may man

kf} k du}za rah ako anak ge owat rpud ka otin ra pohoran k solve and libog .

pmu,” which translates to, “What did [YYY] tell you? That he has [13]
- children and he can support all of them and give them a comfortable life? If

N 7 A
W Id at 51, 85,
B 74 at 31.
¢ 2 Jd et 5182,
C B 14 at 53,
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he did not steal from the ship he could not do so because he makes a meager
income. That is why he keeps telling you to be strong. Even if he has no
moneyl,] the girl will take charge of everything. Good for me, I only have two
children. He deceived you. His only contribution is his penis and you are
already satisfied.”"*

On August 13, 2012, Sedemo forcibly entered AAA’s house using a
kltchen knife, staying there until the police arrived. Despite catching Sedenio
in AAA’s home the police officers did not do anything—even letting Sedenio
leave before they did. Nonetheless, AAA knew that Sedenio used a knife to
enter because she saw the kmfe on her couch. AAA later brought the knife to

E:he police station.!*
]

After the incident, Sedenio sent AAA several mocking text messages.'? -

; First, Sedenio said, Napmasan ko haka ikaw ra gapaka ulaw sa imong
pkargwo hahaha pgkalooy,” which translates to, “Was I handcuffed? Haha.
You just humiliated yourself.”"?

Second, he messaged, “Daghan u rocket mga lake sa nabalan noon ka
sa SR Police Stn hahaha ako napod pa blaffer sa B /kda] txt nag
patyz}?z k ni [}’YX}’ mabulgar nah jud nah sa taan u rocket hahaha,” which
translates to, olice Station knows about you. It is my turn to cause a
police blotter in | because I have a text message saying [YYY] will kill
me. Everyone will know about your racket.”'8

:
!

‘ Third, Sedenio stated “Ayaw palabe salig nga zmlcz mu sa [ k
basin maulawan ka nya mao u plano posasan k hahaha gpicturan nako tanan
b album n [YYY]. Epadala ko ni [GGG] sa Aboitiz tan awon nako kto u b
o R tubagon nko 2k d a ko daghan picture Nmyo i [YYY] butol &
imo isulod ug bulsa nasayop ka k bright pako nimu usa pa moulaw ko lalake
hahahaha,” which translates to, “Do not be too_complacent that you are
known in CRERES. Maybe vou will be embarrassed. Was that your plan to have
me handcuffed? Hahaha. 1 took a picture of all your albums with [YYY]. I
'will [send] them to [GGG] in Aboitiz. I will look at your blotter in n I
W’Eﬂ answer it. You are dumb. You tried to make a fool out of me. You made

'a mistake because I am smarter than you. Hahahaha.”"?

i

l

Fourth, he texted, “Ugma adon nako [RRR] sa coop maoc nman ni u
'tovo tanan tan awon vte knsa sikat hahaha,” which translates to, “Tomorrow,

® o rd
15 }’a?
6 rg

R 7 4
v Id, at 52-53.
¥ 1 ats3.
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I will go to {RRR] in the cooperative. That is What you want. Let us see Who
will become famous. Hahaha. 220

i

: Fifth, Sedenio said, “dron jud mdame pa blotter npd tha n [VVV] na a
kéz panty dri ug picture nako gahukas ka gadulog ta: pakxfa na sa barangay .
B8 ranan aron naa ebedencia [VVV],” which translates to, “To make it better,
1 will also tell [VVV] to enter in the police blotfer that you have your
uéndez‘wear here and show a picture of you and me in bed wearing no clothes.
Show it to everyone in so that [VVV] will have evidence.”?!

H
i

é Finally, he messaged, “Krr happy nha sa imong gebuhat pero wala ka
molampas k wala man ko maposas gapakaulaw rka pag ingon nmo nya wala
ka makapahimulos nako tan awa ra unsa k ka butol ga sis patong usang pulis
?zko pag una ra og gawas sir k wala me labot ana u problema lakiod pagka
sgorycz ni angal and usang lalake k napud laen lake gpakaulaw vka sa inyong
pamilya labe na ni [DDD] kapita [ra] sa an u brgy cge lang. Kuhaan nko
s‘zafemenf and pulis na ko kaila ato nga mubayad ka aghan cla nkadung{;;g

nka ikaw ra gabobo ug tubig sa imong ulo,” %&hk’h translates tz} “Are you
happy with what you did? You did not succeed because I was not handcuffed.
You were just humiliating yourself when you told them and you were not able
to take advantage of me. Look how dumb you are. The police even told me to
go ahead because they do not have any involvement in this problem. To be
honest, one of the men objected because there was another guy. You are just
embarrassing your family, especially [DDD], who is the barangay captain in
your barangay. Do not worry, I will take the statement of the police officer
who heard you say that you are going to pay. Many of them heard you. Do not
éct clean. [t would be better if you would go afier [YYY] in and live
there because nobody knows you there. In m, everyone already knows
about you. You poured water on your own head.”??

As a result of Sedenio’s text messages, AAA experienced mental
anguish, sleepless nights for around six months, and a besmirched reputati
She could also no longer look her neaghbcfs n the eyes beca‘e&sa she
Wemed that they were laughing at her.” o ‘

H

i On the part of the defense, Sedenio claimed that he met AAA in a
subdivision in SBMERE, where he was a contractor and she acquired a residential
unit. Sedenio admztted that for around two years, he used to fetch AAA on his
'way to work in B and drop her off at home. During this time, th@y
entered into a secret reiatlcﬁ ship despite bemg married to other people.**

0 g

Zi .

322 id. at 3334,
P fd at 54

¥ 1d, ar 54-35.
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‘ During their two-year relationship, when AAA could not afford to pay
’the estimated PHP 7,000.00 monthly amortization on her residential unit in

, Sedenio would pay it for her. During the times that AAA was able to
£ 25

rals around PHP 3,000.00, Sedenio pazd the remaining amoun

In their first year mgethe; Sedenio and AAA were in a loving
relatlonship However, when Sedenio moved to lloilo for work for three
months, he was told by his men in S that AAA was seeing YYY, atiothet
married man. This angered Sedenio and made him depressed, causing him to
send “bad” fext messages 10 AAA three times. According to Sedenio, he was
the one paying for the amortization of the house, but-another man was sleeping
m it. Further, he was drunk when he sent AAA the fext messages.”

ﬁ

.

The Ruling of the RTC

| In its Decision,?” the RTC found Sedenio guilty bevond reasonable
doubt of violating Section 5(h)(5) of Repubhc Act No. 9262. The dispositive
pomon of the Decision reads:
WHFEREFORE, zccused [SEDENIO] is found GUILTY beyvond
reasonable doubt of violating Section 5(h){5) of [Republic Act] No. 9262,
otherwise known as the “Anti-Violences against Women and Their Children
i Act of 2004.” Accused Sedenio is hereby sentenced to an indeterminate
prison term -of [six] months and [one] day of pision correccional, as™
nminimum, to [eight] years and [one] day of prfsz‘oﬁ: mayor, as maximum,
and to pay a FINE in the amount of [PHP 100,000.00]. Also, he [is] directed

- to undergo mandatory psychological couﬁselmg or psye?namc treatment
and shall report compliance to this Court.

As to the civil aspect of this case, accused Sedenio is directed to pay
private complainant [AAA] the amount of [PHP 3,000.00] by way of moral
damages.

SO ORDERED.?

Aggrieved, Sedenio appealed before the CA, arguing in his Brief* that:
'(1) the prosecution failed to prove that the text messages he sent caused mental
anguish to AAA, there being no psychological or medical report submitted to
prove such condition. The claim of mental anguish should not be given
icredence in the absence of evidence to suppe}rt the same; (2) the acts of
'violence purportedly committed by Sedenio are based on the text messages
'sent by him to AAA. While excerpts of such messages were handwritten and

¥ Jd at 35,
#® 4
T I ar 4248,

128 14 at 4546
®  petitioner did not attach a copy of the same to the Petition. Tt is likewise not attached to the rollo.
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ﬁfarked as exhibits for the prosecution, the actual contents of the text messages
friom the cellular phone involved have not been presented in court or identified
by witnesses. Although on cross-examination, Sedenio admitted to sending
text messages to AAA while he was druok, he made no mention of the
contents thereof. Thus, there is no basis for his conviction; and (3) the fact
that Sedenio admitted to having sent text messages to AAA without
verbalmng the contents of such messages is not an admission that he sent the
messages claimed by AAA.%

: In their Brief,;*! the People, through the Office of the Solicitor General
(OSG), countered that: (1) all elements of a violation of Section 5(h)(5) of
Repub}ic Act No. 9262 are present in the instant case. The first two elements
of the crime were admitted by Sedenio during trial. From his own testimony,
11,: was established that the victim had a sexual or dating relationship with
AAA. The same only ended when AAA found another man and left Sedenio. -
Out of hurt and disappointment, he willfully and intentionally sent text
messages to AAA, which caused the latter emotional and psychological
distress; (2) Sedenio’s testimony constitutes a judicial admission, which may
be contradicted only through a showing that it was made through palpable
mistake or that no such admission was made. Here, neither situation applies;
(:3) Sedenio’s argument that the acts constituting violence or harassment were
not proven because the alleged text messages he sent were not properly
duthenticated is not meritorious, he having judicially ddmitted to sending
humiliating and threatening text messages to AAA. Hence, the text messages
need not be presented as proof that he harassed AAA. After all, it is the act of
sandmg text messages purposely meant to humiliate, harass, and demean the
Vzctlm that is being punished by law; and (4) AAA identified the hurtful and
hamssmg text messages sent to her by Sedenio. Upon clarification from the
court, she also testified as to which text messages caused her emotional and
psychological distress. The fact that she suffered emotional and psychological
distress was shown through her clear, candid, and unequwocal tesﬁmony that
she expen&nced mental and emotional anguish, humiliation, and sleepless
nights for six months. She could not even look at her neighbors because in her
mmd they were all laughmg at her. Hence, the tnal court s ruling was based
en sclid evidence.??

The Ruling of the CA

In its Decision,” the CA denied the appeal and affirmed the ruling of
the trial court. The dispositive portion of the Decision reads:

%0 Rolio, pp. 57-58.
31 patitioner did not attach a copy of the same to the Petition. It is likewise not attached to the roilo.

2 Rollp, pp. 58-59.
P Id a1 49-64.
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| WHERFEFORE, premises considered, the appeal is DENIED. The

}}ecxswn dated February 11, 2022 of the Regional Trial Court, Branch 43
gene, N ecros Oriental in Criminal Case No. 1873 is AFFIRMED.

~ Accused-appellant is DIRECTED 1o report! his compliance [with] ™
% the mandatory psychological counseling or psychiatric treatment to the
court of origin within [15] days after the completion [of the same].

S e

SO ORDERFED.*

i Hence, the present Petition for Review on Certiorari,’* where petitioner
argues that: (1) under Rule 11, Section 2 of the Rules on Electronic Fvidence,
aiI ephemeral electronic ev1dence such as text messages, need to be presented
t@ the court to be identified and authenticated by the person to testify on the
ag::curacy thereof} (2) pursuant to jurisprudence, text messages need to be
proved by the testimony of a person who was a party to the conversation or
has personal knowledge of the same; (3) the prosecution failed to prove that
the alleged text messages were sent with the intent to harass AAA; (4) the lack
of context on the part of the prosecution, specifically the responses that were
most probably made by AAA, negates the allegation that the text messages of
peﬁtioner were made with the intent to harass. AAA may have provoked
pe&tzoner to send the said text messages; (5) the absence in the Information®
@f the fact that petitioner and AA A were no longer in a relationship at the time
the Information was filed was violative of petitioners right as an accused to
be informed of the nature and cause of his accusation; (6) a paramour’s tears
during trial cannot be considered as substantial emotional or psychological
distress; and (7} that the testimony of the complainant 1s the only requirement
to establish mental or emotional anguish is contrary to justice, faimess, and
equity to the accused in cases within the ambit of Republic Act No, 9262.
Further evidence should be required, such as testimonies of witnesses who
may have personally witnessed the effect of harassment towards the
compimn&nﬁ or a verification of mental or emotional anguish by a
psychoiogical expert.

The Issue

The issue before the Court is whether the CA'erred in finding petitioner
guilty beyond reasonable doubt of violating Section 5(h)(5) of Republic Act
No. 9262.

The Court’s Ruling

The Petition is denied.

34 id at 63,
¥ Jd at4-16.

38 Sae id at 49-30.
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At the onset, We note that.the Petition fails to comply with several
rfequiwments under the Rules of Court.

First, proof of service to the court of origin was not attached to the
}“{’etmen The Rules of Court require that a petition for review be accompanied
by proof of service on the adverse party as well as the lower court concerned.’?
Failure to comply with this requirement is a sufficient ground for the dismissal
of the Petition.*® Here, while petitioner attached the proof of service on the
adverse party through the OSG, he failed to attach the proof of servme on the
C Al 39

]

Second, the Petition contains an mcomple‘te statement of material dates.

’I‘he Rules of Court provide that a petition for review must indicate the
fzaatemai dates showing when the notice of the judgment, final order, or
rewinﬂozz subject of the petition was received; when a motion for new trial or
reconsideration was filed; and when notice of the demial thereof was
received.”’ Noncompliance with the foregoing requirement is sufficient
ground for the dismissal of the Petition.*! In the instant case, while We note
that the assailed CA Decision®? and the Motion for Reconsideration® filed
before the CA were attached to the Petition, petitioner nonetheless failed to
indicate the dates when the notice of the assailed judgment was received and
when the motion for reconsideration was filed.*

|
In any case, upon a judicious review of the records, We find no

reversible error which would warrant the Court’s exermse of its discretionary
anpellate jurisdiction.

}?qe subject text messages were sufficiently proven

]
]

Under the Rules on Electronic Evidence, text messages shall be proven
by the testimony of a person who was a party to the same or has personal
knowledge thereof.”

In the instant case, AAA, who was a party to the subject text messages
‘and has personal knowledge of the same—she being the intended recipient——
sufficiently proved such text messages through her testimony. AAA clearly
relayed how, after things turned sour in her relationship with petitioner, he
‘began texting her such threatening and derogative messages.

27 RULES OF COURT, Rule 45, sec. 3. : : Y . e
¥ RULES OF COURT, Rule 45, sec. 5. ‘

¥ Rollo, pp. 16, 66,

' RULES OF COURT, Rule 45, sec. 4,

4 RuLes oF CourT, Rule 45, sec. 5.

4 Relle, pp. 49-64.

8 I at 2641

¥ Id at s, _

"4 RuLEs 0N ELECTROC EVIDENCE, Rule 171, sec. 2 in relation to Rule 2, sec. 1(k).
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; In fact, on cross-eXxamination, petitioner himself admitted that the
mobﬂe number used to send AAA the subject text messages was his own
n‘;zmber, and that he sent such “humiliating [and] threatening words”* to AAA
because he felt hurt and was often drunk when texting her.” As admitted by
petitioner before the trial court:

Q: And during the span of [one] year, your relationship with the private
| complainant was a very ramantic relationship, is that correct?

A: Yes, Attorney.

i

F Q: And the romantic relationship ended when this certain {YYY] entered in the
1

g scene.
|

A: Yes, Attomey. _

| Q: And because of that situation Mr. Witniess, and in fact you admitted a while ago
i that You were mad when this certain {YYY] entered m the life of the pnvate " v
commpiainant. :

_ Al Yes, Attorney.
Q: And since you were mad, is it correct to say My, Witness that you resulted to
fexting the private complainunt, humilioting [and] threatening words that really
affected the psychological and emorional condition of the private complainant?
F Az At that fime Attorney, I am drunk, ves Attorney.
Q: Now there are several instances when these text messages were sent by you to
i the private complainant. Are vou {rying to say Mr. Witness that in all of these
instances, you were drnumk?

i Atty. Amante: The witness testified already that[.]

; Court: Let him clarify, There were several text messages(,] Mr. Witness. The
f guestion is, in all those text messages, you were drunk when you sent them?

A Not all the time Attorney, but [ ﬁef frurt érromey that’s why [ can do rkaz‘ kmd
of text Attorney, L , .

Q: 8o, Mr. Wzmess are you admitting before this Ha&am&le Court that this phone
f nunther R is your phone number?

[

A: Yes, before Attorney that is my number.*® (Emphasis su;iplied}

5 ! Clearly, the subject text messages were sufficiently proven. Petitioner
cannot now go back on his judicial admission, there being no showing that
such admission was made mrougb palpable mistake or that the imputed
&dﬂllssl()n was not, in fact, made,®® -

4 Rollo, p. 43.

41,

8 I, at 44-45.

# Spe RULES OF COURT, Rule 129, szc. 4. ~ - o
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The information need not state that petitioner
and AAA were no longer in a relationship
at the time of filing of the same

i
%

violence against women through harassment are: (1) the offender has or had
a sexual or dating relationship with the offended Weman (2) the offender, by
themqelves or through another, commits an act or series of acts of harassment
agalﬁst the woman; and (3) the harassment causes her alarm or substantial
emomonal or psychological distress.”

! In other words, one element of violence against women through
harassment 18 either a present or past sexual or dating relationship with the
offended wornan. Thus, as long as at the time the alleged crime was
committed, the offender and the offended woman either were or used to be in

5;1 sexual or dating relationship, the foregoing element is present.

H

§ Here, the Information®' clearly stated that at the time of the commission
of the crime, petitioner and AAA were in a dating relationship, and that

petitioner personally sent threatening and derogative text messages to the

1a1:terg causing her alarm and substantial emotional or psychological distress.
Hence, contrary to petitioner’s claims, he was sufficiently informed of the
nature and cause of the accusation against him. Whether he and AAA were
?till in 2 dating relationship at the time the Information was filed is immaterial.

gpetitiorzear is guilty of violating Section S(h)(5)
'@f Republic Act No. 9262

; Section 5(h)(5) of Republic Act No. 9262 provides one of the ways by
‘which violence against women may be committed, to wit:

Section 5. Acts of Vielence Agamst Women and Their Children. — The
crime of violence against women and their children is coramitted through
any of the following acts: :

; - (k) Engaging in purposeful, knowing, or reckless conduct,
: personally or through another, that alarms or causes
i substantial emotional or psychological distress to the woman
f or her child. This shali include, but not be [imited to, the
1 following acts:

I Ang v. Court of Appeals, 632 Phil, 609, 619 (2010) [Per I. Abad, Second Division]. (Emphasis supplied)
31 Rollo, pp. 49-50.

Pursuant to Section 5(h)(5) of'Repubﬁc Actilg\lo 9262, the elements of
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(5 E;rzgg:zgmg in any form of harassment or
: violence[.]*:

. Thus, as discussed, the elements of violence against women through
harassment are: (1) the offender has or had a sexual or dating relationship with
the offended woman; (2) the offender, by themselves or through another,
commits an act or series of acts of harassment against the woman; and (3) the
hi*irassme:ﬁt causes her alarm or substantial emotional or psychological
distress.™

E As applied to the present case, first, it is undisputed that petitioner and
AAA were in a sexual or dating relationship. As noted by the CA, both
petltzener and AAA testified that they were in a clandestine r@mantlc
r&latlcnshlp for about two years despite being married to other people.*

Second, as previously discussed, the prosecution sufficiently established

- through AAA’s testimony—as well as petitioner’s judicial admission—that

ﬁe}titi(mer sent AAA multiple text messages constituting harassment from
atrouné July to August 2012. As stated by petitioner before the trial court, he
sent AAA such “humiliating [and] threatening words™ because he felt hurt
by the fact that she was living with another man and he was often drunk when
texting her. ’ As aptly added by the CA: -

It should be stressed that what is penalized under the law is the act of
engaging in purposeful, knowing, or reckless conduct that alarms or causes
substantial emotional or psychological distress to 2 woman or her child. In
other words, what constitutes the crime is the commission of acts that cause

i psychological barm to a woman or her child. Here, accused-appellant™
admitted to sending text messages designed to produce mental anguish to
private complainant. . . . What is material is that accused-appellant, by his
admission of authorship, knowingly and purposefully sent text messages
that hara;;sed private complainant, causing her psychological or emotional
distress.”

i
i 1

E | Finally, as to the third element, We agree with the finding that the

-harassment inflicted upon AAA by petitioner caused her alarm or substantial

;Emoti(}nai or psychological distress.

§ Under Republic Act No. 9262, psychological violence refers to acts or
omissions that cauge or are likely to cause the victim’s mental or emotional

suffering.* One such form of psychological violence is harassment.”

% Repubtic Act No. 9262 (2004), sec. 5(h)(5). (Emphasis supplied) ' :

0 Angv. Court of Appeals, 632 Phil. 609 §19 (2010 [Per 1. Abacl; C;ecmd Dms:cm} (Emphasw supplied)
**  Rollo, p.61. ;

S5 1d at 45,

I,

3T Jd al 61-62.

52 pepublic Act No. 9262 (2004), sec. 3(2)(C).

a8 Fd.
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| ;
In draza v. People® the Court categorically held that in cases of
psychological violence, proof that the victim becaine psychologically ill as a
result of the psychological viclence sustained by her is not required. Thus, to
p%ove emotional anguish or mental suffering, for instance, jurisprudence only
requires that the testimony of the victim be presented in court, as their

experiences are personal to them.
§ .

Similarly, whether a victim experienced alarm or substantial emotional
0;‘ psycholo gical distress as a result of the harassment inflicted upon her is an
‘ exg;enence that is particular to her. Hence, her testimony-—if found credible
b,'y the court—is sufficient to establish the element of a}arm or substantial
emotmml or psychological distress.
a
: In the instant case, the prosecution establi‘zshlqd that petitioner, through
a series of text messages over multiple months, threatened to humiliate AAA
before her creditorsi threatened to potentially harm her and her mother]
%ccused her of embezzimg money§ stated that the “only contribution” of her
new lover is “his penis?™® said that she humiliated herself by calling the
polw% threatened to file a police blotter against herd called her dumby and
threatened to show everyone in R - photograph of her and petiti oner in
beci with no clothes, among others.* AAA testified that as a result of such text
messaoes she experienced mental anguish, sleepless nights for around six
nonths, and besmirched reputation. She could no longer look her neighbors
in the eyes out of fear that they were laughing at her.%!

| Based on the foregoing, We agree with the finding thar AAA
experienced alarm or substantial emotional or psychological distress at the
hands of petitioner. Thus, all the elements of a violation of Section 5(h)(3) of
. Republic Act No. 9262 are present in the instant case.

{ . e
§ As to the penalty, Republic Act No. 9262; provides that acts falling
under Section 5(h) of the said law shall be punished by prision mayor,® which
ranges from six years and one day to 12 years.® Applying the Indeterminate
Sentenc@ Law, the minimum term of the indeterminate penalty shall be taken
ﬁ{)m the penalty next lower in degree, prision correccional, in any of its
periods, which is from six months and one day to six. years. Meanwhile, the
maxirmum term shall be that which could be properly imposed under the law,
Whuh is prision mayor in its medium period, or eight years and one day to 10
;}mam, there being no aggravating or mitigating circumstance shown.¥

5 282 Phil. 905 (2020) [Per C.J. Peralta, First Division].

S rd at91s,

51 Rollo, p. 52.

5 14 at 5154,

& Id. at 54.

55 Republic Act No. 9262 (2004}, sec. 6.

58 REVISED PENAL CODE, art. 27.

67 Argzav. People, 882 Phil. 905, 929-930 (2020) [Per C.J. Perait&, th Division].
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! Pursuant to Republic Act No. 9262, the fine, moral damages, and
mandatery psychological counseling or psychiatric treatment are likewise
affirmed. 68 .

1 In accordance with prevailing Jampmdence,@ however, legal interest
of 6% per annum shall be imposed upon the award of moral damages, which
sfhall be computed from the finality of this Decision until full payment.

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition is DENIED. The May 17, 2023
Dec,;aszom and July 15, 2024 Resolution of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R.
CR No. 04105 are AFFIRMED with MODIFICATION. Petitioner Janito
M. Sedenio is found GUILTY beyond reasonable doubt of a violation of
Section 5(h)(5) of Republic Act No. 9262 and is SENTENCED to suffer the
indeterminate penalty of six months and cne day of prision correccional, as
ftmmmum to eight years and one day of prision mayor, as maximum. He is
DRDLRED to pay a fine in the amount of PHP 100,000.00 and moral
damages in the amount of PHP 3,000.00, the latter of which shall be subject
fo 6% legal interest per annum from the finality of this Decision until full
payment He is likewise DIRECTED to undergo mandatory psychologzcal.
bourzsalmg or psychiatric treatment, and to reportcompliance to ’che court of
pmgm within 15 days from completion of the same.

ﬁ ' SO ORDERED.

Assbeiate Justice

5 Republic Act Ne. 9262 (2004}, secs. 6, 36.
% Lare’s Gifis & Decors, Inc. v. Midtown Industrial Sales, Inc, 929 Phil. 754, 781 (2022 [Per J. Leonen,

En Bare].
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