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#Title:
Noe Toledo y Tamboong vs. People of the Philippines: A Legal Examination on Homicide,
Self-Defense, and Accident

#Facts:
On the night of September 16, 1995, in Barangay Libertad, Odiongan, Romblon, Noe Toledo
was implicated in a tragic incident that led to the untimely death of Ricky F. Guarte. Toledo,
after having a bolo designed earlier that day, discovered Ricky Guarte and his friends,
notably within proximity to his residence, engaging in loud festivities.  Despite Toledo’s
request for them to reduce their noise and his subsequent retreat inside his home, the
celebration outside continued. Later,  following an altercation involving the throwing of
stones and Toledo’s house being approached aggressively by an inebriated Guarte, Toledo
admitted to stabbing Guarte with the bolo, alleging it to be an accidental occurrence amid
self-defense.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC) found Toledo guilty of homicide, rejecting his claims of
accident and self-defense, a decision later affirmed by the Court of Appeals (CA) even upon
appeal.

#Issues:
1. Whether the CA erred in disregarding Toledo’s claim that the stabbing of Ricky Guarte
was accidental, thereby exempting him from criminal liability under Article 12, paragraph 4
of the Revised Penal Code.
2. Whether Toledo’s actions could be deemed as self-defense under Article 11, paragraph 1
of the Revised Penal Code.

#Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied Toledo’s petition, affirming the CA’s judgment. It was held that
Toledo failed to convincingly establish that the death of Guarte was purely accidental or that
he acted in self-defense. The Court clarified that self-defense necessitates a deliberate act to
prevent an unlawful aggression with reasonable means, which contradicts the nature of an
accident that involves a lack of intention or fault. Toledo’s shifting defenses—from claiming
an accidental act to asserting self-defense—was deemed unacceptable as it represented a
stark departure from the theory presented at trial, thereby failing to meet the requisite
clear and convincing evidence for such affirmative defenses.

#Doctrine:
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1. **Theory of the Case Doctrine:** A party cannot change their theory of the case on
appeal. The basis of appeal shall remain constant with the argumentation presented at the
trial level.
2. **Self-Defense vs. Accident:** Self-defense requires the existence of unlawful aggression,
a reasonable response to such aggression,  and a lack of  sufficient  provocation by the
defender. Conversely, an accident involves a lack of intention or fault, presenting a clear
distinction between the two defenses.

#Class Notes:
1. **Unlawful Aggression:** A prerequisite for claiming self-defense; there must be a real,
unexpected threat or attack.
2. **Reasonable Means:** In self-defense, the means employed to prevent or respond to the
aggression must be proportionate to the threat.
3. **Accident Under Criminal Law:** For an act to be considered an accident exempting one
from liability, there must be (a) a lawful act performed with due care, (b) resulting in an
injury by sheer accident without (c) any fault or intention causing it.

#Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  legal  intricacies  involved  when  distinguishing  between  an
accident  and self-defense in  criminal  law.  It  illustrates  the challenge in  claiming such
defenses, especially within the Philippine judicial context, where the evidence must be clear
and convincing. The Supreme Court’s insistence on consistency with the theory of the case
presented  at  trial  showcases  the  importance  of  groundwork  in  initial  stages  of  legal
proceedings.


