
G.R. No. 186541. February 01, 2012 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title:
**People of the Philippines vs. Vicente Vilbar:** Reevaluating Murder through the Lens of
Homicide

### Facts:
This case unfolded from an incident on May 5, 2000, at a public market in Ormoc City,
where Vicente Vilbar, alias Dikit, was accused of fatally stabbing Guilbert Patricio under
circumstances that initially pegged the act as murder. Vilbar pleaded not guilty, and during
trial, varying testimonies came to light including those from the victim’s widow and an
eyewitness versus the defense’s portrayal of the events that implicated a different assailant.
The Regional Trial Court (RTC) convicted Vilbar of murder, a conviction that was later
modified by the Court of Appeals (CA), which found Vilbar guilty of the lesser crime of
homicide, prompting a final appeal to the Supreme Court.

The procedural journey began with the RTC’s conviction of Vilbar for murder, anchored on
testimonies asserting his direct involvement. This was directly escalated to the Supreme
Court which, adhering to the *People v. Mateo* guideline, redirected the case to the CA for
intermediate review. Both parties submitted their arguments, with the defense challenging
the murder conviction and the prosecution defending the credibility of their witnesses.
Following deliberations, the CA found discrepancies regarding the presence of treachery,
thereby altering the conviction to homicide.

### Issues:
The primary issues centered around:
1. Credibility of the prosecution and defense witnesses.
2.  The proper classification of  the crime committed—whether it  constituted murder or
homicide.
3. The applicability of treachery as a qualifying circumstance.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  denied  Vilbar’s  final  appeal,  upholding  the  CA’s  decision  with
modifications. The Court meticulously dissected the testimonies, stressing the alignment
between the RTC and CA in giving weight to the prosecution’s witnesses over the defense’s
narrative.  Despite acknowledging the sudden nature of  the attack,  the Supreme Court
concurred with the CA’s finding that the attack lacked the element of treachery necessary to
uphold a murder conviction, therein siding with the classification of the crime as homicide.
The judges adjusted the penalty and damages awarded in alignment with jurisprudential
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standards and pertinent laws.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterated the significance of two conditions for treachery to qualify an act as
murder: the victim’s inability to defend themselves and the perpetrator’s deliberate choice
of method to ensure execution without risk. It underscored the principle that suddenness of
attack, in absence of aforethought strategy to incapacitate the victim’s defense, does not
constitute treachery.

### Class Notes:
–  **Murder  vs.  Homicide**:  Homicide  is  settled  when  a  killing  lacks  qualifying
circumstances like treachery. Murder requires an added layer, such as treachery, evident
premeditation, etc., which elevates the gravity.
– **Treachery (Alevosia)**: Requires an unforeseeable attack and the deliberate adoption of
means  to  ensure  execution  without  risk  to  oneself,  directly  arising  from defense  the
offended might make.
– **Testimonial Evidence**: Highlights the evaluation criteria of witness credibility and the
court’s discretion in according regard.
– **Standards for Modifying Criminal Charges**: Illustrates the appellate review process
and factors considered in reevaluating convictions.

### Historical Background:
This case paints a vivid picture of the justice system’s meticulousness in classifying criminal
acts,  emphasizing  the  balance  between  eyewitness  testimonies  and  the  need  for
incontrovertible proof of intent and method in elevating charges from homicide to murder. It
reflects the procedural rigors in Philippine jurisprudence, aiming for fairness and grounded
in established legal doctrines.


