G.R. No. 211159. March 18, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
People of the Philippines v. Marcelino Oloverio

### Facts:

This case originated from an Information filed charging Marcelino Oloverio with murder for
the death of Rodulfo Gulane on October 2, 2003, in Leyte. Oloverio pleaded not guilty, and
trial ensued. The prosecution narrated that while Gulane was walking, Oloverio, trailing
behind, stabbed Gulane multiple times with a bolo and took his money. Two witnesses,
Rudipico Pogay and Dominador Panday, testified to seeing the incident. Oloverio’s defense
was predicated on the alleged provocation by Gulane, accusing Oloverio of incest. Oloverio
contended that this led to a scuffle resulting in Gulane’s death. The trial court convicted
Oloverio of murder, a decision affirmed by the Court of Appeals, which also ordered
additional damages. Oloverio appealed to the Supreme Court.

### Procedural Posture:

The procedural journey to the Supreme Court involved first, Oloverio’s conviction for
murder by the Regional Trial Court, Branch 17 of Palompon, Leyte, followed by the
affirmation of this decision by the Court of Appeals. Subsequently, Oloverio filed a Notice of
Appeal, which was acted upon by the Court of Appeals, leading to the Supreme Court’s
review of the case records.

### Issues:

1. Whether treachery was adequately proven to qualify the killing as murder.

2. Whether the mitigating circumstance of passion and obfuscation was applicable.
3. The proper classification of the crime and the appropriate penalties.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court set aside the Court of Appeals’ decision, convicting Oloverio of homicide
instead of murder. It ruled that treachery was not established as there was no deliberate
adoption of the method of execution to ensure Gulane’s death without risk to Oloverio. The
Court found the mitigating circumstance of passion and obfuscation present, detailing that
prior insults and accusations by Gulane sufficiently provoked Oloverio. Consequently,
Oloverio was sentenced to a lower penalty range due to these mitigating circumstances.

### Doctrine:
This case elucidates on the elements required to prove treachery in murder charges and
underscores the implications of passion and obfuscation as a mitigating circumstance.
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Specifically, it highlights that passion and obfuscation can build up over time and may
significantly influence the offender’s actions. Moreover, the Court detailed that a mere
suddenness of assault does not automatically equate to treachery, especially when there’s a
prompted provocation.

### Class Notes:

- *Murder vs. Homicide**: The distinction lies in the presence of qualifying circumstances
such as treachery. Treachery requires a deliberate intention to ensure the attack’s success
without risk to the offender.

- **Passion and Obfuscation**: A mitigating circumstance that can lower the penalty if the
accused acted upon a powerful impulse stemming from an unjust or improper act, provided
there’s not a considerable lapse in time allowing recovery to normal state of mind.

- **Indeterminate Sentence Law**: Allows for a sentencing range determined by the
presence of mitigating circumstances, ensuring the penalty imposed is equitable based on
the specifics of the case conduct and the offender’s character.

### Historical Background:

The decision reflects a nuanced understanding of human psychological responses to
prolonged insult and provocation and showcases the Philippine judicial system’s capacity to
differentiate between premeditated murder and homicide influenced by mitigating
circumstances. This case demonstrates the Supreme Court’s role in rectifying lower courts’
decisions to ensure consistent and fair application of justice, especially in criminal law.

© 2024 - batas.org | 2



