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### Title:
**The People of the Philippines vs. Delfino Beltran, et al.**

### Facts:
On January 11, 1972, between 9:00 and 10:00 PM in Ballesteros, Cagayan, an altercation
began when Delfino Beltran shouted obscenities at  Ernesto Alvarado and Calixto Urbi.
Alvarado reported the incident to Mayor Bienvenido Quirolgico, leading to a decision to
confront Beltran and his group at the Puzon Compound. Upon approaching, they were met
with gunfire, resulting in the death of the mayor’s son, Vicente Quirolgico, and injuries to
Mayor  Quirolgico  and  Patrolman  Rolando  Tolentino.  Several  assailants,  identified  as
Beltran, Bugarin, Hernandez, Siazon, Puzon, and another Beltran, participated in the attack.

Subsequently, the accused were indicted in the Court of First Instance of Cagayan for
murder and attempted murder with direct assault. After trial, they were convicted, with the
death penalty imposed for the murder charge and varying prison terms for the attempted
murder charge. The case progressed through the legal system, culminating in a Supreme
Court review which evaluated numerous claims, including errors in credibility assessments,
the  existence  of  a  conspiracy,  the  presence  of  aggravating  circumstances,  and  the
applicability of mitigating circumstances.

### Issues:
1. Credibility of the evidence for prosecution.
2. Existence of conspiracy among the defendants.
3. Presence of aggravating circumstances such as treachery and evident premeditation.
4. Validity of self-defense claims.
5. Conviction of attempted murder with direct assault.
6. Recognition of mitigating circumstances, particularly voluntary surrender.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court  affirmed the lower court’s  decision,  with modifications.  The death
penalty was reduced to reclusion perpetua due to insufficient votes. The indemnity to the
victim’s heirs was increased to P30,000. The Court recognized voluntary surrender as a
mitigating circumstance but found it  offset by the aggravating circumstance of evident
premeditation. The sentences for the attempted murder with direct assault were adjusted
according to the Indeterminate Sentence Law, reflecting the Court’s detailed analysis of
each legal issue raised.
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### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterated doctrines on the credibility of witnesses, the existence of
conspiracy, and the application of self-defense. It emphasized the rule that appellate courts
generally do not disturb trial court findings on witness credibility. Regarding conspiracy, it
held that a shared purpose and united execution suffice for its establishment. For self-
defense, the Court highlighted the necessity of proving unlawful aggression, reasonable
means to prevent or repel it, and lack of provocation by the defender.

### Class Notes:
– **Credibility of Witnesses:** Appellate courts typically defer to trial court assessments
unless significant facts were overlooked.
– **Conspiracy:** A common purpose and united action at the time of the offense fulfill the
requirements for conspiracy.
– **Self-Defense:** Requires proving unlawful aggression, reasonable means of prevention
or repulsion, and lack of provocation.
–  **Aggravating Circumstances:**  Evident premeditation and treachery must  be clearly
established to warrant harsher penalties.
– **Mitigating Circumstances:** Voluntary surrender may mitigate penalties but can be
offset by aggravating circumstances like evident premeditation.
–  Legal  provisions  applied  include  the  Revised  Penal  Code’s  provisions  on  murder,
attempted murder,  and direct  assault,  as  well  as  the Indeterminate  Sentence Law for
sentencing adjustments.

### Historical Background:
The case occurred during a turbulent period in Philippine history, marked by heightened
vigilance against lawlessness. It reflects the era’s complex dynamics, including local politics
and law enforcement challenges. The Supreme Court’s decision underscores the judiciary’s
role in navigating such complexities, balancing the need for justice with legal principles and
societal needs.


