
G.R. No. L-25325. October 29, 1971 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

**Title:** The People of the Philippines vs. Pableo Dramayo and Paterno Ecubin: A Case of
Murder Amidst Alleged Conspiracy

**Facts:** On January 9, 1964, in Surigao del Norte, Pableo Dramayo, Paterno Ecubin, and
others were involved in an incident leading to the murder of Estelito Nogaliza. Initially,
seven were accused; however, only Dramayo and Ecubin were convicted for murder, while
two were used as state witnesses and three were acquitted due to insufficient evidence. The
prosecution’s narrative detailed a plot to eliminate Nogaliza to prevent his testimony in a
separate robbery case in which he was the victim, and Dramayo and Ecubin were accused.
The murder was executed through a planned ambush, resulting in Nogaliza’s death from
multiple stab wounds. Despite the insufficiency of direct evidence, the lower court convicted
Dramayo  and  Ecubin  based  on  circumstantial  evidence  and  their  involvement  in  the
planning and execution of the crime. The case escalated to the Supreme Court on appeal,
questioning the sufficiency of evidence especially considering the acquittal of the majority of
the accused under the same conspiracy.

**Issues:** The apex issue revolved around the sufficiency of evidence to convict only two
out  of  seven  accused  in  a  murder  case,  where  conspiracy  was  alleged  but  not  all
conspirators were found guilty. Specifically, could the conviction of Dramayo and Ecubin
stand on the grounds of conspiracy when the evidence against the others considered part of
the conspiracy was deemed insufficient for conviction?

**Court’s Decision:** The Supreme Court affirmed the lower court’s conviction of Dramayo
and  Ecubin,  stating  a  meticulous  appraisal  of  evidence  justified  their  guilt  beyond
reasonable doubt. The Court held that each case must be judged on the strength of its
evidence, and the acquittal  of  co-accused on grounds of  insufficient evidence does not
automatically  negate  the  credibility  of  evidence  against  those  convicted.  The  Court
underscored the principle that guilt in criminal cases must be proven beyond reasonable
doubt,  a  standard  met  in  the  cases  against  Dramayo  and  Ecubin  through  direct  and
circumstantial evidence.

**Doctrine:** The doctrine reiterated by this decision is that the guilt of the accused must
be proven beyond reasonable doubt, and this principle applies individually to each accused
in a case alleging conspiracy. The decision subtly highlights the independence of evidentiary
sufficiency in relation to each accused, stressing that the conviction of a few does not
necessitate the conviction of  all  under the same charge of  conspiracy,  so long as the
evidence individually meets the threshold of moral certainty.
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**Class Notes:**
– **Key Concept:** Proof Beyond Reasonable Doubt – In criminal law, the prosecution must
establish the guilt  of  the accused beyond reasonable doubt,  ensuring a level  of  moral
certainty that the accused is responsible for the crime.
– **Key Concept:** Conspiracy Theory of Crime – When multiple individuals are alleged to
plan and execute a crime jointly, each participant is considered liable for the actions of the
others within the scope of the conspiracy.
– **Relevant Statute:** Revised Penal Code, Article 248 – Defines murder and its qualifying
circumstances which include premeditation, treachery, abuse of superiority, etc.

**Historical Background:** The case reflects the complex nature of criminal conspiracies
and  the  challenges  in  proving  individual  culpability  within  a  group  accused  of  jointly
committing  a  crime.  It  underscores  the  judiciary’s  approach  towards  ensuring  that
convictions are based on substantial evidence meeting the high standard of guilt required in
criminal law. This decision also echoes the jurisprudential consistency in upholding the
principle  of  reasonable  doubt,  reinforcing  its  role  as  a  safeguard  against  wrongful
convictions.


