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### Title: Jaboneta v. Gustilo, et al.

### Facts:
The dispute centers around the probate of the last will and testament of Macario Jaboneta.
The testimony of Isabelo Jena, a subscribing witness to the will, played a pivotal role in the
case’s development. Jena testified that he saw another witness, Julio Javellana, poised to
sign the will but did not witness the actual signing, as he left the scene hastily. The lower
court  denied the will’s  probate based on Section 618 of  the Code of  Civil  Procedure,
interpreting that Javellana didn’t sign the will in Jena’s presence, a requirement for a valid
execution of a will.  The case escalated to the Supreme Court upon appeal by German
Jaboneta, the plaintiff, challenging the lower court’s interpretation and application of the
law regarding the witnessing of the will’s signing.

### Procedural Posture:
After the trial court denied the will’s probate, German Jaboneta appealed the decision. The
Supreme Court assessed the appeal based on the testimony presented, the facts established
in the trial court, and the application of relevant legal provisions regarding the execution of
wills.

### Issues:
1. Whether the requirement of Section 618 of the Code of Civil Procedure, that witnesses
must sign a will in the presence of each other, was met.
2. Whether the lower court erred in denying the probate of Macario Jaboneta’s will based on
the said requirement.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the lower court’s decision, holding that the will was properly
witnessed in accordance with the law. It found that the presence of Isabelo Jena in the
room, his capacity to witness Julio Javellana sign the will (had he chosen to do so), and the
physical  configuration  of  the  room at  the  time  of  the  signing  satisfied  the  statutory
requirement that witnesses sign in the presence of each other. The Court emphasized the
principle that actual sight isn’t a requisite; rather, the potential for seeing the act of signing,
given one’s physical condition and position, suffices.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court elucidated the doctrine concerning the execution of wills, emphasizing
that the capacity for visual observation by witnesses, rather than the actual witnessing of
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each signature, fulfills the requirements of the law. It underscored the principle that if
witnesses are positioned such that they could see the signing act, should they choose to, it
satisfies the statutory mandate for witnesses to sign in each other’s presence.

### Class Notes:
– **Key Concepts**: Execution of wills, witnessing requirements, presence of witnesses.
–  **Statutory  Provision**:  Section  618  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  regarding  the
witnessing of wills.
– **Application**: The Court’s decision pivots on the interpretation of “presence” in the
context of witnessing a will’s signing. It clarifies that physical presence, with the potential
to observe the signing, even without direct visual confirmation, constitutes compliance with
legal requirements.

### Historical Background:
This  case  highlights  legal  interpretive  challenges  in  early  20th-century  Philippines
regarding testamentary dispositions and the formalities of will execution. It sheds light on
the judiciary’s role in navigating procedural statutes to validate a decedent’s last wishes,
reflecting the evolving jurisprudence on wills and succession in the Philippine legal system.


