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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Edgardo Aquino y Pumawan (G.R. No. 379 Phil. 845)

**Facts:**
On January 19, 1996, in Olongapo City, Edgardo Aquino y Pumawan (Edgardo) visited the
Lampera family’s home looking for Valerio Lampera. Valerio was not present, and Edgardo
became confrontational after not receiving a satisfactory response. He initially attempted to
stab Roselyn Lampera’s younger brother but was thwarted by Roselyn and her mother,
Esmeralda.  Edgardo then violently  attacked Esmeralda,  who was  holding a  sick  child,
ultimately stabbing her multiple times in the chest and stomach. Esmeralda succumbed to
her injuries.

Several witnesses, including Roselyn and a local purok leader named Benjamin Costimiano,
implicated Edgardo. After the incident, Benjamin disarmed Edgardo and escorted him to the
police station where Edgardo was detained.

At trial, Edgardo argued he was merely there to collect money owed by Valerio from their
fish sale business and that he left the house before the crime occurred. However, this was
contradicted by the prosecution’s evidence and witness testimonies.

Procedurally,  the  case  proceeded  from  the  Regional  Trial  Court  where  Edgardo  was
convicted of murder qualified by treachery and sentenced to reclusion perpetua. Edgardo
appealed the decision, arguing key errors in the consideration of treachery, his alleged
intoxication, and procedural rights violations during his arrest and detention.

**Issues:**

1. **Whether treachery was present**: Edgardo argued that the attack was frontal and
preceded by warnings that negated the claim of treachery, which requires a sudden and
unexpected assault without the victim’s opportunity to defend.

2. **Valid conviction for murder based on treachery**: Given the absence of premeditation
or deliberate execution, Edgardo argued his actions should not qualify as murder.

3.  **Violation  of  constitutional  rights**:  Edgardo  claimed  his  warrantless  arrest  and
custodial interrogation without legal counsel violated his constitutional rights.

4. **Intoxication as a mitigating circumstance**: He also contended that his intoxication on
the day of the incident should mitigate his liability.
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5. **Temporary insanity defense**: Argued during appeal that he acted under temporary
insanity.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Treachery**: The Supreme Court found that the killing did not display the qualifying
circumstance of treachery. Esmeralda was aware of the impending attack and managed to
defend her children, establishing that she was not taken entirely by surprise. Thus, the
killing lacked the requisite elements of a sudden, planned assault.

2. **Conviction Adjustment**: The Court modified the conviction from murder to homicide
because  a  deliberate,  conscious  mode  of  execution  was  not  proven.  The  presence  of
sufficient forewarning and Esmeralda’s ability to attempt defense negated the treachery
qualification.

3. **Constitutional Rights**: The Court determined Edgardo had voluntarily surrendered,
which invalidated his claims of an illegal arrest and custodial interrogation without counsel.
It found no clear evidence suggesting his constitutional rights had been violated.

4. **Intoxication**: The Court did not accept Edgardo’s defense of intoxication as mitigating
since he did not demonstrate habitual intoxication or consumption sufficiently impairing his
control and reasoning on the day of the crime.

5. **Temporary Insanity**: The Court rejected the temporary insanity defense, noting that
such a plea requires complete deprivation of reason and free will, which Edgardo failed to
substantiate with clear, positive evidence.

**Doctrine:**

1. **Treachery (Treachery and its Components)**: For treachery to be appreciated, it must
be shown that the means of attack gave the victim no chance to defend or retaliate and was
deliberately adopted to ensure its success.

2. **Insanity Defense (Article 12 of the Revised Penal Code)**: Temporary insanity is not
recognized unless it is proven that the accused was completely deprived of reason and acted
without discernment at the crime time.

3.  **Voluntary  Surrender**:  A  mitigating circumstance is  recognized when an accused
voluntarily surrenders post-commission of an offense without being arrested.
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**Class Notes:**

– **Key Elements for Homicide**: Intentional killing, absence of qualifying circumstances
like treachery or evident premeditation.

–  **Insanity**:  Must  be  proven  by  clear  and  positive  evidence  demonstrating  total
deprivation of reason and discernment during the crime.

–  **Treachery**:  Requires  both  the  impossibility  of  defense  or  retaliation  due  to  the
suddenness and the deliberate choice of such means.

–  **Constitutional  Rights  in  Procedure**:  Validity  of  arrest,  and the  necessity  of  legal
counsel during interrogation, can mitigate penalties if proven violated.

**Historical Background:**

This case exemplifies the judicial scrutiny applied to differentiating between murder and
homicide charges. Historically significant in setting precedence on evaluating treachery’s
elements, it underscores the rigorous evidentiary standards required for plea defenses like
insanity and intoxication. Post-People v. Aquino, the judicial approach to similar defenses
likely tightened, mandating more stringent evidence to sustain such claims.


