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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Wilfredo Tolentino y Esperat and Jonathan Fabros y
Castro

**Facts:**
On February 28, 1996, around 7:30 PM in Luyahan, Pasonanca, Zamboanga City, Jonathan
Fabros and his cousins, Sheila Guilayan and Merwin Ledesma, were at their house. Their
neighbor, Wilfredo Tolentino, summoned them to his house where he revealed his plan to
kill Hernan Sagario, Sheila’s stepfather. Tolentino ordered Merwin to fetch Hernan’s bolo
knife, which Merwin did. Around 8:30 PM, Hernan arrived home and went to the kitchen.
Tolentino then entered the house with a 2”x2” piece of wood, struck Hernan on the neck,
rendering him unconscious. Tolentino instructed Fabros and Merwin to help carry Hernan
to a nearby creek, where Tolentino stabbed Hernan multiple times, resulting in his death.
The eyewitness, Sheila, corroborated these events.

Tolentino and Fabros were charged with murder qualified by treachery and aggravated by
dwelling.  The  Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC)  of  Zamboanga  City  found  both  guilty  and
sentenced them to reclusion perpetua with damages to the victim’s heirs. Fabros appealed
this decision.

**Issues:**
1. Did the prosecution prove the existence of a conspiracy beyond a reasonable doubt to
justify convicting Jonathan Fabros as a co-conspirator in the murder?
2. Can Jonathan Fabros be held liable as an accomplice or accessory to the crime of murder
due to his actions after the assault on Hernan Sagario?

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Conspiracy:** The Supreme Court held that the prosecution’s evidence was insufficient
to prove conspiracy beyond a reasonable doubt. Fabros’s acts did not establish a prior
agreement or concerted action with Tolentino to kill Hernan. Sheila Guilayan’s testimony
indicated that Fabros objected to the plan and did not participate in the actual physical
assault. His involvement was limited to helping carry Hernan’s body under duress, which
does not support the conclusion that he shared Tolentino’s criminal intent or executed
coordinated actions with him. Therefore, the RTC’s finding of conspiracy was based on
presumptions rather than solid evidence.

2. **Accomplice or Accessory:** Fabros also could not be convicted as an accomplice or
accessory.  As  an  accomplice,  the  prosecution  needed  to  show that  Fabros  knowingly
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participated with intent to aid in the crime’s commission, which they failed to do. His
participation was a result of coercion. As for being an accessory, the evidence did not
demonstrate that Fabros had concealed the crime to prevent its discovery. His actions,
motivated by fear of Tolentino, did not meet the criteria for accessory liability under Article
19 of the Revised Penal Code.

**Doctrine:**
The case emphasized that criminal responsibility must be proven beyond reasonable doubt
for each accused individually. Presumptions cannot replace factual evidence, especially in
proving conspiracy. Mere knowledge or presence at the scene of a crime does not establish
liability as a conspirator or accomplice. The case reiterated that the participation in a crime
must show clear intent and active contribution to the criminal act.

**Class Notes:**
– **Conspiracy:** Agreement + Intent + Execution of crime = Shared Liability (Article 8,
Revised Penal Code)
– **Accomplice:** Knowledge of crime + Intentional Cooperation = Accessory in the Crime
(Article 18, Revised Penal Code)
– **Accessory:** Knowledge of crime + Post-crime Assistance = Prevention of Discovery
(Article 19, Revised Penal Code)
– **Doctrine of Individual Criminal Responsibility:** Each accused must be proven guilty
based on their specific actions and intent without relying upon presumptions or conjecture.

**Historical Background:**
During  the  late  1990s,  Philippine  law continued  to  reinforce  the  importance  of  solid,
incontrovertible  evidence  in  criminal  prosecutions.  This  case  reflects  the  judiciary’s
commitment to upholding the presumption of innocence and ensuring that convictions are
based  strictly  on  proven  facts  rather  than  presumptions.  This  decision  reinforced  the
principle that higher courts can review and potentially overturn lower court decisions if they
find the evidence lacking, thus promoting a fairer justice system.


