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Title: People of the Philippines vs. Elmer T. Rebato

Facts:

On September 6, 2008, at around 11:30 PM in Barangay 5, Llorente, Eastern Samar, Elmer
T. Rebato was implicated in the fatal stabbing of Fredelindo G. Remo. According to the
prosecution, as Remo was walking home past Joyan’s Bakeshop, Rebato approached from
behind and inflicted two stab wounds—one in the right stomach and another in the left
chest.  Remo died from hypovolemic shock due to excessive blood loss. The attack was
witnessed by Jimmy and Jomar Cabanatan, who stated that Remo, an innocent passerby, was
taken  by  surprise.  Rebato,  however,  claimed self-defense,  alleging  that  Remo and  his
siblings had attacked him with water pump pipes, threatening him and inflicting minor
injuries before he fled into the bakery, where Gerwin Gunda handed him a bolo used to stab
Remo.

Following his arraignment where Rebato pleaded not guilty, the Regional Trial Court (RTC)
found Rebato guilty of murder with treachery as the qualifying circumstance, sentencing
him to reclusion perpetua. Rebato appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which upheld the
RTC’s decision but modified the damage awards. Rebato then appealed the CA’s affirmation
to the Supreme Court.

Issues:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in upholding the conviction by the RTC for murder
based on the rejection of Rebato’s self-defense claim.
2. Whether the aggravating circumstance of treachery was rightly considered in convicting
Rebato.

Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court dismissed Rebato’s appeal and upheld his murder conviction. The Court
held:

1. Validity of Self-defense Claim: The Court concluded that Rebato failed to establish self-
defense as he could not prove unlawful aggression by Remo. The supposed aggression by
Remo was neither imminent nor severe as Rebato only sustained minor injuries. Dr. Myra
Grata’s examination suggested that the injuries Rebato presented could have arisen from a
different event altogether.
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2.  Treachery as Qualifying Circumstance:  The Court affirmed that Rebato’s attack was
marked by treachery;  it  was sudden, catching Remo unprepared and unable to defend
himself.  Though Rebato argued against  procedural  sufficiency since treachery was not
adequately described in the Information, he did not raise this issue appropriately during
trial, therefore waiving his right.

Doctrine:

1. Self-defense in criminal law necessitates proving three elements: unlawful aggression by
the victim, reasonable necessity of the means to prevent or repel, and lack of sufficient
provocation by the accused. Merely alleging self-defense shifts the burden to the accused to
establish these elements credibly.

2.  Treachery as a qualifying circumstance in murder requires that the mode of  attack
ensured the execution of the crime without risk to the aggressor, rendering the victim
unable to defend or retaliate.

Class Notes:

–  Elements  of  murder  include:  killing  another  person,  qualified  by  circumstances  like
treachery, premeditation, etc., that elevate the homicide to murder.
– An aspect of self-defense involves proving the absence of provocation and the presence of
immediate threat.
– Treachery involves ensuring the execution of the crime without risk from any defense by
the victim. Its presence upgrades a killing from homicide to murder.

Historical Background:

The case emphasizes the judiciary’s role in verifying self-defense claims within the context
of Philippine law, highlighting burdens of proof and the importance of procedural diligence
during  trials.  It  illustrates  how  biases  in  testimony  and  evidentiary  challenges  shape
verdicts, demonstrating consistent judicial adherence to evaluating credibility and factual
context over rhetorical assertions. The ruling reinforces previous judicial standards set for
self-defense  and  treachery  in  murder  convictions,  contributing  to  stable  legal  norms
regarding justifications and punitive measures in violent crimes.


