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**Title:** People of the Philippines v. Hector Vasquez and Renato Vasquez

**Facts:**
On the evening of July 14, 1968, Primo Dollete was allegedly beaten and drowned by Hector
and Renato Vasquez at a riverbank in Panit-an,  Capiz.  Witnesses claimed the brothers
attacked Dollete while he was urinating, striking him with fists and a wooden cane, and then
submerged him in the river, causing his death. The tragedy was reported, investigated, and
a murder complaint was filed by Sgt. Vicente Leonor, leading to the arrest of the brothers
by Judge Federico Deocampo, who also set bail. However, due to bureaucratic mishandling,
the case only advanced to the Court of First Instance in 1969 and faced long delays because
of missing records and jurisdictional orders between rotating judges. Not until January 1986
did Judge Rene Honrado ensure the case’s transmittal to the Provincial Prosecutor to file an
information for murder, formally charging the brothers on August 19, 1986.

During  trial,  prosecution  witnesses  Loreno  Ocante,  Jesus  Diosana,  and  Jose  Daliva
corroborated the assault narrative. However, no physical injuries supporting the violent
attack were found in the medico-legal report: just an old hematoma and drowning. The
defense pushed alibi  and accidental  drowning,  placing the defendants  in  Iloilo  on the
credibility of several witnesses and emphasizing the medico-legal findings.

**Issues:**
1. Whether there was sufficient credible evidence to convict Hector and Renato Vasquez of
murder.
2. Whether the trial court erred in giving credence to the prosecution’s testimonies amidst
inconsistencies.
3. Whether the defense of alibi and accidental drowning were adequately considered.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Issue on Credibility of Evidence**: The Court found the inconsistencies and physical
evidence  at  odds  with  prosecution  claims.  Since  the  victim  had  no  external  injuries
correlating to the described assault, and the testimonies lacked credibility, the defense of
accidental  drowning stood plausible.  The prosecution failed to establish guilt  beyond a
reasonable doubt.

2. **Reliability of Prosecution Witnesses**: Witness testaments showed potential ill motives
against Hector and Renato, thus deteriorating their credibility. Besides unfounded animosity
or provocation, it seemed unlikely the accused would commit such brutality in public view
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without reason.

3. **Defense of Alibi and Accidental Drowning**: Considering the prosecution’s inability to
meet the burden of proof, the accused’s alibi gained weight, appearing more believable with
consistent witness statements corroborating their presence in a different location during the
incident.

Therefore,  the Court  reversed the trial  court’s  decision,  acquitting Hector  and Renato
Vasquez for insufficient evidence proving them guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

**Doctrine:**
1. **Reasonable Doubt and Presumption of Innocence**: An accused is presumed innocent,
and  conviction  demands  moral  certainty  based  on  credible  evidence.  Insufficient  or
contradictory evidence leads to acquittal.

2.  **Physical  Evidence vs.  Testimonial  Evidence**:  When in conflict,  physical  evidence,
being direct and objective, shall prevail over verbal accounts.

**Class Notes:**
– *Presumption of Innocence*: Ensuring the state carries the burden of proving guilt beyond
a reasonable doubt.
– *Credibility of Witnesses*: Assess credibility based on consistency and plausibility.
– *Relevance of Physical Evidence*: Physical evidence must corroborate testimonies for
convictions substantiated on factual truths.
– *Alibi Defense*: Accused’s location and impossibility of crime participation establish a
solid alibi.

**Historical Background:**
The case traces back to an era with limitations in court operations, particularly in rural
regions  during  the  1960s-80s,  highlighting  systemic  inefficiencies.  Bureaucratic  inertia
resulted in an excessive delay in case processing—nearly 18 years before trial. This reflects
broader issues of procedural stagnation in the Philippine judiciary at the time, affecting
timely justice administration and highlighting the challenge of rural crime prosecution.


