G.R. Nos. 235965-66. February 15, 2022 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Figueroa vs. Sandiganbayan
### Facts:

The Office of the Ombudsman filed complaints against Rene Figueroa and other officers of
the Philippine Amusement and Gaming Corporation (PAGCOR) on June 21, 2011, alleging
corruption. Following the endorsement for preliminary investigation, the Ombudsman
ordered Figueroa et al. to submit their counter-affidavits, which Figueroa complied with in
September 2011. After a prolonged review process, in September 2014, the Ombudsman
recommended criminal charges, which materialized into formal informations filed with the
Sandiganbayan in June 2016. Subsequent amendments to the informations to correct the
accused’s details were sought by the prosecution and approved by the Sandiganbayan in
2017.

Figueroa motioned to quash the informations, citing a violation of his right to a speedy
disposition due to protracted delays in the preliminary investigation. The Sandiganbayan
rejected this motion, deeming the delays as reasonable and part of ordinary justice
processes. Dissatisfied, Figueroa elevated his concerns to the Supreme Court, arguing that
the Sandiganbayan’s decision was a grave abuse of discretion for ignoring the undue delays
by the Ombudsman and the Office of the Special Prosecutor.

### Issues:

1. Whether the delays in the prosecution process violated Figueroa’s constitutional right to
a speedy disposition of cases.

2. The appropriateness of the Sandiganbayan’s decision not to quash the informations
despite the delays.

##4# Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court granted Figueroa’s petition, setting aside the Sandiganbayan’s
resolutions and dismissing the criminal cases against him. The Court found the delays in the
Ombudsman’s preliminary investigation—extending beyond reasonable time frames set by
jurisprudence and the Ombudsman’s own rules—to be unjustified. The Court reiterated the
constitutional guarantee to speedy disposition of cases and ruled that the Sandiganbayan
erred in not recognizing the infringement of this right. It held that the prosecution failed to
justify the delay and that Figueroa did not waive his right to a speedy disposition, affirming
that silence or failure to protest cannot be equated to waiver.
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### Doctrine:

The Court reaffirmed the constitutional guarantee to the speedy disposition of cases,
clarifying that both the prosecution and adjudicating bodies must ensure cases progress
within reasonable timeframes. Delays must be justified by the complexity or specific
circumstances of the case, failing which such delays can lead to dismissal on constitutional
grounds. Additionally, potential waivers of this right require clear, intentional
relinquishment, which cannot be inferred from mere inaction by the accused.

##4# Class Notes:

- The **Right to Speedy Disposition** of cases is protected under Article III, Section 16 of
the 1987 Philippine Constitution. It is a fundamental right ensuring that cases are resolved
within a reasonable period, without unjustified or inordinate delays.

- *Inordinate Delays** not justified by the complexity or special circumstances of the case
violate this constitutional right.

- ¥*Waiver of Rights** must be explicit and cannot be presumed from mere inaction or
silence of the accused.

- **Burden of Proof**: In cases of alleged violation of the right to a speedy disposition, the
prosecution must justify the delay if it extends beyond established or reasonable
timeframes.

- **Suppletory Application of Rules**: Where specific procedural timelines are absent, rules
from similar contexts (e.g., the Rules of Court) may be applied suppletorily to assess
whether delays are reasonable.

### Historical Background:

The case arises in the context of the Philippine legal system’s ongoing struggle with delays
in the judicial process, highlighting the tension between the State’s duty to prosecute
crimes and the individual’s constitutional rights. The decision underscores the judiciary’s
role in balancing these interests and enforcing constitutional protections, particularly the
right to a speedy disposition which is vital for ensuring justice and preventing legal
uncertainties for the accused.
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