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### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Clemente Bautista

### Facts:
The  case  originated  from an  altercation  on  June  12,  1999,  involving  the  respondent,
Clemente Bautista, his co-accused Leonida Bautista, and the private complainant, Felipe
Goyena, Jr. Failing to reach a settlement at the barangay level, Goyena filed a Complaint for
slight physical injuries against the Bautistas with the Office of the City Prosecutor (OCP) on
August 16, 1999. The investigating prosecutor recommended the filing of an Information,
which was approved by the City Prosecutor; however, the approval date was absent in the
records. The Information was only filed in court on June 20, 2000.

Bautista sought the dismissal of the case, arguing that the offense had prescribed due to the
delay.  The Metropolitan Trial  Court (MeTC) and subsequently the Regional Trial  Court
(RTC) disagreed, holding that the case had not prescribed. Bautista then appealed to the
Court  of  Appeals  (CA),  which  reversed  the  lower  courts’  decisions,  ruling  that  the
prescription period was unjustifiably stopped because of the delay and therefore, the case
should be dismissed. The People of the Philippines, represented by the Solicitor General,
filed a Petition for Review on Certiorari with the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether the filing of the Complaint with the OCP effectively interrupted the prescriptive
period for filing criminal actions for slight physical injuries.
2. Whether the prescriptive period began to run again after the City Prosecutor approved
the investigating prosecutor’s recommendation.
3. The applicability of the constitutional right to a speedy trial in the context of delays not in
court proceedings but in the filing of the Information.

### Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court affirmed that the filing of a complaint with the prosecutor’s office
does indeed interrupt the prescriptive period.
2. It held that the prescriptive period does not begin to run again after the prosecutor
approved filing the information. Thus, the Court disagreed with the CA’s reasoning and
highlighted that  the proceedings were continuously  active  from the point  of  filing the
complaint to the eventual filing of the Information.
3. It also clarified that the accused’s right to a speedy trial was not applicable as the delay
occurred outside judicial proceedings.
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The Supreme Court granted the petition, reversing the CA’s decision, and reinstated the
RTC’s decision. The Court emphasized the need for prosecutors to act with urgency and
suggested administrative action against those who cause undue delays.

### Doctrine:
This case reaffirms the doctrine that the filing of a complaint with a prosecutor’s office
suspends the running of the prescriptive period for initiating criminal actions until  the
accused is either convicted or acquitted. It further clarifies that procedural delays within
the prosecutor’s office should not unduly prejudice the State or the offended party’s right to
seek vindication.

### Class Notes:
–  **Prescriptive Periods:** Understand the role of  prescriptive periods in criminal  law,
particularly how they can be interrupted and resume.
– **Filing Complaints:** The filing of a complaint with the prosecutor’s office interrupts the
prescriptive period.
– **Prosecutorial Delays:** Delays in the prosecutor’s office do not affect the tolling of the
prescriptive period.
– **Speedy Trial:** The constitutional right to a speedy trial primarily concerns delays in
judicial proceedings, not prosecutorial delays.

### Historical Background:
This  case highlights  the challenges within  the prosecutorial  system in  the Philippines,
especially regarding the timeliness of filing charges. It underscores the Supreme Court’s
stance on ensuring that procedural delays do not compromise the rights of the aggrieved
party to seek justice, and it underscores the accountability of public officials in fulfilling
their duties diligently.


