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### Title: Agbayani vs. Court of Appeals, et al.

#### Facts:
The case originated from a conflict between Leticia B. Agbayani and Loida Marcelina J.
Genabe, both employees at the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 275, in Las Piñas City,
Philippines.  Agbayani,  a  Court  Stenographer,  filed  a  criminal  complaint  for  grave oral
defamation against Genabe, a Legal Researcher II, alleging that Genabe made derogatory
remarks against  her in the presence of  other court  employees.  The Office of  the City
Prosecutor of Las Piñas City found probable cause for the filing of an Information for grave
oral  defamation  against  Genabe.  However,  upon  Genabe’s  petition  for  review,  DOJ
Undersecretary Ernesto L.  Pineda reversed this resolution,  downgrading the offense to
slight oral defamation and ultimately dismissing the case due to non-compliance with the
Katarungang Pambarangay conciliation procedure outlined in the Local Government Code of
1991. Agbayani’s motion for reconsideration was denied, prompting her to file a petition for
certiorari with the Court of Appeals (CA), which also dismissed her petition, affirming the
DOJ’s resolution. Agbayani then brought the case to the Supreme Court, raising issues on
procedural and substantive grounds.

#### Issues:
1. Whether the DOJ and CA committed grave abuse of discretion in dismissing the grave
oral defamation complaint and downgrading the offense to slight oral defamation.
2. Whether the DOJ erred in dismissing the complaint due to non-compliance with the
Katarungang Pambarangay conciliation procedure.
3. Whether procedural requirements under DOJ Circular No. 70 are mandatory and were
not complied with by Genabe’s Petition for Review.

#### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied Agbayani’s petition, affirming the resolutions of both the DOJ
and the CA. The Court found no grave abuse of discretion on the part of the DOJ or CA. It
ruled that substantial compliance with procedural requirements had been met in Genabe’s
Petition for Review and that the Secretary of Justice possessed the discretion to accept
additional evidence. Regarding the downgrading of the offense to slight oral defamation, the
Supreme Court agreed with the determination that the utterances were made in the heat of
anger,  with  some  provocation.  It  also  upheld  the  dismissal  of  the  case  due  to  non-
compliance with the Katarungang Pambarangay conciliation procedures, as mandated by
the Local Government Code of 1991, which is a prerequisite for the filing of a complaint in
court.
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#### Doctrine:
This case reinforces the doctrines that procedural rules are mere tools for the facilitation of
justice and should not be applied with severity to defeat its ends, that the Secretary of
Justice  has  broad  discretion  in  reviewing  resolutions  of  prosecuting  officers,  and  that
compliance  with  the  Katarungang Pambarangay  conciliation  procedure  is  a  mandatory
precondition for filing complaints in court for disputes among parties residing in the same
city or municipality.

#### Class Notes:
–  **Key  Concepts**:  Substantial  compliance,  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Justice,
Katarungang Pambarangay conciliation procedure.
– **Statutes and Provisions**: Sections 408 and 409 of the Local Government Code of 1991,
DOJ Circular No. 70, 2000 NPS Rules on Appeal.
–  **Application**:  This  case  illustrates  the  principle  of  substantial  compliance  with
procedural requirements and upholds the discretionary power of the Secretary of Justice in
criminal  prosecutions.  It  also  emphasizes  the  mandatory  nature  of  the  Katarungang
Pambarangay process as a precondition for filing court cases.

#### Historical Background:
The case highlights the legal framework governing internal disputes in the judiciary in the
Philippines, as well as illustrating the checks and balances between different justice system
branches, including the prosecutorial discretion afforded to the Department of Justice and
the adherence to local dispute resolution mechanisms mandated by the Local Government
Code.


