G.R. No. 187728. September 12, 2011 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**Churchille v. Mari and The People of the Philippines vs. Hon. Rolando L. Gonzales, et al.:
A Legal Analysis on the Right to Speedy Trial and Doctrine of Hierarchy of Courts**

### Facts:

The case originates from an accusation of rape filed by petitioner AAA against PO1 Rudyard
Paloma y Torres. AAA alleged that the incident occurred on October 10, 2004, in her
boarding house in Sogod, Southern Leyte. Following her report, a preliminary investigation
commenced on November 4, 2004, leading to Torres’s voluntary surrender and subsequent
incarceration.

An issued Motion for Bail by Torres initiated a series of hearings and procedural
movements, notably influenced by judicial reforms (A.M. No. 05-8-26) realigning the
authority of conducting preliminary investigations. The prosecutorial findings of probable
cause led to the filing of an Information for Rape and renewed Torres’s detention.

Over the course of legal proceedings, including arraignments and pre-trials, numerous
motions for cancellation and postponements—predominantly on grounds of a pending
petition for transfer of venue—resulted in consistent non-appearances by the prosecution.
The trial court’s directives faced obstinate non-compliance, culminating in an order to
dismiss the case for failure to prosecute, or nolle prosequi, based on the violation of Torres’s
right to a speedy trial. This decision was reinforced by the denial of petitioners’ motion for
reconsideration.

### Issues:

1. Whether the doctrine of the hierarchy of courts mandates the dismissal of the petition on
procedural grounds.

2. Whether the right to a speedy trial was violated, justifying the dismissal of the case.

3. The applicability of the exclusionary rule under the Speedy Trial Act of 1998 in
considering the delay due to the pending petition for transfer of venue.

### Court’s Decision:

1. **Hierarchy of Courts**: The Supreme Court underscored the principle that it is a court
of last resort, emphasizing that the petition could be dismissed solely on the petitioner’s
failure to observe the hierarchy of courts. Yet, acknowledging the fundamental nature of the
issue of double jeopardy, the Court opted to relax this principle.

2. **Right to Speedy Trial**: The Supreme Court found no grave abuse of discretion by the
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trial court in dismissing the case due to the violation of Torres’s constitutional right to a
speedy trial. The Court noted the prosecution’s persistent failure to comply with procedural
directives and emphasized that the absence of a restraining order from a higher court
against the trial proceedings further diminished the merit of petitioners’ stance on the
matter.

3. ¥*Exclusion of Delay**: The Court clarified that delays attributable to proceedings
concerning the accused could be excluded in computing trial commencement time. Since
the transfer of venue was petitioned by the complainant and not Torres, the delay it caused
did not warrant exclusion under the Speedy Trial Act of 1998.

### Doctrine:

This case reiterates the **Doctrine of Hierarchy of Courts**, emphasizing proper procedural
recourse through lower courts except under compelling circumstances. Furthermore, it
delineates the parameters of the **Right to a Speedy Trial**, clarifying that unjustified
delays, especially those not resulting from actions of the accused, do not warrant the
exclusion under the Speedy Trial Act of 1998.

### Class Notes:
1. **Hierarchy of Courts**: Always observe the correct procedural order in filing petitions;
extraordinary writs of the Supreme Court are to be used sparingly.

2. *Speedy Trial** (Republic Act No. 8493, Section 3, Rule 119 of the Rules of Court):
Understand the balance between prosecutorial diligence and the defense’s rights,
emphasizing that delays largely attributable to the prosecution can lead to case dismissals.

3. ¥*Exclusionary Rule under the Speedy Trial Act**: The application is limited; delays must
directly result from proceedings concerning the accused to be excludable.

### Historical Background:

This case falls within the panorama of evolving Philippine jurisprudence regarding
procedural justice, particularly highlighting the judiciary’s adaptation to safeguarding
constitutional rights amidst procedural and systemic inefficacies. It underscores the balance
the courts strive to maintain between upholding an accused’s right to a speedy trial and
ensuring the prosecution’s ability to present its case, framed within the larger context of
legal reforms aimed at streamlining judicial processes and protecting individual liberties.
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