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**Title:** Glenn Caballes y Chua vs. Court of Appeals et al.

**Facts:**

1. **Filing of Charges:** On November 19, 2001, Glenn Chua Caballes was charged with
non-bailable offense of raping a minor in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Malabon City
under Criminal Case No. 25756-MN.

2. **Arraignment and Initial Proceedings:** Caballes was arraigned on February 7, 2002,
pleading not guilty. The prosecution began its case, presenting Venice Vera Pio, the private
complainant, and her mother as witnesses. Caballes commenced cross-examination which
was left unfinished.

3. **Change of Defense Counsel:** In January 2003, Caballes engaged a new counsel, Atty.
Noel S. Sorreda, who continued the cross-examination of Pio intermittently over several
court dates.

4. **Trial Resetting and Motion for Bail:** After failing to secure all relevant prosecution
witnesses and counsel unavailability, Caballes filed a petition for bail on April 28, 2003. The
prosecution was given ten days to oppose.

5. **Subsequent Trial and Bail  Hearings:** Trials were reset multiple times; significant
highlights  include the illness  of  private  prosecutor  leading to  trial  resets  and defense
counsel’s  conflicting  commitments.  The  court  rescheduled  the  trial  to  June  19,  2003,
instructing the issuance of subpoenas for Dr. Jose Arnel Marquez.

6. **Motions for Speedy Trial and Earlier Hearings:** Caballes filed motions citing his right
to a speedy trial requesting rescheduling and urgent resolution of his bail petition.

7. **Denials and Opposition Proceedings:** The trial court, citing strong evidence of guilt,
denied the petition for bail. Continuances continued due to Dr. Marquez’s unavailability.

8. **Petition for Habeas Corpus:** Caballes sought the issuance of a writ of habeas corpus
from the  CA  alleging  right  to  a  speedy  trial  violation.  CA  dismissed  the  petition  on
December 9, 2003, citing wrong remedy chosen by Caballes.

9. **Supreme Court Petition:** With the CA decision adverse to Caballes, he sought the
intervention of the Supreme Court through a petition for certiorari grounded on Rule 65,
arguing judicial excesses and abuse.
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**Issues:**

1. **Appropriate Remedy:** Whether the Appellate Court’s resolution denying the writ of
habeas corpus is contestable via certiorari to the Supreme Court.

2.  **Right  to  Speedy Trial:**  Whether  Caballes’s  right  to  a  speedy trial  was  violated,
meriting habeas corpus as a remedy.

3. **Trial Court Exercises:** Assessment of trial court’s actions regarding denial of bail and
resettings, whether such actions constituted grave abuse of discretion.

**Court’s Decision:**

1.  **On Appropriate Remedy:**  Supreme Court  ruled that  Caballes’s  appeal  cannot be
sustained via certiorari. Instead, a direct appeal under Rule 42 should have been pursued.

2. **Procedural Missteps:** Certiorari cannot act as substitute for habeas corpus or appeal.
The two remedies are distinct in nature.

3.  **Speedy  Trial  Analysis:**  The  Court  found  no  deliberate  and  oppressive  delay
attributable solely to the state. The delays, partly caused by the defendant’s and counsel’s
absences, were not unreasonable.

4. **Trial Court Authority:** On bail denial, the trial court had sufficient jurisdiction and
there was no grave abuse committed. The accused’s right to liberty must coexist with lawful
procedure and considerations about evidence strength.

**Doctrine:**

1.  **Distinction in Remedies:** Certiorari  as to jurisdictional  errors,  habeas corpus for
illegal detention.

2. **Right to Speedy Trial:** Balancing state interest and defendant rights, considerate of
both procedural fluidity and statutory constraints.

3. **Judicial Acts and Habeas Corpus:** Habeas corpus not to impugn trial court’s decisions
unless proving clear jurisdictional fallacies and severe prejudice.

**Class Notes:**
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– **Key Concepts:**
1. Habeas corpus: Challenges unlawful detention, not substitute for appeal.
2. Certiorari: Jurisdictional remedy, not for appeal.
3. Speedy Trial: Balanced test (length, reason, rights assertion, prejudice).

– **Statutes:**
– **Rule 65, Rules of Court:** Certiorari petitions.
– **Rule 137, Rules of Court:** Judicial inhibition discretion.
–  **Speedy Trial  Act  of  1998,**  superseded by  **2000 Rules  of  Criminal  Procedure**:
Mandate non-capricious trial dispatch.

**Historical Background:**

The case surfaces under procedural accelerations in Philippine judiciary systems, given
systemic  judicial  delays.  The legal  landscape was  shifting  towards  strict  adherence to
timelines, propelled by public outcry against lengthy detentions without resolutions, with
eventual  revision  of  procedural  laws  culminating  in  precedent  for  the  measures  and
constraints judicial officers must balance when ensuring expediency vis-a-vis thoroughness
in criminal proceedings.


