G.R. No. L-54641. November 28, 1980 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title: People of the Philippines v. Jose P. Misola, 87 Phil. 830 (1950)**
**Facts:**

1. **Initial Complaint**: The case began with an accusation against Jose P. Misola. The Chief
of Police filed a complaint of slight physical injuries against him, alleging that he committed
the crime against Porfirio Valverde.

2. **Tustice of the Peace Court**: Misola was initially tried in the Justice of the Peace Court
of Sta. Cruz, Zambales. He was found guilty and sentenced to eleven (11) days of arresto
menor plus costs.

3. **Appeal to Court of First Instance**: Dissatisfied with the decision, Misola appealed to
the Court of First Instance of Zambales.

4. **Information Filed**: On August 27, 1948, the Provincial Fiscal filed an information for
slight physical injuries against Misola in the Court of First Instance of Zambales.

5. **Death of the Offended Party**: Before the trial could proceed, the offended party,
Porfirio Valverde, died in an automobile accident in November 1948.

6. **Motion to Dismiss**: On August 5, 1949, Misola’s counsel moved to dismiss the case,
citing the death of Valverde, asserting that the action was personal and thus abated upon
his death. They referenced the case of Guevara vs. Del Rosario to bolster their motion.

7. **Opposition and Ruling**: The private prosecutors opposed this motion. Nonetheless,
Judge Segundo M. Martinez ruled in favor of the motion, dismissing the case on October 20,
1949. He leaned on the precedent suggested by Misola’s counsel, despite his personal
opinion to the contrary.

8. **Appeal to Supreme Court**: The People of the Philippines subsequently appealed the
decision of dismissal to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. *Does the death of the offended party abate a criminal case for slight physical injuries?**

2. **Does the initiation of the criminal case by a peace officer, as opposed to the offended
party, affect the continuation of the prosecution?**
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**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Issue of Abatement**:

- The Supreme Court held that the death of the offended party, Valverde, did not abate the
criminal proceedings. The case of Guevara vs. Del Rosario was deemed irrelevant as the
proceedings were commenced by a peace officer, not the victim.

- The Court emphasized that the action was instituted by the state and not by the offended
party, who played a role merely as a witness.

2. **Issue of Continuation**:

- Since the information was filed by the Provincial Fiscal, the case was deemed to have been
effectively taken over by the state. The offended party’s death did not impair the course of
criminal prosecution.

- The Court underscored that the crime in question (slight physical injuries) was against the
State concerning public peace and order, and the intervention of the offended party was not
a prerequisite for proceedings to continue.

**Doctrine:**

- **Criminal Prosecution Independence**: Criminal prosecutions initiated by peace officers
or the fiscal are independent of the offended party’s existence once a case is underway. The
state’s interest and jurisdiction over the case persist despite the offended party’s demise.

- **Non-abatement of State-Initiated Actions**: Actions initiated and maintained under state
control do not abate with the death of the offended party, especially if the complaint does
not derive its legitimacy from the victim’s cooperation or consent.

**Class Notes:**

- **Slight Physical Injuries as State Concern**: Crimes like slight physical injuries are
treated as offenses against the state, implicating public order beyond individual grievances.

- **Role of the Prosecuting Authority**: The fiscal’s control over criminal proceedings
precludes the offended party’s personal stake from halting prosecution.

- **Legal Interpretation of Rule 106**: Section 2 of Rule 106 clarifies who may initiate
criminal action, while Section 4 provides for the prosecuting authority’s direction over
proceedings.
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**Historical Background:**

The case took place during a post-war period in the Philippines, a time marked by judicial
restructuring and clarification of procedural rules. The decision underscores the clear
demarcation between private wrongs and public offenses as the legal system aimed to
reinforce state authority over criminal prosecutions, setting a foundational understanding
for future cases involving offenses against public peace and order.
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