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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Hawaii affirmed David C. Martinez’s conviction for reckless manslaughter by
omission arising from the death of a two-year-old child. The court held that sufficient evidence
supported the conviction, that expert testimony concerning battered child syndrome was admissible,
and that the circuit court properly denied Martinez’s motion to dismiss based on preindictment delay.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Martinez appealed his judgment of conviction for reckless
manslaughter by omission and his ten-year sentence, including a
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STANDARD OF REVIEW Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed by considering the evidence in
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported Martinez’s conviction for reckless manslaughter by omission.

2. Whether the circuit court plainly erred by admitting expert testimony that Natasha suffered from battered
child syndrome when the prosecution could not directly link all of her prior injuries to Martinez.

3. Whether the circuit court erred in denying Martinez’s motion to dismiss the indictment for
unconstitutional preindictment delay and in failing to make essential findings under HRPP Rule 12(e).

HOLDINGS

1. Substantial evidence supported Martinez’s conviction because the evidence permitted the circuit court to
find that Natasha suffered an inflicted injury, that Martinez was present when the injury occurred and
knew she was injured, that he had a legal duty to obtain medical care, and that he recklessly caused her
death by delaying medical assistance.

2. Expert testimony that Natasha suffered from battered child syndrome was relevant and admissible in a
prosecution for an offense involving the breach of a legal duty to obtain timely medical treatment for an
injured child, even though the prosecution could not directly link the prior injuries to Martinez.

3. The circuit court properly denied Martinez’s motion to dismiss for preindictment delay because Martinez
failed to establish substantial prejudice to his ability to receive a fair trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“evidence of BCS is admissible in a trial in which a defendant is charged with an offense implicating the
breach of a legal duty to seek and obtain timely medical treatment for an injured child in order to prove that
the child's injury was not accidental, regardless of whether the prosecution is able to link the child's prior
injuries directly to the defendant.” (617)

“If the defendant fails "to establish substantial prejudice to his [or her] right to a fair trial, [however,] there
is no imperative to consider the reasons for prosecutorial delay."” (617-618)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Two-year-old Natasha Faufata arrived at a Honolulu fire station in cardiopulmonary arrest, severely
hypothermic, and with multiple injuries. Medical experts testified that her brain injury and other conditions were
inconsistent with Martinez’s account that she had recently choked on a doughnut, and they concluded that she
had suffered inflicted asphyxia and battered child syndrome. Martinez had been with Natasha during the relevant
period but waited several hours before seeking medical assistance. The circuit court found that he knew of the
injury, had a legal duty to seek timely medical care, and recklessly caused her death by omission.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

An Oʻahu grand jury indicted Martinez for second-degree murder arising from the death of a two-year-old child.
The circuit court denied his motion to dismiss for preindictment delay, admitted expert testimony concerning
battered child syndrome, and after a jury-waived trial convicted him of the included offense of reckless
manslaughter by omission. The Supreme Court of Hawaiʻi affirmed the conviction and sentence.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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