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Title: National Bureau of Investigation vs. Conrado M. Najera

Facts:
The case involves an administrative complaint arising from a raid conducted by a team from
the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI), including Conrado M. Najera, at a disco and
amusement center on April 17, 2007, around 2:00 a.m. The raid aimed to verify a complaint
for human trafficking. During the operation, Najera announced a raid and apprehended 27
employees,  including  the  cashier,  Francis  Quilala,  who  later  filed  an  administrative
complaint  against  the  raiding  team.  Quilala  claimed  the  center  was  not  involved  in
prostitution, accused Najera of ransacking the premises, confiscating items, and attempting
to extort  P500,000.00 for  the employees’  release.  Najera and his  team defended their
actions,  claiming  they  had  authority  from their  supervisor,  Chief  Head  Agent  Regner
Peneza,  who  did  not  testify  in  the  investigation.  The  NBI  concluded  the  raid  was
unauthorized and filed charges against the raiding team with the Office of the Ombudsman.
The Ombudsman found Najera guilty of grave misconduct, a decision downgraded by the
Court  of  Appeals  (CA)  to  simple  misconduct,  resulting  in  a  three-month  suspension.
Dissatisfied, the NBI filed a Petition for Review on Certiorari to the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether substantial evidence exists to prove Conrado committed grave misconduct in
conducting the raid operation.
2.  The  appropriate  administrative  liability  for  conducting  a  raid  without  proper
authorization  and  coordination.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the NBI’s petition, upholding the CA’s decision. It agreed that
there was no substantial evidence for grave misconduct, particularly regarding the extortion
allegation, given the reliance on unsubstantiated narrations by Francis Quilala. The Court
also found the NBI failed to prove Najera acted without superior authorization, noting the
absence  of  Chief  Peneza’s  testimony.  However,  it  acknowledged  Najera’s  failure  to
coordinate  with  relevant  agencies  as  simple  misconduct,  warranting  a  three-month
suspension based on the Uniform Rules on Administrative Cases in the Civil Service.

Doctrine:
The ruling emphasized the standard of substantial evidence in administrative proceedings
and clarified the definitions and liabilities associated with grave and simple misconduct
within the context of public service rules and regulations.



G.R. No. 237522. June 30, 2020 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

Class Notes:
–  **Substantial  Evidence  Standard**:  In  administrative  cases,  guilt  must  be  based  on
substantial evidence, which is such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept
as adequate to support a conclusion.
– **Grave vs. Simple Misconduct**: Grave misconduct involves corruption, a clear intent to
violate the law, or blatant disregard of established rules which warrant dismissal from
service.  Simple  misconduct  involves  lesser  violations  of  established  rules  of  action  or
behavior, warranting suspension or a fine.
– **Procedural Requirements for Raids**: Proper authority and coordination with relevant
agencies are necessary for law enforcement actions, aligning with specific legislations like
R.A. No. 9208 (Anti-Trafficking in Persons Act of 2003) and R.A. No. 9262 (Anti-Violence
Against Women and Their Children Act of 2004).

Historical Background:
This  case  provides  insight  into  the  procedural  nuances  and  challenges  within  law
enforcement operations in the Philippines, especially regarding authority, coordination, and
the balance between operational efficacy and adherence to legal and procedural protocols.
The court’s decision reinforces the importance of substantial evidence in administrative
accountability and emphasizes the necessity of following established legal frameworks in
conducting law enforcement activities.


