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Title: Atty. Gil A. Valera vs. Office of the Ombudsman, et al.

Facts:
Gil A. Valera, the Deputy Commissioner of the Bureau of Customs (BoC), filed a collection
case in December 2001 against Steel Asia Manufacturing Corporation (SAMC) for unpaid
duties and taxes amounting to P37,195,859.00. Following a compromise agreement with
SAMC, a complaint was filed against Valera by the Director of the Criminal Investigation
and Detention Group (CIDG) of the Philippine National Police (PNP) in August 2003. The
complaint, addressed to the Ombudsman, alleged that Valera entered into the agreement
without proper authority, causing undue injury to the government by waiving legal interest,
surcharges,  litigation  expenses,  and  damages,  totaling  P14,762,467.70.  Additional
accusations against Valera involved employing his brother-in-law in a company transacting
with the BoC and unauthorized travel to Hong Kong. The administrative complaint was
assigned to the OMB-MOLEO, and Valera was placed under preventive suspension, which
he challenged via a petition filed with the Court of Appeals (CA). The CA decision led to
appeals and continued proceedings, culminating in the OMB-MOLEO finding Valera guilty of
grave misconduct and his subsequent dismissal from service.

Issues:
1. Whether Valera entered into a compromise agreement without proper authority, violating
customs and executive department directives.
2. Whether employment of Valera’s brother-in-law by a brokerage firm with transactions in
the BoC constituted a conflict of interest.
3. Whether Valera’s unauthorized travel to Hong Kong constituted administrative offense.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied Valera’s petition, affirming the CA’s decision that supported the
OMB-MOLEO’s findings. The Court dissected the issues as follows:
1. On the first charge, it found that entering into a compromise without the Commissioner of
Customs and President’s approval  violated the Tariff  and Customs Code and Executive
Orders governing compensation settlements.
2. Regarding the second charge, it  was deemed that employing his brother-in-law in a
brokerage firm dealing with the BoC violated provisions against conflict of interest under
R.A. 3019 and R.A. 6713.
3. On the third charge, Valera’s unauthorized travel was affirmed as a breach of Executive
Order guidelines, specifying the need for presidential approval for public officials’ foreign
travels.
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Doctrine:
–  Public  office  holders  are  held  to  stringent  standards  of  integrity  and accountability,
underpinning the principle that public office is a public trust.
– The Court underlined the gravity of misconduct, especially involving the compromise of
government revenues, highlighting the necessity for adherence to stipulated regulations and
approval processes for compromise agreements.
– It reinforced the expansive definition of “family” in the context of conflict of interest,
which includes in-laws within the prohibitions of employing family members in enterprises
with pending official business.

Class Notes:
– In administrative proceedings, the quantum of proof required is “substantial evidence.”
– Grave misconduct involves a transgression of established rules with additional elements
like corruption and willful intent to violate the law.
– Definitions and scope of “family” under anti-graft laws include in-laws to prevent conflicts
of interest.
– Public officials must obtain proper authority for actions involving financial transactions or
personal activities like foreign travel, following specific procedural guidelines.
– Public officials’ actions, especially those affecting public trust and finance, are scrutinized
for adherence to both the letter and spirit of the law.

Historical Background:
This  case  is  illustrative  of  broader  issues  concerning  corruption,  accountability,  and
governance within Philippine government agencies, focusing specifically on those tasked
with revenue collection and customs. It demonstrates the legal and procedural mechanisms
designed to ensure that  public  officials  act  within the bounds of  authority and ethical
standards expected in their conduct, reflecting ongoing efforts to combat corruption and
promote transparency within the public sector.


