G.R. NO. 152780. January 22, 2007 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Apolinario vs. Flores

### Facts:

The case revolves around Ligaya M. Apolinario, who was accused of falsifying her Daily
Time Record (DTR) by Desiree B. Flores. This accusation led to an investigation by the
National Food Authority (NFA) as early as September 1998, resulting in a report dated 7
October 1998. However, due to the case’s pending status, Flores filed a formal complaint on
24 September 1999. Apolinario, in her defense, stated that her DTR entries were based on
various attendance monitoring sheets, which are all filed with the NFA Provincial Office.

Despite this defense, the Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon dismissed a falsification complaint
(OMB-1-99-1970) due to the pending evaluation of the investigation report by the NFA
Regional Office. This complaint was then re-docketed as OMB-CPL-1-00-0006 for
falsification and dishonesty but was later closed based on a response from Juanito M. David,
the NFA Regional Administrator, who reported another ongoing CSC case against
Apolinario.

Separately, a complaint specifically for dishonesty was filed as OMB-ADM-1-99-0821, for
which the Ombudsman found substantial evidence against Apolinario, leading to a six-month
suspension. This decision was challenged up to the Court of Appeals, which affirmed the
Ombudsman’s ruling.

### Issues:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the decision of the Ombudsman, given
the previously dismissed “same” complaint.

2. Whether the Court of Appeals correctly determined that the Ombudsman’s findings were
supported by substantial evidence.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court denied the petition, affirming the decision of the Court of Appeals. It
clarified that the dismissal of the criminal complaint did not automatically negate
administrative liability, emphasizing the independence of criminal, civil, and administrative
liabilities. The appeal to res judicata and double jeopardy was found inapplicable, as these
concepts did not extend protections against administrative actions the way they do in
criminal proceedings. Furthermore, the Court noted that the factual findings of the
Ombudsman were supported by substantial evidence, hence deserving of respect and
finality.
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### Doctrine:

This case reiterates that administrative liability is separate and distinct from criminal
liability. A dismissal in a criminal case does not automatically result in dismissal in an
administrative case. Furthermore, the principle of double jeopardy does not apply to
administrative cases as it does in the context of criminal law.

### Class Notes:

- **Administrative vs. Criminal Liability:** Understanding that a public official can be held
accountable in multiple arenas: civilly, criminally, and administratively, for the same act but
with different implications and requirements for proof.

- **Double Jeopardy:** Recognizing that this protection does not extend to administrative
proceedings, which means an individual can be subject to administrative action even after a
criminal case is resolved.

- *¥*Substantial Evidence in Administrative Cases:** The level of proof required in
administrative proceedings is not as high as in criminal cases—being evidence that a
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.

### Historical Background:

This case underscores the procedural intricacies and distinctions between different forms of
legal accountability for public officials in the Philippines. It highlights the mechanisms
through which administrative integrity is maintained separately from the criminal justice
system, reflecting a balance between protecting civil service integrity and ensuring due
process for the accused.
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