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### Title: Office of the Ombudsman vs. Rodrigo V. Mapoy and Don Emmanuel R. Regalario

—

### Facts:
This case revolves around Special Investigators Rodrigo V. Mapoy and Don Emmanuel R.
Regalario of the National Bureau of Investigation, who were implicated in a case of grave
misconduct and dishonesty following an entrapment operation. On August 26, 2003, they
executed a search warrant against Pocholo Matias, seizing 250,000 sacks of imported rice
for technical smuggling. The warrant was later quashed. Following this, an entrapment
operation on October 8, 2003, led to their arrest for allegedly extorting money from Matias.
The Ombudsman initiated administrative charges resulting in their dismissal, which they
appealed.  The  Court  of  Appeals  reversed  the  Ombudsman’s  ruling,  which  led  to  the
Ombudsman’s appeal to the Supreme Court.

—

### Issues:
1.  Whether the Court of Appeals erred in reversing the Ombudsman’s decision finding
Mapoy and Regalario guilty of grave misconduct and dishonesty.
2. The application of the principle of substantial evidence in administrative cases.

—

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the Ombudsman’s petition, reinstating the decision that found
Mapoy and Regalario guilty of grave misconduct and dishonesty. The Court emphasized that
administrative cases only require substantial evidence to establish guilt. This standard was
met as evidence demonstrated that Mapoy and Regalario were involved in extorting money
from Matias. The Court rejected the defense that the officers were conducting their own
entrapment  operation  against  Matias,  considering  it  implausible  and  unsupported  by
sufficient evidence.

—

### Doctrine:
The  Supreme Court  underscored  the  principle  that  in  administrative  proceedings,  the
quantum of  proof  required is  substantial  evidence.  This decision reiterates the Court’s
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stance on corruption within public service, highlighting the standard for establishing guilt
and ensuring the integrity of government operations.

—

### Class Notes:
– **Substantial Evidence**: In administrative cases, guilt can be established with substantial
evidence, which is defined as such relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept
as adequate to support a conclusion.
– **Grave Misconduct and Dishonesty**: These are serious charges that indicate a public
officer’s corrupt intent, flagrant disregard of rules, or lack of integrity, which can lead to
dismissal from service.
– Relevant Citations:
– **Miro vs. Dosono, G.R. No. 170697, April 30, 2010**: This case provides insights into the
principle of substantial evidence in administrative law.
– **Estarija vs. Ranada, G.R. No. 159314, June 26, 2006**: Discusses the definition and
implications of dishonesty and misconduct in public service.

—

### Historical Background:
This  case  represents  the  Philippine  judiciary’s  continuing efforts  to  combat  corruption
within government agencies. The actions taken against Mapoy and Regalario reflect the
broader initiative of the government to ensure accountability and integrity amongst public
servants.  This case serves as a reminder of  the legal  mechanisms in place to address
allegations of misconduct and the evidentiary standards applied in administrative cases.


