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Title: Major General Carlos F. Garcia vs. Sandiganbayan and The Office of the Ombudsman

Facts:
This case involves a petition filed by Major General Carlos F. Garcia, who served as the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Comptrollership, J6, of the Armed Forces of the Philippines. Garcia
aimed to  annul  and set  aside  the  Resolution dated 29 October  2004 and the  Writ  of
Preliminary Attachment dated 2 November 2004, issued by the Sandiganbayan. Garcia also
sought to enjoin the Sandiganbayan and the Office of the Ombudsman from proceeding with
actions related to the enforcement of these issuances.

The  case  began  when  Atty.  Maria  Olivia  Elena  A.  Roxas,  a  Graft  Investigation  and
Prosecution Officer II of the Field Investigation Office of the Office of the Ombudsman, filed
a complaint against Garcia for various violations, including those under Republic Act (R.A.)
No. 6713 and Article 183 of the Revised Penal Code. This resulted in a case being filed
against Garcia, his wife Clarita, and their three sons for violations related to R.A. No. 1379,
among other allegations, suggesting they acted as conduits for Garcia’s allegedly ill-gotten
wealth.

Simultaneously, the Republic of the Philippines, through the Office of the Ombudsman, filed
a petition with the Sandiganbayan seeking the forfeiture of unlawfully acquired properties
under  Section  2  of  R.A.  No.  1379.  The  Sandiganbayan granted  a  Writ  of  Preliminary
Attachment against the properties of Garcia and his family following this petition.

Garcia filed a Motion to Dismiss in Civil Case No. 0193 before the Sandiganbayan, arguing
lack of jurisdiction. Alongside, Garcia filed the present Petition under Rule 65, contesting
the Sandiganbayan’s  jurisdiction  over  civil  actions  for  forfeiture  under  R.A.  No.  1379,
arguing  such  jurisdiction  resides  with  the  Regional  Trial  Courts  and  not  with  the
Sandiganbayan.

Issues:
1. Whether the Sandiganbayan has jurisdiction over petitions for forfeiture under R.A. No.
1379.
2. Whether the Office of the Ombudsman has the authority to investigate, initiate, and
prosecute such petitions for forfeiture.
3. Whether Garcia is guilty of forum-shopping.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed Garcia’s petition, affirming the Sandiganbayan’s jurisdiction
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over petitions for forfeiture under R.A. No. 1379 and the authority of the Office of the
Ombudsman to investigate, file, and prosecute these petitions. The Court also found Garcia
guilty of forum-shopping, given his simultaneous filing of a Motion to Dismiss addressing the
same jurisdictional issue in the Sandiganbayan and the present petition in the Supreme
Court.

Doctrine:
The seminal doctrine established by this case affirms the jurisdiction of the Sandiganbayan
over violations of R.A. No. 1379 and related issuances, and the authority of the Office of the
Ombudsman  to  conduct  investigations  and  initiate  actions  for  forfeiture  of  unlawfully
acquired  wealth  by  public  officers.  This  case  reinforces  the  anti-graft  court’s  role  in
addressing corruption and illegal acquisition of wealth within the public sector.

Class Notes:
1. Jurisdiction of Sandiganbayan: The Sandiganbayan has jurisdiction over cases involving
violations of R.A. No. 3019, R.A. No. 1379, and specific offenses under the Revised Penal
Code when involving public officials of certain ranks.

2. Office of the Ombudsman: Armed with the authority to investigate any illegal act or
omission of any public officer, it can initiate forfeiture proceedings related to ill-gotten
wealth under R.A. No. 1379.

3. Forum-shopping: The act of filing multiple cases based on the same cause with the hope
of  receiving  a  favorable  decision  in  one  forum constitutes  forum-shopping,  a  practice
condemned by the Court due to its potential to abuse judicial processes and resources.

Historical Background:
This case reflects the continuing effort of Philippine judiciary and anti-corruption bodies to
combat corruption and recover unlawfully acquired wealth from public officials. It highlights
the  legal  mechanisms  available  to  the  government,  reinforcing  the  mandate  of  the
Sandiganbayan and the Office of the Ombudsman in holding public officials accountable,
underlining  the  broader  context  of  anti-corruption  efforts  following  the  Philippines’
experiences during and after the Marcos regime.


