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**Title: People of the Philippines v. Jessica Lucila “Gigi” G. Reyes, Janet Lim Napoles, et
al.**

**Facts:**

The case revolves around the alleged misuse of the Priority Development Assistance Fund
(PDAF) by several individuals, including Jessica Lucila “Gigi” Reyes, who served as the Chief
of Staff for Senator Juan Ponce Enrile, Janet Lim Napoles, and her children, among others.
The alleged conversion of public funds amounted to P172,834,500.00 within the span of
2004 to 2010, involving prominent government officials.

1. **Initiation and Preliminary Investigation:**
– On September 16, 2013, the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI) filed a complaint for
Plunder.
– On November 18, 2013, the Field Investigation Office of the Ombudsman also filed a
similar complaint for Plunder and violation of Section 3 (e) of RA 3019.
– These complaints alleged that the respondents conspired to divert funds through non-
government organizations controlled by Janet Lim Napoles.

2. **Role of Key Individuals:**
–  Reyes  was  accused  of  processing  fraudulent  releases  of  PDAF  through  various
administrative actions and receiving kickbacks.
– Janet Napoles was identified as the mastermind, orchestrating and controlling the NGOs
used as conduits.
– The Napoles siblings were implicated as officials in the NGOs, engaging in falsifications to
facilitate fund diversion.

3. **Ombudsman Determination:**
– A Joint Resolution dated March 28, 2014, and a Joint Order dated June 4, 2014, by the
Ombudsman found probable cause against Reyes, Napoles, and others for one count of
Plunder and multiple counts of violations of Section 3(e) of RA 3019.

4. **Subsequent Legal Maneuvers:**
– Reyes, claiming forged documents and hearsay evidence, sought reconsideration, which
was denied.
– The Napoles siblings argued that there was no evidence of conspiracy with public officials.
– Despite these appeals, the Ombudsman upheld the charges.
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5. **Sandiganbayan Proceedings:**
– Following the Ombudsman’s resolution, 16 Informations were filed at the Sandiganbayan,
which, on July 3, 2014, after independently evaluating the evidence, issued arrest warrants.
–  Reyes  and  others  filed  motions  for  suspension  of  proceedings,  arguing  for  judicial
determination of probable cause, which were also denied.

**Issues:**

The Supreme Court had to determine:
1. If the Ombudsman committed grave abuse of discretion in its finding of probable cause
for Plunder and corruption charges.
2. If the Sandiganbayan erred in its judicial determination of probable cause for issuing
arrest warrants against the accused.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **On the Ombudsman’s Determination:**
– The Court affirmed the discretion of  the Ombudsman, clarifying that probable cause
doesn’t require full evidence suitable for conviction. Hearsay evidence can support probable
cause when corroborated,  finding no grave abuse of  discretion by the Ombudsman in
continuing the prosecution.

2. **On the Sandiganbayan’s Actions:**
– The Court validated the Sandiganbayan’s issuance of arrest warrants, determining it had
properly exercised its judicial discretion and found the existence of probable cause based on
its independent review of the presented evidence.

**Doctrine:**

– **Probable Cause in Criminal Proceedings:** The standard for probable cause does not
require absolute certainty but rather sufficient facts to support a belief that a crime has
occurred and that involved parties are likely connected.
– **Judicial Review of Prosecutorial Decisions:** The Court emphasized deference to the
prosecutorial discretion unless a clear abuse of discretion is evident.
– **Role of Preliminary Investigation:** It is a preliminary screening that differs in scope
and purpose from the judicial determination required for issuing warrants or adjudicating
guilt.
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**Class Notes:**

– **Plunder (RA 7080):** Requires a public officer to amass illegal wealth over P50 million
through a series of acts.
–  **Corruption  under  RA  3019  §3(e):**  Involves  public  officers  acting  with  manifest
partiality, bad faith, or negligence causing unwarranted benefits or undue injury.
– Hearings for probable cause do not necessitate exhaustive evidence akin to trial-level
standards.

**Historical Background:**

This case is embedded in the broader context of the infamous “PDAF Scam,” which exposed
systemic  corruption  involving  legislators’  discretionary  funds  misappropriated  through
dubious NGOs, sparking massive public outrage and judicial  reforms aimed at  curbing
corruption in the Philippines. The scandal highlighted problematic interactions between
private individuals and public officials in managing state resources.


