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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Sandiganbayan, et al.

**Facts:**
1.  **Privilege Speech and Initial  Investigation:** On November 12,  2002, Congressman
Wilfrido B. Villarama alleged bribery by a high-ranking government official in a privilege
speech. The Presidential Anti-Graft Commission (PAGC) was directed by the President to
investigate.
2.  **Responses:**  Cong.  Villarama  confirmed  that  Secretary  Hernando  B.  Perez  was
involved. Secretary Perez denied the allegations.
3. **Jimenez’s Allegation:** On November 25, 2002, Cong. Mark Jimenez accused Secretary
Perez of extorting US$2 Million.
4. **Ombudsman Involvement:** Ombudsman Marcelo requested documents from PAGC and
a sworn statement from Jimenez. Jimenez submitted his complaint on December 23, 2002.
5.  **Preliminary  Investigation:**  The  complaint  was  re-docketed  for  criminal  and
administrative  investigation.  A  Special  Panel  was  created  to  investigate.
6. **Fact-Finding Investigation:** On January 15, 2003, the complaint was referred for a
full-blown fact-finding investigation.
7. **Delay in Investigation:** Despite obtaining supporting bank documents from Hongkong
Special Administrative Region and Switzerland in 2005, the investigation extended nearly
six years.
8. **Criminal Informations Filed:** Four informations were filed on April 18, 2008, including
violations under Republic Act No. 3019 and robbery under the Revised Penal Code.
9. **Motions to Quash:** Respondents moved to quash the informations. The Sandiganbayan
divisions quashed the informations in 2008 and 2009, citing wrongful interpretation and
inordinate delay.

**Issues:**
1. **Interpretation of “Transaction” in Section 3(b) RA No. 3019:**
– Did the Sandiganbayan err in applying the restrictive interpretation from Soriano, Jr. v.
Sandiganbayan?
–  Should  “transaction”  include  non-monetary  considerations  where  a  public  officer
intervenes?
2. **Speedy Disposition of Cases:**
– Was there a violation of the constitutional right to a speedy disposition of cases due to the
delay in the Ombudsman’s investigation?
– Does the prolonged fact-finding investigation without subsequent timely action justify the
dismissal of charges?
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**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Transaction Interpretation (G.R. No. 188165):**
– The Sandiganbayan’s reliance on Soriano, Jr. v. Sandiganbayan in defining “transaction”
was upheld.
– Section 3(b) of RA No. 3019 is limited to transactions involving monetary consideration.
– The allegations against Perez did not meet this requirement, justifying the quashing of the
information.
2. **Speedy Disposition (G.R. No. 189063):**
– The delay of nearly six years in investigating the complaint was oppressive and vexatious.
– The Court emphasized the constitutional guarantee of a speedy disposition of cases.
– The Sandiganbayan’s dismissal based on inordinate delay was affirmed, protecting the
respondents’ constitutional rights.

**Doctrine:**
1. **Soriano, Jr. Interpretation:** The term “transaction” under Section 3(b) of RA 3019
must involve monetary consideration.
2. **Speedy Disposition:** The right to a speedy disposition of cases applies to preliminary
investigations, and inordinate delays can lead to dismissal of charges.

**Class Notes:**
– **Section 3(b) RA No. 3019:** Corrupt practices by public officers related to monetary
transactions.
– **Article 293 and 294, Revised Penal Code:** Defines robbery and its penalties.
– **Constitutional Right:** Section 16, Article III – speedy disposition of cases.
– **Case Law:** Soriano, Jr. v. Sandiganbayan, Merencillo v. People – interpretations of
“transaction” and the need for monetary consideration.
– **Statutes Cited:** RA No. 3019 (Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act), Article 293 and
294 (Revised Penal Code), Section 16 of Article III (Constitution of the Philippines).

**Historical Background:**
This case underscores the Philippines’ commitment to eradicating corruption and ensuring
fair  administration  of  justice.  The  judiciary’s  decisions  reflect  ongoing  concerns  over
political motivations in prosecutorial actions and emphasize the constitutional right to a
prompt resolution of legal disputes. The drawn-out nature of high-profile investigations and
their implications for the justice system remain critical issues in maintaining public trust
and legal integrity.


