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### Title
**Jesse Philip B. Eijansantos v. Special Presidential Task Force 156, G.R. No. 193547**

### Facts
**1. Investigation by SPTF 156:**
– In October 1999, President Joseph Estrada created Special Presidential Task Force 156
(SPTF 156) to investigate irregularities within the Department of Finance (DOF).
– The mandate of SPTF 156 was extended by President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo in October
2001 to recover and collect lost revenues.

**2. Subject of Investigation:**
– SPTF 156 investigated several officials from the One Stop Shop Inter-Agency Tax Credit
and  Duty  Drawback  Center  (Center)  regarding  the  issuance  of  fraudulent  Tax  Credit
Certificates (TCCs) amounting to at least P110,194,158.00.
– Among those investigated was Jesse Philip B. Eijansantos, an evaluator at the Center.

**3. Allegations:**
–  Atty.  Gerville  Abanilla  Reyes conducted an independent  investigation and found that
Evergreen  Weaving  Mills,  Inc.  (Evergreen)  had  fraudulently  obtained  34  TCCs  worth
?110,194,158.00.
– Evergreen produced false invoices and delivery receipts to claim tax credits.

**4. Administrative Charges and Procedural Posture:**
– On March 16, 2004, Atty. Reyes submitted a report stating the fraudulent issuance of
TCCs.
– Following this, Atty. Alan A. Ventura filed criminal charges under R.A. 3019 and estafa
through falsification of public documents and administrative charges for grave misconduct
against Eijansantos and co-accused.

**5. Ombudsman Decision:**
– On July 10, 2006, the Ombudsman’s Prosecution and Monitoring Bureau (PAMB) found
Eijansantos and others guilty of grave misconduct and recommended their dismissal.
– Eijansantos’ motion for reconsiderations were denied on December 29, 2009.

**6. Court of Appeals (CA):**
– Eijansantos filed a petition for review, which the CA dismissed on May 18, 2012, affirming
the decision of the Ombudsman.
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**7. Supreme Court:**
– Eijansantos subsequently filed a petition for review on certiorari before the Supreme
Court.

### Issues
**1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the Ombudsman’s decision finding
Eijansantos guilty of grave misconduct.**
**2. Whether Eijansantos can be held administratively liable for grave misconduct as an
evaluator and not as an approving authority of the TCCs.**
**3. Whether there was conspiracy among the Center employees, including Eijansantos, to
defraud the government.**

### Court’s Decision
**1. Non-interference with Ombudsman’s Findings:**
– The Supreme Court emphasized its policy of non-interference with the Ombudsman’s
investigatory and prosecutorial powers unless there is a clear showing of grave abuse of
discretion.

**2. Evidence and Findings:**
– The Court found substantial evidence of grave misconduct. As evaluators, Eijansantos and
his co-accused failed to conduct physical verification/inspection of the alleged operations of
Evergreen. This negligence allowed fictitious documents to be accepted and fraudulent
TCCs to be issued.

**3. Duties and Responsibilities:**
– Eijansantos’ argument that his duties were limited was rejected. The Court held that his
duties included ensuring the authenticity of applications through physical verification, and
his failure to do so constituted grave misconduct.

**4. No Grave Abuse of Discretion:**
– The Supreme Court agreed with the CA and the Ombudsman, affirming that Eijansantos’
negligence and intentional disregard of rules resulted in significant loss to the government.

The Supreme Court denied Eijansantos’ petition and upheld the penalty of dismissal.

### Doctrine
**1. Administrative proceedings require only substantial evidence to support a finding of
liability.**
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**2. Misconduct is defined as intentional wrongdoing or deliberate violation of a rule or law
by a public official,  with grave misconduct involving elements of corruption or flagrant
disregard of established rules.**
**3. Public officials are required to exhibit the highest degree of honesty and integrity, given
their role in the public trust.**

### Class Notes
**1. Substantial Evidence Standard:**
– The minimal standard of proof in administrative cases. Only relevant evidence that a
reasonable mind might accept as sufficient to support a conclusion is needed.

**2. Misconduct and Grave Misconduct:**
– Misconduct: Intentional wrongdoing violating established rules.
– Grave Misconduct: Misconduct with added elements like corruption, clear intent to violate
the law, or flagrant disregard for rules.

**3. Public Trust Doctrine:**
– Public office as a public trust implies that officials must act with utmost responsibility,
integrity, loyalty, and efficiency.

### Historical Background
The case arose from efforts directed by Presidents Estrada and Arroyo to tackle corruption
within government financial management. It reflects the Philippines’ broader struggle to
enforce transparency and accountability among public officials,  particularly in revenue-
generating departments such as the DOF.

—

This case reinforces the critical role of due diligence among public officials in ensuring the
authenticity of claims and safeguarding public funds against fraud, thus upholding public
trust in governmental processes.


