
Executive Summary 
 
 
 This report aims to provide a perspective of the anti-corruption efforts of Om-
budsman Deputized Prosecutors from the Department of Justice.  Specifically, this re-
port describes the extent of investigative and prosecutorial activities of deputized prose-
cutors in the handling of Ombudsman cases.  This integrated report also looks into the 
experiences of the Office of the Ombudsman (OMB) and the Department of Justice (DOJ) 
since forging partnership on 5th October 1995.  The next step defines the priority colla-
borative strategies between the OMB and DOJ in the prompt handling and speedy dis-
position of about 6,000 OMB cases before the regular courts. 
 
 The report is presented in two parts.  The first part contains the integrated re-
port of the nationwide capacity-building of OMB deputized prosecutors from the DOJ, 
workshop priority issues and concerns, and examines the prosecutor-participants’ view 
of the effectiveness of existing anti-graft bodies (or agencies) and laws.  The second part 
provides the individual or regional batch reports that served as basis for the findings 
presented in the integrated report. 
 
PROSECUTION OF OMBUDSMAN CASES … 
 
 The prosecution stage in a graft case is synonymous to the 4th quarter in a 

basketball game.  The sound of the buzzer ending the 4th quarter is the much 
awaited moment by the watching fans in a basketball game. The sound of the buzz-
er is also the official declaration of the winner.  The public watches intensely the 
prosecution stage of a graft case just like in the basketball game.  The watching 
public wants to see the prosecuting team win over the defense team.  This win simp-
ly means “corruption does not pay.”  The prosecuting team in this regard is the Of-
fice of the Special Prosecutor of the Office of the Ombudsman. 

 
THE PLAYING COURT … 
 
 SANDIGANBAYAN is the court where the game is played.  The Sandiganbayan is 

a special court created in 1979 by virtue of Presidential Decree No. 1606, as 
amended, to specifically hear and try graft and corruption cases.  The court has five 
divisions with the first three stationed in Metro Manila, the fourth in Cebu City for 
cases coming from the Visayas region, and the fifth in Cagayan de Oro City for cases 
coming from the Mindanao region.  The Sandiganbayan for the past 24 years (Feb-
ruary 1979 to 31st August 2003) worked on about 29,670 cases or about 1,237 cas-
es per year; resolving about 27,304 cases or about 1,138 cases per year and pend-
ing of 2,366 cases or about 99 cases per year. 

 
ADDING MORE PLAYING COURTS …  
 
 The necessity of adding courts in order to play the pending games.  Sandi-

ganbayan got its much needed breather with the approval of Republic Act No. 7975 
on 30th March 1995.  This law provides for the functional and organizational streng-
thening of Sandiganbayan by clearly defining and delineating its jurisdiction on 
graft and corruption cases with that of other courts.  Specifically, Sandiganbayan 
shall exercise original jurisdiction over high profile cases involving officials, officers, 
and employees occupying positions with Salary Grade 27 and higher as classified 
under the Compensation and Position Classification Act of 1989.  The jurisdiction 
on all other cases are now vested in the proper Regional Trial Court, Metropolitan 
Trial Court, Municipal Trial Court, and Municipal Circuit Trial Court, as the case 
may be, pursuant to their respective jurisdiction as provided in Batas Pambasa Bi-
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lang 129.  This law drastically increased the number of playing courts from the five 
divisions in the Sandiganbayan to about 2,130 courts nationwide. 

 
WE HAVE A LONGER BENCH OF PLAYERS …  
 
 The number of players also increased.  The increase in the number of playing 

courts likewise reflects an increase in the number of players. The fiscal-prosecutors 
of the Department of Justice numbering about 1,090 and deployed throughout the 
country became potential players.  The Office of the Ombudsman consequently de-
putized prosecutors of the Department of Justice to handle and prosecute Om-
budsman cases before the regular courts.  

 
THE NEED FOR A PARTNERSHIP … 
 
 Office of the Ombudsman and Department of Justice partnership.  The Office 

of the Ombudsman and the Department of Justice aptly formed a partnership on 5th 
October 1995 with the issuance of OMB-DOJ Joint Circular No. 95-001, series of 
1995, signed by Ombudsman Aniano A. Desierto and Department of Justice Secre-
tary Teofisto T. Guingona, Jr.  The circular calls for the prompt handling and speedy 
disposition of about 6,000 Ombudsman cases before the regular courts and defines 
the guidelines in the conduct of investigation and prosecution of these cases. 

 
PROGRESS IS QUITE MINIMAL … 
 
 Progress – while minimal – is not doing any good.  Despite the joint undertaking 

between the Office of the Ombudsman and the Department of Justice, it remains a 
fact that there has been minimal progress in the speedy handling and disposition of 
Ombudsman cases before the regular courts.  The Office of the Ombudsman recog-
nizes and attributes this minimal progress to the inadequate coordination between 
the prosecutors of the Office of the Ombudsman and Department of Justice.  This 
incidence, as the Office of the Ombudsman views, further results in the lukewarm 
handling of Ombudsman cases by the deputized prosecutors. 

 
LET US SIT AND TALK … 
 
 Initial strategic response of the Office of the Ombudsman.  The first strategic 

response of the Office of the Ombudsman is to orient and increase the level of 
awareness, understanding, and appreciation of deputized prosecutors from the De-
partment of Justice on the nature and characteristics of Ombudsman cases.  The 
Office of the Ombudsman eventually designed, funded, and implemented a seminar-
workshop for the prosecutors of the Department of Justice, National Capital Region 
(NCR) to address the concern.  A total of 39 prosecutors representing 12 cities and 5 
municipalities in Metropolitan Manila served as participants. 

 
WE ARE HERE TO HELP … 
 
 Timely response from a donor agency.  The Government of the Philippines 

through the National Economic and Development Authority and the United Nations 
Development Programme developed and published a Strategic Agenda Framework 
(2002-2004) entitled Portfolio on Enabling Environment: Poverty Reduction Through 
Good Governance.  This portfolio is a 3-point governance agenda that is directed to-
wards contributing to the substantive reduction of poverty in the country.  The ca-
pacity-building initiative of the Office of the Ombudsman with the deputized prose-
cutors from the Department of Justice falls within the context of the Agenda 1 – 
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Sustaining the Gains of Public Sector Reforms – of this GoP-UNDP portfolio.  Specif-
ically, Agenda 1 addresses the capacity development requirements of the govern-
ment machinery and pursues initiatives that promote and provide opportunities to 
incorporate the elements of good governance particularly in the key area of anti-
corruption. 

 
OMB REQUESTS DONOR AGENCY AND SUPPORT MATERIALIZES … 
 
 Office of the Ombudsman taking the opportunity.  The Office of the Ombuds-

man created a task force to explore the possibility of seeking assistance to continue 
the capacity-building initiative with the deputized prosecutors from the Department 
of Justice to cover the other 14 regions of the country.  The Ombudsman task force 
headed by Assistant Ombudsman Cyril E. Ramos with Graft Investigation Officer 
Ador G. Paulino held exploratory meetings with UNDP Portfolio Manager on Gover-
nance Dr. Emmanuel E. Buendia.  A Terms of Reference entitled Strengthening In-
vestigative and Prosecutorial Capacities: Focus on the Office of the Ombudsman Depu-
tized Prosecutors was the result of these series of meetings that Dr. Buendia sup-
ported with much patience.  The Terms of Reference was submitted to and approved 
by the UNDP and implemented in December 2002. 

 
THE PROGRAM DESIGN … 
 
 Seminar-workshop design.  The seminar workshop was designed to effect progress 

in the speedy handling and disposition of Ombudsman cases before the regular 
courts.  Activities during the seminar-workshop were geared towards developing 
strong coordination and linkages between the Office of the Ombudsman and De-
partment of Justice prosecutors.  Specifically, four modules were utilized: (a) Module 
1 – Ombudsman Powers, Functions, and Procedures; (b) Module 2 – Anti-Graft Laws, 
Jurisprudence and Supreme Court decisions Relating to Investigation of Ombuds-
man Cases; (c) Module 3 – Methods and Techniques Used in the Prosecution of Om-
budsman Cases; and, (d) Module 4 – Workshop: Problem Identification, Solutions 
and Recommendations Relative to the Handling and Prosecution of Ombudsman 
Cases. 

 
THE RESOURCE SPEAKERS … 
 
 Top caliber resource speakers.  Invited resource speakers are composed of high 

ranking officials from the Office of the Ombudsman and the Office of the Special 
Prosecutor with positions ranging from Overall Deputy Ombudsman, Deputy Om-
budsman, Assistant Ombudsman, Deputy Special Prosecutor, Bureau Director, Res-
ident Ombudsman, Graft Investigation and Special Prosecution Officers.  A briefing 
and orientation of all resource speakers per module was conducted before the start 
of each seminar-workshop to guarantee quality performance from each speaker.  
The orientation-briefing likewise served as venue to clarify expectations relative to 
the delivery of lectures and activities involved on specific topics. 

 
ADD-ON ACTIVITY … 
 
 Survey on corruption and the effectiveness of existing anti-graft bodies and 

laws.  The Office of the Ombudsman incorporated in the seminar-workshop design 
a perception-based research to determine the view of 448 prosecutor-participants on 
corruption, adequacy and effectiveness of existing anti-graft bodies (or agencies), 
and laws.  significant findings revealed that: 
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 On the perceived causes of corruption.  The vast majority or 70.98% of depu-
tized prosecutors ranked “low pay” as the primary reason for corruption in the 
country.  The incumbency of corrupt leaders in the government was ranked as 
the second reason by about 69.64% of participants while lack of moral values 
ranked third with 67.86%. 

 Perceived reasons for continued prevalence of corruption.  The lack of real 
political will to fight corruption was mentioned by 69.64% of participants as the 
major reason for corruption’s continued prevalence.  About 55.8% cited the 
country’s economic situation as another major reason, apathy with 50.8% and 
systemic nature of corruption with 48.44% as the other reasons. 

 On the effectiveness of anti-graft bodies (agencies).  The Office of the Om-
budsman, on a scale of 0 to 10 (with o being the lowest and 10 the highest), got 
a rating of 7.22, Department of Justice 6.94, Supreme Court 6.44, Sandigan-
bayan 6.41, Lower Courts 5.76, Civil Service Commission 5.12, Commission on 
Audit 4.85, and Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 4.36. 

 On the adequacy of anti-graft laws.  There are sufficient existing laws and 
statutes on graft and corruption according to the prosecutor-respondents.  They 
do believed however there is much to be desired in the enforcement of these laws. 

 
THE WORKSHOP ISSUES AND CONCERNS … 
 
 Workshop highlights.  The workshop was the culminating activity in the program.  

The prosecutor-participants were divided into small groups and asked to discuss 
pre-defined areas (information, evidence, and witnesses) that can facilitate or hinder 
in the handling of Ombudsman cases before the lower courts.  The issue on admin-
istrative support within and between the Department of Justice and the Office of the 
Ombudsman on the monitoring of these Ombudsman cases before the lower courts 
were likewise discussed.  The various recommendations forwarded for this purpose 
are presented in detail in the integrated report that follows. 

 
DELIVERABLES OF THE OMBUSDMAN … 
 
 Accomplishment and UNDP support in 2002.  Two regions (Regions III and IV) 

were completed in December 2002 with 46 prosecutors as participants.  UNDP pro-
vided initial funding support in the amount of ONE MILLION SIXTY SEVEN THOU-
SAND SIX HUNDRED PESOS (PhP1,067,600.00).  The Office of the Ombudsman re-
quested to and was granted by the UNDP on 1st July 2003 to utilize the remaining 
balance of TWO HUNDRED FORTY FOUR THOUSAND AND SEVEN HUNDRED SE-
VENTY TWO (PhP244,772.00) for the reprinting of about 5,000 copies and distribu-
tion to various government agencies including state universities and colleges of the 
Revised Compilation of Laws on Graft and Corruption. 

 
 Accomplishment and UNDP support in 2003.  The remaining 12 regions (Regions 

VII, XI, VIII, VI, I, X, II, XIII, IX, V, XII, and XIV, respectively) were completed be-
tween January and May 2003 with a total of 393 prosecutors as participants.  
UNDP in this regard provided funding in the amount of FORTY THOUSAND DOL-
LARS (US$40,000.00) released to the Office of the Ombudsman in two tranches: 
80% in the first semester of 2003 and the 20% upon submission of this final inte-
grated report. 

 
PROGRAM WORTH … 
 
 Overall program evaluation.  The overall outcome of this capacity-building under-

taking is a success.  The results of the program appraisal reflected the realization of 
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the various objectives set forth in the beginning.  The strategy of advancing the fi-
nancial support by the implementing agency proved beneficial to all stakeholders in 
this regard, particularly the benefactor – the deputized prosecutors from the De-
partment of Justice.  The calendar of activities was completed within the scheduled 
time frame. 

 
NEXT STEPS … 
 
 Next steps.  The program success is possible because of the collaborative efforts of 

all stakeholders, to wit: (a) United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) through 
Governance Portfolio Manager Dr. Emmanuel E. Buendia; (b) Civil Service Commis-
sion as Executing Agency through Assistant Commissioner Mary Ann Z. Fernandez; 
(c) National Economic and Development Authority through GoP-counterpart Portfo-
lio Manager Director Virgilio T. Salentes; and, (d) Department of Justice through the 
deputized prosecutors.  The following are the some of the significant propositions for 
the next steps: 

 
 Designation of a Special Court to Hear Ombudsman Cases.  The intention of 

designating a special court for every region or select regions is to prioritize and 
speed up the dispositions of Ombudsman cases before the lower courts.  The Of-
fice of the Ombudsman is working with the Department of Justice the details in 
this regard. 

 Conduct of Trial Advocacy Skills Development Program.  The top officials of 
the Office of the Ombudsman as well as the Office of the Special Prosecutors 
recognized the need to conduct an intensive investigative and prosecutorial 
training program among the deputized prosecutors from the Department of Jus-
tice. 

 Establishment of a Reporting and Monitoring System.  There was likewise an 
admission of having weak links between the Office of the Ombudsman and the 
Department of Justice in the area of case tracking, reporting, and monitoring.  
One common recommendation is the establishment of an OMB-DOJ Case Moni-
toring System, which shall serve as feedback mechanism in determining the sta-
tus of an Ombudsman case at any given time.  A few of the project components 
under consideration are: 
 Court Watch.  This seeks to tap the senior law students from the various 

Universities and Colleges all over the country.  These students shall serve as 
the eyes and ears of the Office of the Ombudsman in the monitoring of Om-
budsman cases before the lower courts. They shall likewise provide informa-
tion on the performance of deputized prosecutor vis-à-vis the handling of 
these Ombudsman cases.  Capacity-building for these senior law students is 
essential. 

 Creation of Regional Task Force of Deputized Prosecutors.  This proposal 
aims to tap the RSPs or Regional State Prosecutor to act as Task Force Chair 
and supported by the deputized prosecutors of the region.  Specifically, the 
task force shall handle the prosecutorial activities required in all Ombuds-
man cases within its area of jurisdiction. This shall also define and clarify 
accountabilities for the Ombudsman cases in the lower courts. 

 Establishing Clear Procedures in the Transmittal of Ombudsman Case 
Records. A must component in the establishment of a reporting and moni-
toring system.  The procedure defining the transmittal of Ombudsman case 
records eventually make case tracking and recording easy. 

 
 

AG Paulino 
GIO II, RSSB 



INTEGRATED REPORT 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
 The 1987 Philippine Constitution has vested the Office of the Ombudsman with 
vast functions as “protector of the people”. It is mandated to investigate and prosecute 
erring public officials and employees. Such function entails great responsibility as it 
covers all the civil servants in the bureaucracy except those enumerated in Section 21 
of the Republic Act No. 6770, otherwise known as the Ombudsman Act of 1989.  With 
its minute budget allocation every year, the Office is expected to still carry out its func-
tions, particularly to look after all complaints and cases which it has jurisdiction given 
the limited resource and manpower, specifically investigators. This limitation, in some 
ways restricts the Office to perform effectively its mandate. 
 
 With the end view of being of full service to the people, the Office took a major 
step in strengthening its investigative and prosecutorial capabilities by forging solid 
partnership with the Department of Justice. In October 5, 1995, the Office of the Om-
budsman and the Department of Justice jointly entered into an agreement by signing 
the Memorandum Circular No. 95-001. This particular circular seals the collaborative 
effort of the two agencies concerning the prompt handling and disposition of about 
6,000 OMB docketed cases being filed before the regular courts. The disposition and 
resolution of these cases before the regular tribunals is pursuant to Republic Act Nos. 
7975 (AN ACT TO STRENGTHEN THE FUNCTIONAL AND STRUCTURAL ORGANIZA-
TION OF THE SANDIGANBAYAN, AMENDING FOR THE PURPOSE PRESIDENTIAL DE-
CREEE NO. 1606, AS AMENDED) and 8249 (AN ACT FURTHER STRENGTHENING THE 
JURISDICTION OF THE SANDIGANBAYAN, AMENDING FOR THE PURPOSE PRESI-
DENTIAL DECREE NO. 1606, AS AMENDED, PROVIDING FUNDS THEREFORE, AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES). These two laws clearly define the authority and control of the 
Sandiganbayan over the cases involving violation of the Republic Act No. 3019 other-
wise known as Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act. In addition, the said acts specifi-
cally mentioned the exclusive jurisdiction of the proper regional trial court, metropolitan 
trial court, municipal trial court, and municipal circuit trial court, as the case may be 
over cases that pertain to accused occupying positions lower than Salary Grade 27. 
Hence, the inscribing of the joint circular between OMB and DOJ resolves the issue on 
implications on the jurisdiction including the administrative concerns of the DOJ pros-
ecutors. 
 
 Officially, with the signing of the Memorandum Circular, OMB and DOJ has 
formed a joint venture that will finally resolve the matters concerning the investigation 
and prosecution of OMB cases. But despite the existence of this significant undertaking, 
OMB is confronted with the fact that little progress has been taking place/observed in 
terms of speedy handling and disposition of said cases before the regular courts. This is 
precisely true, from the point of view of the Office; there is a lack or maybe insufficient 
coordination between the two agencies.  This deficiency is perceived further leads to lu-
kewarm treatment of OMB cases by DOJ prosecutors. 
 
 Thus, this seminar is intentionally and specifically designed to address the said 
concerns and issues. 
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OBJECTIVES 
 
 To ensure the effective implementation of this program, three major compo-
nents/objectives were defined and identified: (a) Conduct of Preparatory Command Con-
ference; (b) Conduct of Conference-Workshop-Proper-Cum-Survey; and, (c) Preparation 
and Submission of Report (Batch and Integrated). 
 
Preparatory Command Conference 
 
 The conduct of this training ensued from pre-implementation, to implementation 
and to post-implementation activities. With this first component, it was undertaken to 
determine and establish a definite instrument within the Office of the Ombudsman to 
assist and support the systematic and orderly conduct of the conference-workshop. 
Among the objectives achieved by the holding of this conference were: 
 

 Creation of Pool of Speakers 
 
Lecturers who were considered, selected and invited to deliver lectures for 
each module in every region possessed the necessary skills, competence and 
expertise in their field of work. Their position in the organization, vast expe-
riences and exposure in their particular endeavor were carefully screened 
and evaluated.  To guarantee the quality of their performance in imparting 
knowledge and skills, a briefing and orientation was conducted for every set 
of resource speakers prior to the conduct of the seminar. A standardized 
course outline with definite description of every topic to be discussed in 
every module was provided to them. Brainstorming session was held togeth-
er with the organizers, in this particular program, the Officer-in-Charge and 
Team Leader to thresh out questions relative to the delivery of the lecture 
and activities involved in the seminar. Speakers were also advised to furnish 
the organizers – the Bureau with a tentative outline of their topic to check if 
it adheres to the prepared module content defined by the implementing bu-
reau. 
 
Invited resource speakers are composed of high ranking officials from the Of-
fice of the Ombudsman and the Office of the Special Prosecutor with position 
ranging from former Deputy Ombudsman, Overall Deputy Ombudsman, As-
sistant Ombudsman, Director, Resident Ombudsman, Graft Investigation Of-
ficer and Special Prosecution Officer. The culmination of the command con-
ference produced and trained fourteen (14) resource speakers – four for 
module 1, six for module 2 and four for module 3 (Appendix “A”). 
 

 Formation and Training of Facilitator’s Bureau or Group 
 
Another important element in which this seminar was conceptualized was to 
make –up a pool of facilitators within the bureau who handle all the activi-
ties and requirements of the seminar. With this program, it aimed to create a 
group of competent and effective facilitators who possess the capabilities in 
conceptualizing, organizing, implementing and evaluating training programs 
and seminars of this kind in the future. This pool will serve as great support 
to the special programs the Research and Special Studies Bureau will hope 
to undertake in tie-up with non-government organizations like the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) which has the same vision and 
thrust like the Office of the Ombudsman. With this program, a team is com-
posed of Graft Investigation Officer, Associate Graft Investigation Officer and 
Administrative Support Staff. For every team, a team leader is assigned to 
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oversee the implementation of the program in the particular region, and the 
remaining individuals are tasked to be the members to provide technical and 
administrative assistance and/or other functions as may be requested or as 
may be deemed necessary in the conduct of the activity. The team leader is 
likewise given the major responsibility in preparing and submitting the batch 
report for every seminar being conducted.  Seven (7) graft investigation offic-
ers, four (4) associate graft investigation officers and four (4) administrative 
staff provided services and assistance during the conduct of the program 
(Appendix “B”).  
 

 Preparation of a Standard Instructional and Handout Materials for Every 
Module of the Conference-Workshop 
 
In addition to the creation and training of speakers and facilitators, another 
important aspect that the program achieved was the preparation, printing 
and distribution of a standard instructional and handout materials for every 
module of the conference-workshop. These materials formed the seminar kit 
for the participants. First on the list were the printing of 3,000 copies of the 
compilation of laws on graft and corruption which were distributed to the 
participants. The compendium contains the following laws, acts, administra-
tive orders, decree, memorandum circular and joint resolution: 
 
o 1987Constitution of the Philippines 
o Article XI Accountability of Public Officers 
o Republic Act No. 6770 (Ombudsman Act of 1989) 
o Republic Act No. 3019 (Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act) 
o Republic Act No. 1379 
o Republic Act No. 6713 (Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards for Public 

Officials and Employees) 
o Implementing Rules of Republic Act No. 6713 
o Revised Penal Code (Title II and VII) 
o Presidential Decree 749 
o Republic Act No. 7080 
o Republic Act No. 7975 
o Revised Internal Rules of the Sandiganbayan 
o Administrative Orders Nos. 7-13 
o Memorandum, Circular No. 14 
o Joint Resolution No. 2-97 

 
 Likewise included in the kit was Ombudsman Primer which describes briefly 

the creation of the Office, appointment of the Ombudsman and his deputies, 
Ombudsman roles and five major functions and directory of the different 
OMB sectoral offices and officials for reference and inquiries.  

 
Conduct of Conference-Workshop Proper-Cum-Survey 
 
 The major element of the program was the implementation and conduct of the 
seminar-workshop itself which was focused on the investigation and prosecution of 
Ombudsman cases by deputized DOJ prosecutors.  The seminar proper was given a 
two-day duration. Activities were spread equally to maximize the time and get the best 
results. There were four modules, three of which were allotted to lectures. For each lec-
ture, the speaker is given 1½ hours to expound on the topic assigned to him/her. After 
each discussion, an open discussion followed. The speaker was given a free hand on 
how he/she would go about the discourse. An outline of the lecture module was earlier 
given to serve as guide.  Module 1 was about the Ombudsman powers, functions and 
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procedures. Module 2 was zeroed in on the anti-graft laws, jurisprudence and Supreme 
Court decisions relating to investigation of Ombudsman cases. Module 3 emphasized 
the methods and techniques used in the prosecution of graft and corruption cases.  
Module 4 was basically, a group activity involving the active interaction of the partici-
pants in identifying common problem areas encountered in the course of handling an 
Ombudsman case and it also required them to formulate solutions and recommenda-
tions that would contribute in resolving the issues and concerns.  During the workshop, 
they were also asked to comment and air their views relative to the issue on the refil-
ling/reviving of dismissed Ombudsman cases based on the Supreme Court ruling on 
account of the George Uy case. A question was also tossed to the participants whether 
they agree or support the idea of designating and/or creating special courts to exclu-
sively hear and decide Ombudsman cases cognizable by the regular courts. The last 
item included in the workshop was a query on the need to present as witness the GIO 
whose participation is confined to building up the case but has no personal knowledge 
of the facts and circumstances affecting the commission of the offense or violation.  
With the workshop, the participants came out with a report that helped in clarifying the 
roles and coordination between the two agencies.  Recommendations and suggestions 
were elicited and identified that would eventually support the creation and establish-
ment of a more definite and specific feedback and monitoring system relative to the 
speedy handling and disposition of Ombudsman cases (Appendix “C”). 
 
 As built-in mechanism in every training program, an assessment of the overall 
conduct was done through an evaluation questionnaire.  This was aimed at determining 
the effectiveness and the extent to which the set objectives of the training were realized. 
 
 Another instrument which was administered before the completion of the confe-
rence-workshop was the survey questionnaire on corruption and the effectiveness of 
existing anti-graft bodies and laws.  The objective of the survey was to determine the 
perceptions of the DOJ prosecutors on the perceived causes of corruption, evaluation of 
anti-graft bodies, adequateness and effectiveness of existing anti-graft laws and other 
statutes and recommendations/overall improvement of the concerned agencies and 
laws.  
 
Preparation and submission of report 
 
 The last major component of this undertaking involved report writing. As one of 
the requirements of the donor agency which is the United Nations Development Pro-
gram, the Office of the Ombudsman upon completion of the seminar for each batch, a 
report shall be forwarded. And at the end of the conduct of the program for fifteen re-
gions, an integrated report would be submitted to the UNDP by the Government of the 
Philippines through the Office. The batch report contained the highlights of the two-day 
conference-workshop, program evaluation, results of the survey and outputs of the 
workshop. The final report on the other hand, discussed the following items:  
 

 Executive Summary – this is a short description of all the elements of the 
project. 

 Background and Objectives – describes the start of the project and the rea-
sons behind the implementation of it. 

 Activities – in this segment, it outlines the steps taken relative to the comple-
tion of the project, as well as identifying the difficulties encountered in the 
process of undertaking the project, if there was any. 

 Assessment and Evaluation Methodology – this portion highlights the ap-
proach taken how the expected results / objectives were achieved / accom-
plished. 
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 Sustainability and/or Recommendations - this part of the integrated report 
describes the recommended steps to be undertaken to sustain the activities 
of the project after the donor agency has already given all the funding re-
quirements of the project. In this case, this portion emphasized the sug-
gested solution relative to the creation/establishment of a monitoring / re-
porting system needed by the Office of the Ombudsman and the Department 
of Justice relative to the handling and disposition of graft and corruption 
cases brought before the regular tribunals.   

 Appendices – this last section of the integrated report contained the instru-
ments and tools administered during the project. 

  
ACTIVITIES 
 

The Office of the Ombudsman has always been relentless in its pursuit to eradi-
cate corruption and create a graft-free nation.  It also recognizes the fact that there is a 
greater demand for a significant and immediate discharge of its mandate.  To carry out 
its mission, the Ombudsman is envisioning a formidable team of graft-busters com-
posed of lawyers and investigators equipped with the proper tools needed to accomplish 
its Herculean tasks.         

 
 In doing so, it has adopted several strategies, one of which is the intensified re-

finement of skills of the human resources through capability-building seminars and 
workshops.  It has likewise solicited the cooperation of other agencies like the Depart-
ment of Justice (DOJ) to develop stronger linkages relative to the disposition of Om-
budsman cases filed in the regular courts.  Thus, the concept of an efficient and expedi-
tious prosecution of corruption cases gave birth to the “Seminar-Workshop on the Inves-
tigation and Prosecution of Ombudsman Cases for Deputized DOJ Prosecutors”. 

 
Preparatory Command Conference. 
 
 One of the vital keys of a successful endeavor rests on the careful planning and 
systematic organizing of the project.  The critical phase of developing the program needs 
thorough analysis and scrutiny.  It is in this stage where goals are crafted, methods are 
designed and outputs are forecasted.  The team held a series of meetings and consulta-
tions to tackle the various aspects of the seminar, among which were the following:     

 
 Establishing Goals and Objectives. The proponent of the project initially for-

mulated the goals and objectives of the seminar-workshop. The focus was on 
beefing up the prosecutorial capabilities of the deputized DOJ prosecutors 
for the speedy and efficient disposition of Ombudsman cases.  Establishing 
clear and specific goals and objectives provided basis upon which the 
progress and success of the program was evaluated. 

 
 Outlining the Program Methodology and Mechanics. Developing a logical flow 

of the program will avoid the waste of resources.  An outline was prepared to 
serve as guideline in the conduct of the seminar.  From there, the compo-
nents and the step-by-step process were identified, from the first to the last 
activity.  The team followed the logical flow that was presented during the 
orientation of the team to avoid waste of resources.    

 
 Identifying Appropriate Subject Matter/Topics. Knowing what the topic is all 

about helped in determining subsequent topic of the seminar.  The compo-
nents were arranged according to the order by which there is continuity and 
coherence, from the basic information to the most complex subject.  
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To capture the interests of the participants, the proponents chose the most 
appropriate subject matters and lectures of the seminar.  The aptness and 
suitability of a lecture to one’s use and benefit was the prime and essential 
consideration in choosing the subject.  
 

 Setting of Time Frame/Period. Appropriating the suitable time frame for each 
endeavor in the seminar is a very important matter to be taken.  The scope 
and limitation of each activity was designed, thereby, coming up with the 
time frame for the whole seminar, which was initially a one-day affair.   

 
In the first batch of the seminar participated in by the prosecutors from the 
National Capital Region (NCR) where the event was held for a day, it was 
suggested that to be able to tackle the issues comprehensively and to cover 
all issues for deliberation during the open forum, a lengthier time be allo-
cated for each lecture.  Heeding the proposition, it eventually became a two-
day seminar.  Thus, the two-day event was adapted for the next 14 regions.   

 
 Determining Target Participants. The target participants were the prosecutors 

of the DOJ.  The seminar was conducted in all regions all over the country.  
Both the city and provincial prosecutors including their assistants were con-
sidered with approximately 40 participants for each region.  In coordination 
with the DOJ, a list of participants was provided for every batch in the form 
of a department order (Appendix “D”).     

 
 Selecting Competent Lecturers. Obtaining a wide spectrum of views from the 

lecturer provides for a more productive and informed group.  In the selection 
of competent lecturers, various criteria were formulated.  Essentially re-
quired is an Ombudsman official who is knowledgeable and has the expertise 
on the assigned topic.  He/she should possess the qualities of a good speak-
er.  His/her commitment to the mission was highly considered, likewise, 
his/her availability on the scheduled delivery of the lecture.  The team ob-
tained the bio-data/resume of potential speakers and conducted an assess-
ment or profile check to come up with excellent and top-notch pool of lectur-
ers.  
 

 Preparing the Seminar Materials. After determining the topic for each module, 
the team gathered pertinent materials for each lecture.  Various reference 
materials were prepared.  The lecturers themselves approved the finished 
product in the form of handouts. The team also came up with supplemental 
handouts after exploring other sources to obtain added information.  Appro-
priate revisions were made and incorporated after consultation.  

 
Items in the seminar that were subjected to procurement system and proce-
dures were accomplished as required.  A complete set of the kit was distri-
buted to each prosecutor before the start of the seminar proper. 

 
 Organizing the Venue, Accommodation and Mode of Transportation. Choosing 

the right venue for the seminar was a tough job because the location is criti-
cal since it will be held in the different regions all over the country.  It is im-
portant to consider the geographical proximity and travel time of the atten-
dees.     
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Even the set-up of the conference room has an enormous impact on the inte-
raction of the participants.  A great detail was provided for in arranging the 
venue, including the accommodation of the participants, plus the mode of 
transportation of the OMB officials, lecturers and the secretariat. The com-
fort, security, up to the choice of food was arranged with care and caution.    
 

  Preparing the Team. The team was gathered and given orientation on what 
the activity is all about.  The overall outline of the project, its background, 
contents, outputs, activities, etc. were presented to show the overall picture 
of the whole program.  The mechanics of the seminar was studied and scru-
tinized by the team members. A number of suggestions were made to im-
prove the set-up of the activities. 

 
A pool of facilitators was trained to handle the seminar-workshop.  They 
learned that in the event that unexpected incidents occur, they need to be 
flexible to meet the demands of the situation.  To further enhance the work-
ing relations of all the members of the team, roles were defined to clarify the 
responsibilities of each.  The team was motivated to perform excellently.   

 
Conference-Workshop Proper 

 
 Preparatory to the seminar proper, the assigned facilitators held a brief orienta-
tion for the participants.  They gave a clear idea of what will transpire during the 2-day 
event, informing them what the aims is, and generally how the workshop will run.  The 
main segments of the seminar were as follows: 

 
 Modules I, II and III. The master of ceremonies and the facilitators primarily 

controlled the flow of the program from segment to segment.  They monitored 
the continuous and orderly delivery of the topic.  Each speaker was given 
sufficient time for his lecture.  The facilitators saw to it that their needs were 
met such as assistance to visual presentations, maintenance of good sound 
system, etc. Since each lecturer was given a considerable time for an exten-
sive discussion of their assigned topic, there was a conscious effort on the 
part of the facilitators on the time limit given to each speaker.  To break the 
monotony in between lectures, an energizer perked up the atmosphere. 
 
At the end of each lecture, an open forum followed.  Here, the facilitators, 
made sure that things were under control.  They made sure that that there 
were equal opportunities for the participants to present their viewpoints, 
that no one monopolized the discussion and heated arguments were avoided.   
Certainly, the lectures were handled very well in a systematic manner. 
 

 Workshop.  The facilitators during the whole time of the seminar, made sure 
that the group assigned to each was under control.  After forming four (4) 
groups, the participants were assigned to work together with their respective 
group mates.  A worksheet was distributed which was initially filled-up indi-
vidually.  After a given time, the sharing of their experiences proceeded re-
garding the problems often encountered in the handling of Ombudsman cas-
es. An appointed moderator from the group controlled the discussions, giving 
each participant ample time to share their ideas about the topic. They collec-
tively consolidated their output.  
 
The groups later on appointed their respective rapporteur who presented 
their constructive criticisms as well as their valid suggestions and recom-
mendations.  All valuable comments pointed out by each group were taken 
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into account by the facilitators.  The insights and concerns shared by the 
participants, which were addressed to the top management, helped in re-
moving the blocks to an effective prosecution and improving the current sys-
tem in the handling of the said cases. After the presentation of the workshop 
outputs in each regional seminar, the respective regional state prosecutor 
gave positive response especially on the Ombudsman’s call to help curb graft 
and corruption.  
 
The outputs collated from the workshop were discussed in the batch report, 
which eventually became part of the consolidated report.  

  
 Survey Questionnaire. Aside from the lectures, a Survey Questionnaire on 

Corruption and the Effectiveness of Existing Anti-Graft Bodies and Laws was 
formulated.  The appropriate items and topics to be covered were selected in-
cluding the structure of questioning.  The questionnaire was reviewed a 
number of times before it was approved.  After determining the number of 
respondents, the team reproduced enough copies for the participants (Ap-
pendix “E”).  
 
During the seminar, a brief background was discussed of what the survey is 
all about.  These were distributed and were later on retrieved for tabulation.  
After having collected from the source, the processing of data followed.  The 
data were categorized according to variables and appropriate statistical tools 
were applied.  The tabulation was done manually which was reduced into a 
form, which facilitated data analysis and interpretation.  The statistical in-
formation gathered from the data served as the basis for the respective re-
gional reports.  Later on, said reports became the foundation for the formu-
lation of the nationwide consolidated statistical report.        

 
 Program Evaluation. The conduct of an evaluation at the end of every under-

taking is a useful tool to determine its success or failure.  The evaluation 
was designed in such a way that the lectures, the lecturers and the totality 
of the program were rationally and impartially assessed to assist the propo-
nents in improving the seminar for future similar undertakings.       

 
The evaluation survey helped in determining how informative was the semi-
nar and its usefulness to the participants in relation to their job as prosecu-
tors. The assessment showed the degree to which the objectives created was 
fulfilled.  It was able to examine what were achieved vis-à-vis the goals, what 
did not go according to the program and the reasons why.    It has likewise 
addressed concerns or issues that were raised but not sufficiently covered by 
the group.   

 
Moreover, the evaluation has recognized the work that has been done and 
acknowledged those who were involved in the project.  In the end, a follow-
through plan was suggested to ensure sustainability of informed and up-
dated deputized prosecutors.     

 
Report Writing  

 
The last phase of the program is the preparation of written reports.  The project 

required for a batch report submitted at the end of each regional seminar and a consol-
idated report after the conduct of the seminar for the 14 regions.   
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In the said report, a detailed account of the proceedings of the two-day seminar 
was discussed and illustrated.  Also included in the report was the processing of the 
information derived from the undertaking.  In this stage, various data gathered from the 
workshop and survey were analyzed and interpreted to arrive at conclusive findings.  
The report likewise embodied the suggestions and recommendations elicited from the 
participants.   

 
Apart from the submission of the batch and the consolidated reports, an editori-

al team was formed for the production and publication of an information manual about 
the project.  The staff, under the supervision of the project director and in consultation 
with some of the lecturers, had a series of meetings to define and identify the substance 
of the manual.  The team wrote, compiled, processed and arranged the contents of the 
manual and later on reviewed, edited and proofread the finished product.  The advisers, 
to improve the essence of the whole program, provided valuable insights, feedbacks and 
comments. The team also assumed the responsibility of the printing and publication of 
the information manual. 
 
 
ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
 
 Evaluation is an integral part of every training cycle, concerned with the ap-
praisal and improvements of all elements of a program. It is a systematic attempt at as-
certaining the extent to which the set objectives of the program are realized. It also de-
termines the effectiveness as well as the inadequacies of the program an agency has 
endeavored to establish. The process of evaluation includes the appraisal of all elements 
of the total training program that contribute to the effective and economical training 
with a view to innovate. This embraces the organization/agency concerned, the partici-
pant’s experiences/knowledge/skills, the instructional materials/modules, resource 
speakers, facilitators, training organizers and the whole system – the bureaucracy as a 
whole.  The administration of an evaluation mechanism can be done either internally or 
by an independent evaluator. With this particular program, the Office of the Ombuds-
man opted to conduct the evaluation by itself. 
 
 The Capability-Building Seminar on the Investigation and Prosecution of Om-
budsman Cases for Deputized DOJ Prosecutors for fifteen batches (15) made use of an 
assessment instrument – a questionnaire consisting of seven test items. The question-
naire was distributed and administered to all participants just before the completion of 
the two-day conference-workshop. In the evaluation and assessment of this program, a 
paper-and-pencil evaluative approach was used. It was a combination of the use of rat-
ing scales (with adjectival equivalent) and essay. In the essay, participants were asked 
to cite points that would contribute to the improvement of the seminar. In addition, two 
question items were formulated for the participants to enumerate specific facts (i.e. best 
and least useful part of the seminar).  In items 1, 2, 3, 6 and 7, the trainees were di-
rected to give their overall rating pertaining to the following: the degree of how informa-
tive the seminar was with regard to the four (4) modules discussed, the level of effec-
tiveness of the resource speakers; the extent to which the seminar was helpful to their 
job/work; the appropriateness of the sessions to their level of knowledge and interest; 
and the degree of the trainees’ satisfaction with the sessions (Appendix “F”).   
 
 The following were the highlights of the overall results of the evaluation: 
 

 Question number 1 surveyed the participants’ view on how the informative 
the seminar was in terms its content – specifically the modules discussed 
during the conference-workshop. In Module 1, which was about the powers, 
functions and procedures of the Office of the Ombudsman, 13 out of 15 re-
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gions considered the subject as very informative. (Regions VIII, IX, X, XI and 
XII). While four regions perceived it as somewhat informative and another 
four regions (NCR, IV, VI and VII) saw it as extremely informative. Module 2 
was a discourse on the different anti-graft-laws, jurisprudence and Supreme 
Court decisions. Fourteen batches rated this particular item as very informa-
tive. Module 3 emphasized the importance of methods and techniques in the 
prosecution/handling of Ombudsman cases. Fourteen batches described it 
as very informative. The last part of the session was the workshop, in which 
participants regarded the group activity/interaction as very informative. 

 In query no. 2, respondents were asked to give their overall impressions on 
the performance and effectiveness of the lecturers who were assigned to each 
module.  Most of the respondents gave their approval on the expertise and 
skills of the resource speakers. 

 The participants were asked to rate the helpfulness of the seminar in their 
line of work. A great majority from the most number of regions considered it 
very helpful. 

 In identifying the best part of the seminar, quite a number enumerated all 
parts and activities incorporated in the seminar were important and relevant. 
In determining the least useful part, an overwhelming majority answered in 
the negative. 

 Asked about the level of appropriateness of the conference-workshop in their 
level of knowledge and interest, respondents from a large number of batches 
(14) cited very well as their response. 

 In determining the participants’ level of satisfaction in terms of the sessions 
and activities undertaken during the seminar, they came up with a common 
conclusion – they were very satisfied. 

 The last item was devoted to eliciting the participants’ views and opinions 
relative to the improvements/innovations that can be done in the conduct of 
the seminar, the following were the significant and common responses: 

 Invitation of resource speakers from other government entities; 
 Provision of additional handout materials – case readings and additional top-

ics; 
 Conduct of follow-through seminars – should be done in a regular/periodical 

basis; 
 Selection of participants must include all prosecutors; 
 Inclusion of socialization and fellowship in the activities; and, 
 Allotment of additional time for each module. 

 
 The results of the appraisal reflected the realization of most of the objectives set, 
though not all. Overall outcomes showed that the program reaped success. Some of the 
objectives achieved were the creation of a facilitators’ and resource speakers’ pool, the 
distribution and printing of compilation of laws, the holding of the conference-workshop, 
administration of program evaluation and survey questionnaire and the submission of 
report. These important points were carried out in the program. Not to mention the sig-
nificant fact that with this program, DOJ investigators/prosecutors were able to gain 
knowledge and skills prerequisite to a better appreciation and treatment of Ombuds-
man cases that find their way to regular courts. Likewise, the holding of this kind of 
undertaking cleared the picture of creating a demarcation line concerning the coordina-
tion and partnership of the two agencies involved, thus creating a clear picture of work-
ing together as allies. 

 
 However, it can be concluded that the program on the whole was a success; 
there were some details in the course of conducting the seminar that hin-
dered/hampered its effective and efficient implementation. These hitches/constraints 
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however served as guiding elements in introducing changes and improvements. One of 
which, was the scheduling/interval between the dates in which the seminars were held. 
Due to the urgency in holding the conference-workshop, the organizers were left with no 
choice but to conduct the activity simultaneously. Since it was the first time that the 
Office was given the rare chance to have this program, an overlapping of schedules oc-
curred which eventually resulted in the difficulty of inviting resource speakers consider-
ing that there were very few of them. To correct the situation, before assigning a timeta-
ble for the next batch, resource speakers were informed and invited two weeks prior to 
the actual date to give them time to arrange their engagements and organize their tasks. 
Another setback suffered was the period of coordination between the Department of 
Justice and the Office of the Ombudsman relative to the dates of seminar. The actual 
date of the activity and the period to which the dissemination of the department order 
authorizing the prosecutors to participate were always too close, thus the participants 
were not completely informed of the details. Usually, they were informed by DOJ only by 
telephone. As a result, some of the participants not fully aware of the details did not 
make it to the seminar proper. To remedy the situation, the Office of the Ombudsman 
opted to directly communicate with the Regional State Prosecutor and explained the 
particulars to avoid misinformation and confusion. 
 
 The restraints encountered during the program did not stop the Office from un-
dertaking such a relevant and timely endeavor. These difficulties provided room for 
more innovations and insights that can be used in the near future in implementing a 
more effective program in which the whole bureaucracy could benefit specifically in ex-
tending better service to our people and the society as well. 
 
 
SURVEY ON CORRUPTION 
   
 The Office of the Ombudsman conducted a nationwide perception survey on cor-
ruption with a sample of 448 Department of Justice prosecutors during a series of con-
sultative and capability-building seminar workshops for said participants on the inves-
tigation and prosecution of Ombudsman cases.     
 
 The survey explored into the DOJ prosecutors’ views and opinions on the issue 
of corruption. The respondents were asked into their perceptions on the causes, its pre-
valence and evaluation about anti-graft bodies and laws. Awareness and recommended 
measures for such anti-graft laws and agencies were also delved into the survey. 
 
 A great majority of the total number of registered participants in the fifteen (15) 
regional seminar-workshops totaling 474 people got involved in the survey. Therefore, 
the mortality rate was considerably small at 5.49%. Many of the DOJ prosecutors were 
old timers in the government. Three hundred seventy-nine (379) or almost 80% of the 
total number of registrants have been with government for at least ten years.  
 
 Overall, the responses to the survey provided invaluable insights into the prose-
cutors’ perceptions about corruption. This information will be very useful in future col-
laborative endeavors with the Department of Justice and in improving the Office of the 
Ombudsman’s own corruption prevention, investigation and prosecution efforts (Ap-
pendix “G”). 
 
Perceived causes of corruption. 
 
 The vast majority of the DOJ prosecutors (70.98 %) considered “low pay” to be 
the primary reason for corruption in the country (see Table 1, Appendix “G”). The in-
cumbency of corrupt leaders in government placed a very close second (69.64 %) most 
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cited reason for corruption’s existence. Lack of moral values ranked third (67.86 %) 
most cited reason.           
  
Perceived reasons for continued prevalence of corruption.  
 
 Responses to the question “What were the perceived reasons for corruption’s 
continued prevalence in the country?” remained consistent with their overall responses 
to the earlier question regarding its major origins (see Table 2, Appendix ). Another clear 
majority (69.64 %) named the country’s lack of political will to really fight corruption as 
the most commonly mentioned reason for corruption’s continued pervasiveness. More 
than half of the respondents named economic conditions (55.8 %) as another major rea-
son for corruption’s persistent occurrence. Roughly one (1) out of two (2) of the respon-
dents also cited public apathy and the systemic nature of corruption as other major 
reasons, 50.8% and 48.44% respectively.       
 
Evaluation of anti-graft bodies (agencies).   
 
 The respondents were asked to rate the existing anti-graft agencies in terms of 
their substantial contribution to the fight against graft and corruption on a scale of 0 to 
10 (0 being the lowest and 10 being the highest rating one can give). Overall, the high-
est rating was given to the Office of the Ombudsman at 7.22, followed by the Depart-
ment of Justice at 6.94. The respondents rated the Supreme Court and the Sandigan-
bayan almost identically at 6.44 and 6.41, respectively. The lower courts placed fifth 
with 5.76. The Civil Service Commission placed sixth with 5.12. The Commission on 
Audit (4.85) and the Presidential Anti-graft Commission (4.36) received the lowest rat-
ings.  
 
 In terms of their efficiency (doing things right), the Office of the Ombudsman 
(OMB) again received the highest rating at 1.93, (see Table 4, Appendix  ) followed again 
by the Department of Justice (DOJ) with 2.02 and the Supreme Court (SC) that virtually 
received the same rating at 2.04. The Sandiganbayan (SB) received a close rating of 
2.14. The Commission on Audit (COA) and Presidential Anti-graft Commission (PAGC) 
again received the lowest ratings at 2.61 and 2.8, respectively.      
 
 In terms of effectiveness (doing the right things), the OMB consistently garnered 
the highest rating at 1.89. This time, the SC placed second with 2.02 while the DOJ ob-
tained an overall rating of 2.04. The Sandiganbayan remained at fourth with an effec-
tiveness rating of 2.13. Again, COA and PAGC stayed behind with the lowest ratings at 
2.61 and 2.66, respectively.   
 
Familiarity with anti-graft laws.   
 
 It was gathered from the survey that the DOJ prosecutors were most familiar 
with anti-graft laws such as Title VII of the Revised Penal Code, Republic Act Nos. 3019 
(Anti-graft and Corrupt Practices Act) and 6981 (Witness Protection Act). 
 
 On the other hand, many respondents are only somewhat familiar or least famil-
iar with Republic Act Nos. 7975 (Sandiganbayan Law) and 9160 (Anti-Money Launder-
ing Law). 
 
Adequacy of anti-graft laws.   
 
 The lawyer respondents believed that our anti-graft laws are sufficiently ade-
quate to respond against the menace of corruption. The most adequate laws according 
to their responses were Title VII of the RPC, R. A. Nos. 3019 and 6770 (Ombudsman Act 
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of 1989). The least adequate for the respondents based on the survey results appeared 
to be R.A. No. 9160. 
 
Enforcement of anti-graft laws. 
 
 Respondents perceived that the provisions of Title VII of the Revised Penal Code 
are the most effectively enforced among the various anti-graft statutes (see Table 8, Ap-
pendix “G”). The Ombudsman Act of 1989 ranked second most effectively enforced anti-
graft law. Presidential Decree No. 46 (Solicitation of Gifts) was perceived by the respon-
dents to be the least enforced. 
 
Recommended measures to curb corruption. 
 
 Consistent with the respondents’ earlier views, majority of the prosecutors rec-
ommended an increase in the salaries of government officials and employees (71.88 %), 
a strict implementation of the existing anti-graft laws (69.2 %) and a more transparency 
in government transactions (67.63 %). A little over half (53.57 %) of the respondents 
suggested the strict monitoring of the various government agencies. 
 
 Roughly a third (30.8 %) of the prosecutors supported the creation or designa-
tion of special anti-graft courts to hear Ombudsman cases involving low ranking cases. 
Merely a fourth (25.89 %) of them supported the move to impose heavier penalties on 
violations of anti-graft laws. Only eight percent favored the enactment of new anti-graft. 
 
Recommended measures to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of the Office 
of the Ombudsman in fighting graft and corruption. 
 
 Majority of the respondents (71.65%) recommended that the OMB further 
strengthen its investigation and prosecution efforts. More than half (52.68 %) suggested 
that it conduct more information dissemination to the public. Nearly the same number 
of respondents recommended that the Office of the Ombudsman conduct more coordi-
nation with the private sector (46.88 %) that is, with the NGOs and other civil society 
groups and increase its visibility or presence in government agencies (43.3%). 
 
 
CONSOLIDATED WORKSHOP OUTPUTS 
 
 Uniformly in each regional seminar conducted, participants were grouped into 
four (4) and were asked to identify 1) Obstacles/Restraining Factors that contribute to 
each problem area and 2) the agency / personnel responsible, and to (3) recommend 
solutions for each factors identified.  In so doing, the participants were guided by a 
worksheet classifying problem areas into the following categories: 
 

 Handling of cases 
o Information 
o Evidence 
o Witnesses 
o Other factors 

 
 Monitoring of Cases – Existence of monitoring system in 

o Department of Justice 
o Office of the Ombudsman 

 
 Re-filing/revival of cases dismissed on account of the Supreme Court ruling 

in the George Uy case 
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 A survey question was asked on whether or not the participants (1) support the 
idea of designating Special Courts to exclusively hear and decide Ombudsman cases 
(cognizable by the regular courts) and (2) find it indispensable to present as witness the 
fact-finding Graft Investigation Officer whose participation is limited to case build-up 
but has no personal knowledge of the facts and circumstances surrounding the com-
mission of the offense or violation. 
 
Identified obstacles/restraining Factors and the solutions recommended 
 

 HANDLING OF OMBUDSMAN CASES 
 

As to INFORMATON, the most frequently cited factors were: 
 

1. Jurisdictional, formal and substantial defects - such defects which as 
stated by the participants include, but are not limited to, the following:  
a. incomplete or insufficient elements  of the offense; 
b. incorrect or omitted names of one or more accused, wrong addresses, 

error in designating the offense, wrong bail bond recommended; 
c. Inconsistency between the allegation in the information and the 

available evidence; 
d. Typographical or clerical errors; and, 
e. Duplicity of offense charged. 

2. Delay caused by  the need to amend the information prepared by the 
Ombudsman owing to some defects or as a result of the reinvestigation, 
and the need for the approval of the Ombudsman in appropriate cases of 
such amendment and the accompanying delay brought about by such 
needed approval; 

3. Delay in filing of the information owing to the required approval of the 
Ombudsman in cases originally filed with the City Prosecutor's Office, 
particularly involving inquest cases; 

4. The delay resulting from amendment by the Ombudsman of information 
of cases originally filed before the City Prosecutor's Office; 

5. Mis-filing or wrong venue; 
6. Insufficient number of copies of information and attachment;   
7. Only photocopies of information are sent; 
8. Direct filing by the ombudsman without coursing through the CPO or 

PPO; and, 
9. Same information filed in different courts.  

 
Less frequently cited factors include: 

 
10. Lack of defined rules on which are Ombudsman cases and which are not; 
11. Distance of (lack of )communication which results to delay; 
12. In case of formal/substantial amendments of information, provisional 

dismissal; 
13. Court orders the reinvestigation; 
14. Lack of draft information to be forwarded to the Ombudsman; 
15. Approved information is returned without the other records of the case; 
16. Delegation of preparation of information to stenographers/clerks; and, 
17. Motions for bill of particulars, to quash, reconsideration and reinvestiga-

tion. 
    

Factors (1), (3), (4), (6), and (7) are the most common factors identified in al-
most all regions. Factor (1), which refers to the defect of the information itself, 
was cited by all regions save for Region VII.  Some of the factors identified 
are mostly part of the trial proper or prosecution. Some are merely proce-
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dural lapses during and after the preliminary investigation, rather than for-
mal or substantial defects of the information. 

 
The most frequently recommended solutions were: 

 
1. Authorize/give blanket/plenary authority to prosecutors to amend defec-

tive information, either substantive or formal, without need for the ap-
proval of the Ombudsman ; 

2. The information should be reviewed/double-checked before transmittal; 
(variably stated using words as cautious, careful, meticulous, thorough); 

3. Delegate to Chief Prosecutors the authority to approve information to get 
rid of the delay arising from the need to course the case to the OMB for 
approval (in inquest cases); and, 

4. If amendment is substantial, return entire records to the original Om-
budsman office (as proposed by Region 3, 10 and 11). 

 
Some of the other recommended solutions are substantially the same as 
those above-enumerated though differently worded. They include: 

 
5. Request the OMB to send original or certified true copies of documents; 
6. Instill dedication and commitment to work; 
7. Return back to the Ombudsman with recommendation for preparation 

and signing of  the Amended information or authorize the provincial or 
city prosecutor to approve the corrected information; 

8. Adopt a time frame to avoid delay in the filing of information; 
9. With regard to the bill of particular (A.1.17), this should be opposed by 

the prosecutor handling the case and same holds true with the motion to 
quash; 

10. Once received, absolute control over the case, except dismissal, should 
be vested with prosecutors; 

11. Prior referral of the information to the CPO/PPO before filing with the 
courts; 

12. Issuance of specific guidelines; 
13. In case of defective information, appropriate information must be drafted 

and submitted to the Ombudsman for approval; 
14. GIOs must familiarize themselves with the territorial jurisdictions of 

courts; 
15. Holding of a conference between the GIO and the  prosecutor to correct 

mistakes or errors on information prepared by either of them; 
16. Modernization, update of fax or e-mail scanner to foster communication 

between DOJ and OMB; 
17. Office of the Ombudsman should provide sufficient copies thereof; 
18. Information should be filed by the DOJ, and not by the Ombudsman di-

rectly filing before the courts to avoid confusion; 
19. state complete list of witnesses; 
20. Trial prosecutor will draft amended information for the signature of the 

GIO (Reg. 9); 
21. Delay should not be counted for purpose of speedy trial; 
22. Withdraw the information and refer the case to OMB with comments and 

recommendation; 
23. Adopt rules or guidelines on the amendment of information prepared by 

OMB and the extent of authority of the deputized prosecutor; 
24. Prosecutors should withhold filing the case until sufficient number of 

copies are received; 
25. Ombudsman should prosecute case where it reverses, modifies or 

amends info on cases originally filed with CPO/PPO; 
26. Harmonize positions on matters of law, jurisprudence; and, 
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27. Amend the law to distinguish cases approvable by the Ombudsman and 
prosecutors/DOJ. 

 
As to EVIDENCE, the most frequently cited factors  were: 

 
1. Original or certified true copy of documents as evidence are not attached 

to the records filed in court (cited by all regions); 
2. Lack of, unavailability or incompleteness of,  material pieces of real or 

documentary evidence; 
3. Constraints in the safekeeping of records/custody; and, 
4. Insufficient copies of documentary evidence. 

 
Other restraining factors cited include: 

 
5. Lack of coordination between OMB and DOJ; 
6. Lack of expert examination; 
7. Voluminous documents; 
8. In Malversation cases, the amount embezzled has been restituted; 
9. Failure of government witness to provide the prosecutor's office with the 

evidence; 
10. The Ombudsman does not retain copy of the evidence to become basis 

for reconstitution of records in case of loss or deterioration; 
11. Improper compiling of records of case/lack of inventory/index; 
12. Prosecutor assigned has no copy of the case records; 
13. Inadequate time to evaluate necessary evidence  as basis of the findings 

rendered by the OMB; 
14. Risk of loss or tampering of  records during transmittal from office to of-

fice; 
15. Illegible copies of documents; unfamiliar form /documents; 
16. Indifference of witness to bring voluminous documents; 
17. Lack of material time to go over voluminous documents; 
18. Difficulty of appreciation; Technical Interpretation of evidence; 
19. No proper markings done beforehand by the Ombudsman; 
20. Purposes of evidence not specified; 
21. Voluminous documentary evidence not arranged according to the theory 

of the case; 
22. Inadmissible under the rules i.e. evidence pointing to another person; 
23. Evidence is subject of ongoing investigation; 
24. Discrepancy in documents of the Ombudsman and that of the witnesses; 
25. Insufficient to support findings of probable cause; and, 
26. Bank secrecy law and other related laws protecting confidentiality of offi-

cial transaction. 
 

The following solutions were recommended for the most frequently cited fac-
tors: 

 
1. The Ombudsman should see to it that the original or certified true copy 

of documents as evidence are attached to the records and are properly 
transmitted; 

2. Demand for the original document should be made during the prelimi-
nary investigation; 

3. Concerned agencies must see to it that all information/documents are 
available during trial/on call; 

4. Provision of a safekeeping facility by the Office of the Ombuds-
man/protective custody; 

5. Concerned GIO should see to it that the required number of copies of 
documents are attached and properly indexed; and, 
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6. Transmit the original and copies thereof to the CPO/PPO in sufficient 
number. 
 

The recommended solutions for the other restraining factors are: 
 

7. Close coordination, communication and continuing    cooperation of 
OMB and DOJ; 

8. Send subpoena early to the witnesses to bring the documents for exami-
nation; 

9. Adopt the sanctions provided in RA. 9165 prohibiting transfer without 
notice to court or prosecution office; 

10. Gather evidence before the start of the trial; 
11. Request examination of documents; 
12. Coordinate with offices or agencies concerned to    preserve original doc-

uments; 
13. Presentation of secondary evidence; 
14. Give extra copies to assigned prosecutors; 
15. Hold conference between prosecutor and GIO; 
16. Provide trial prosecutors with trial briefs and suggestions; 
17. Evidence should remain in the place where the court is located; 
18. Evidence filed/deposited in court at the time of filing the information; 
19. Evidence gathering should be completed at the level of the Ombudsman 

before forwarding to the prosecution office; 
20. Filing of case should be coursed through DOJ, or if filed directly, extra 

copies should be furnished the prosecutor; 
21. Special seminar or trainings for prosecutors; 
22. markings should be made already as guide for handling prosecutor; 
23. GIO must actively participate in the prosecution of case (not physically 

but in terms of monitoring; 
24. After proper identification and admission, return original to the Om-

budsman; and, 
25. Officer investigating the case should know what is needed. 

 
As to WITNESSES, the identified restraining factors include: 

  
1. Uncooperativeness, reluctance, apathy, hostility, and other behaviors 

showing loss of interest; 
2. Unavailability due to fear, intimidation, harassment, threats, pressure, 

or influence or other involuntary reasons; 
3. Unavailability due to death, retirement, or permanent disability; 
4. Unavailability due to transfer of, removal from, reassignment to another 

office or change of address, or whereabouts is unknown; 
5. Wrong or  vague address resulting to lack or poor service of subpoena; 
6. Witnesses have been bribed; 
7. Educational background/training; 
8. Lack of provision for transportation expense; 
9. Witness not listed in the information and not allowed by the court to tes-

tify; 
10. No first-hand information to interview witness; 
11. Loss of interest when the civil aspect is already satisfied; 
12. The listed witness has no knowledge of what to testify on; 
13. Witness affidavit does not state all facts, e.g. COA exit conference; 
14. Prefers to settle rather than testify; 
15. Retraction/desistance; and, 
16. Witness not well rehearsed. 

 
The following solutions were recommended: 
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17. Defray travel and lodging expenses, provide    incentives and other finan-

cial assistance/support to witnesses; enact a law providing for incentives; 
18. Protection of witness and coverage under the Witness Protection Program; 
19. Impress on the mind of the witnesses their duty to cooperate with agen-

cies; information campaign with the help of media and church should be 
tapped; 

20. Request DOJ to help locate witness or direct police officers in locating 
witnesses who are transferred, promoted or resigned; 

21. Enlist the head of agency concerned to which the witness belongs to 
summon said witness. There should be a MOA between the Ombudsman 
and the agency concerned in this regard; 

22. Witness must execute a sworn statement under oath - to notify the Om-
budsman in case of change of address; 

23. Government witness should not be allowed to retire or be transferred 
while case is pending, without clearance from Ombudsman; 

24. Conduct a pre-trial conference and/or briefing; 
25. Securing detailed statement or deposition of witness; 
26. Move for the issuance of a warrant of arrest 
27. Compulsory processes such as motions for the issuance of warrant of Ar-

rest, to cite in contempt, or filing a case for obstruction of justice; 
28. Give the prosecutors the coercive power to ensure attendance of wit-

nesses; 
29. Substitute equally competent witnesses; 
30. Disclosure/listing of all the witnesses in the information; 
31. More in-depth investigations/sanctions on judges; 
32. Prompt service of processes; 
33. Speedy disposition of case with Ombudsman; 
34. Impose administrative/criminal sanctions; 
35. About to retire auditors should not be assigned to audit; 
36. Complaining agency should be treated as nominal complainant so autho-

rized representative can appear; 
37. Amend witness protection program to include witnesses in OMB cases 

not considered heinous; 
38. Have the case provisionally dismissed without prejudice to its re-filing; 
39. Lead agency in the case build up should be identified and shall ensure 

availability of witnesses; 
40. Notify the witness before trial date and make a system of monitoring 

their whereabouts; 
41. Witnesses' superiors be directed to make witnesses available for pre-trial 

and briefing; 
42. Resort to plea bargaining to a lesser offense; 
43. Move for provisional dismissal; 
44. Tap the services of other law enforcement agencies; 
45. file motion in court for witnesses to post bail to guarantee appearance; 
46. Allow the prosecutor to subscribe affidavit of desistance and move to 

dismiss the case; and, 
47. Establishment by OMB of a Witness Coordination Center. 
 
For OTHER FACTORS not falling under the preceding categories, the partic-
ipants cited factors such as: 

   
1. Lack of coordination between the DOJ and the Office of the Ombudsman; 
2. Political intervention/interference of influential people and those with 

vested interest in the case; 
3. Appeals in cases where Motion to Quash are granted and Motion for re-

consideration thereto are denied by the court; 
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4. Question as to who should bear the expenses of witnesses and reproduc-
tion of documentary exhibits; 

5. Lack of prosecutors; 
6. Lack of support staff and logistics due to heavy workload; 
7. Ineffectual monitoring or lack of monitoring mechanism; 
8. Cases archived by the court; 
9. Accused cannot be arrested; 
10. Dilatory tactics; 
11. Independence, probity and competence of the judge (see related: 34 and 

39); 
12. Overload of prosecutors in the trial of cases; 
13. Peace and order situation; 
14. Ineffective service of subpoena and other processes; 
15. Absence o lack of defense counsel/shortage of PAO lawyers;  
16. Local politics, 
17. "Pakikisama" and "padrino" systems;  and 
18. “Filipino cultures”; 
19. Passive attitude of prosecutors handling the case; 
20. Regular court duty being an additional burden to prosecutors; 
21. Threats to life/security of prosecutors and witnesses; 
22. Lack of mobility (not all offices of the prosecution arm are given service 

vehicles); 
23. No incentives for deputized prosecutors; 
24. OMB doesn't favor amicable settlement; 
25. Delay in the transmittal of records; 
26. Delayed action on matters submitted for approval; 
27. City prosecutor being deputized in offenses  committed beyond their ju-

risdiction; 
28. Poor complainants, no money nor fares; 
29. Complainants being sued by the parties they first sued before the Om-

budsman (reprisal); 
30. Prosecutor handling a case against a public official he previously de-

fended in another case closely related to the case handled; 
31. Trial prosecutor has no opportunity to oversee case build up by the GIO; 
32. Prosecutors lack of familiarity with accounting/auditing rules and regu-

lations; 
33. Half-hearted prosecution, i.e. underpaid, no case briefing from the Om-

budsman; 
34. Court clogging of cases; 
35. Court leniency on postponements filed by the defense counsel; 
36. No prosecutor exclusively handling Ombudsman cases; 
37. Lack of means of communication/no contact at OMB; 
38. Intimidated and influenced prosecutors; 
39. Limited discretion given to prosecutors, i.e. provisional dismissal of cases, 

etc.; 
40. If amount is already restituted in malversation cases, judges tend to be 

lenient with accused and sometimes suggest the dismissal of the case; 
41. Lack of updated jurisprudence; 
42. Priority of regular cases over Ombudsman cases; 
43. Question as to who should conduct reinvestigation; 
44. Lack of proper or clear policy on inquest; in inquest cases, prosecutor 

prepares the information filed in the regular court without approval of 
the Ombudsman (susceptible to Motion to Quash); 

45. Non-circuitous procedure; 
46. Fill up vacant positions; 
47. Increase salary/provide honorarium to investigating/trial prosecutors; 
48. Special court; 
49. Lack of immediate response; 
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50. Humanitarian considerations; 
51. Inconsistent findings of GIOs on administrative and criminal aspects of 

the case; and, 
52. NGO issuing subpoena to LGU/other government offices. 

  
The following solutions were suggested: 

    
1. Frequent seminar of this nature should be conducted by both the OMB 

and DOJ; information dissemination is needed; 
2. Budget should be allocated against which these expenses (for witnesses) 

shall be charged from time to time; 
3. Call the attention of the Supreme Court or OCA (for factors 11, 34 and 39) 
4. Fill up vacancies, create positions and increase salaries of prosecutors; 
5. Terminate case as soon as possible; 
6. Make salaries of PAO lawyers attractive; 
7. Sufficient/decisive political will; sanctions against erring politicians; 
8. OMB to actually handle some cases, specially the difficult ones or OMB 

to constitute panels for these cases (where there are political pressures); 
9. Regular/quarterly dialogue with Ombudsman and prosecutors; OMB 

should visit the prosecutors regularly and not just concentrate in Manila 
area; they should also appear in our courts; 

10.    Appoint additional prosecutors; 
11. Provide prosecutors with incentives, hazard pay, honoraria or any other 

financial assistance; 
12. OMB allowance/incentives to deputized prosecutors; 
13. Allow amicable settlement if prejudiced party is private and not the state; 
14. There should be liaison officer/sub-office in every province; 
15. Observe jurisdictional limit; 
16. Close coordination between OMB and handling prosecutor; 
17. Trial prosecutors be given time to confer with GIOs to prepare for trial; 
18. Prosecutors should undergo seminar or other crash programs on ac-

counting/auditing rules and regulations; 
19. Appointment of resident ombudsmen to handle Ombudsman cases; 
20.    Case briefing by OMB GIOs; 
21.    Create new courts exclusively for Ombudsman cases; 
22. Office of the Ombudsman should see to it that prosecutors will be fur-

nished with as many copies of docs as there are number of respondents; 
23. In case of political pressures, DOJ prosecutor to inhibit and seek OMB 

prosecutor to handle case; 
24. Assignment of contact person per case; 
25. Installation of hotline numbers toll free, e-mail, fax and phones; 
26. Request special prosecutor from the OMB; 
27. Grant discretion as long as interest of the government is not prejudiced; 
28. Guidelines should be crafted addressing the matter (referring to 40); cer-

tiorari or other proper remedies should be initiated by the OMB; 
29. OMB should furnish, from time to time, updated jurisprudence to 

CPO/PPO; 
30. Relax COA regulations (audit; processing); 
31. Seminars/trainings needed to strengthen moral values and ethics; 
32. Withdraw authority to deputized prosecutor and OMB handle the case 

(38); 
33. Adopt new policy in deputation of prosecutor based on case volume; 
34. Designation of prosecutors should be coursed and channeled through 

the DOJ; 
35. Ombudsman should send special prosecutor to handle directly the case; 
36. Send manpower/supplies; 
37. Priority in giving attention to OMB cases; 
38. Special courts to hear Ombudsman cases; 
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39. Ombudsman exercises coercive powers; 
40. Prosecutors should not succumb to such pressures; 
41. Dismiss case where affidavit of desistance is filed; 
42.  
43. Deputized prosecutors be given authority to file information; 
44. Appointment of additional prosecutors and increase of salary; 
45. OMB cases should be handled by OMB prosecutors; 
46. There must be jurisprudence for all Ombudsman administrative or-

ders/memos granting authority to the prosecutor to prepare the informa-
tion; 

47. OMB must assign single investigator on both administrative/criminal 
aspects of the case; 

48. Support the peace process; 
49. Provide guns; 
50. Terminate authority of those NGOs issuing subpoena; 
51. Dismiss case where affidavit of desistance is filed ; 
52. Deputized prosecutors be given authority to file  information; 
53. There should be an attached trial brief; 
54. Assignment of special prosecutors; 
55. Close coordination bet. OMB and DOJ; and, 
56. Logistic support by OMB to DOJ deputized prosecutors.  

 
 MONITORING OF CASES 

 
The following restraining factors were cited: 

  
1. Lack of communication/coordination between the Office of the Ombuds-

man and the DOJ; 
2. Absence of a systematic monitoring system to validate reports submitted 

by CPO/PPO. No reporting is enforced or required by the Ombudsman; 
3. Inadequate personnel; equipment; heavy workload of DOJ staff and pros-

ecutors; 
4. case identification, integration in the performance reports submitted to 

ORSP on a semestral basis; 
5. No particular form/guidelines/methodology issued by the Office of the 

Ombudsman; 
6. Too  frequent reporting; 
7. Lack of material time; 
8. Irregular reporting; 
9. No specific portion in the monthly report with respect to OMB cases; 
10. No separate docket for OMB cases; 
11. Period of submitting reports - timetable; 
12. Delay in submission of reports; 
13. Inefficiency; 
14. Communication and logistic support; 
15. Delay in the disposition of resolution, information and pleadings requir-

ing the approval of the Ombudsman; 
16. No reports received from the OMB; 
17. Insufficient number of prosecutors at OMB office; 
18. No particular person assigned to monitor Ombudsman cases; 
19. Lack of proper recording of cases received by the DOJ from the Office of 

the Ombudsman; 
20. No regular reporting of OMB cases; 
21. Lack of communication facilities like fax machines, direct monitoring line; 
22. Monitoring of cases is not institutionalized; 
23. Cases of inhibition; 
24. Designation of handling prosecutor directly done by the Ombudsman 

thru the Provincial/City prosecutors; 
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25. Not enforced in the provinces; 
26. Heavy workload of DOJ staff; 
27. Non-segregation of OMB cases from DOJ cases; 
28. Reg. XII lack of modern and effective monitoring/ communication equip-

ment system; 
29. Added burden to prosecutors; 
30. No specific division/office in charge; 
31. Only reporting is required; 
32. Direct filing of cases before the regular courts by the Ombudsman with-

out proper coordination with OCP; and, 
33. The intermittent or sudden issuance of order for reporting of cases often 

giving inadequate period to comply. 
 

For this cited restraining factors, the following solutions were recommended: 
 

34. Proper/continuing coordination in the inventory/reporting and monitor-
ing between the Ombudsman and DOJ; 

35. Request regular reporting with a form coming from the Office of the Om-
budsman; active participation/monitoring from the Office of the Om-
budsman; 

36. Appoint additional staff and prosecutors to handle Ombudsman related 
cases and purchase of needed equipment; 

37. MOA bet DOJ and OMB to create one clerical position and provide ade-
quate equipment particularly computers; 

38. Institutionalize or create an effective monitoring system; 
39. A need for a separate reporting  system to be adopted by the office depu-

tized by OMB for both cases pending  investigation (CPO/PPO) and trial 
(in court); 

40. Issuance of clear guidelines for reporting and  monitoring to avoid dupli-
cation of work; 

41. Designation of OMB personnel to handle monitoring of cases with differ-
ent OPPs/CPOs; 

42. Separate docket for OMB and DOJ cases; 
43. OMB should provide the DOJ the necessary forms to be accomplished; 
44. A specific designation of OMB cases; 
45. Budget proposal should be done ASAP; 
46. Provide mobile or cell numbers of the officers concerned; 
47. Information dissemination; 
48. Create additional positions for prosecutors in OMB; 
49. Court orders disposing OMB cases should always be furnished by the 

trial courts to the office of the Ombudsman; 
50. Prosecutors should prepare a detailed inventory of cases indicating 

therein the corresponding status of said  cases; 
51. Quarterly report; 
52. Periodic or regular assessment by OMB, by visiting different OPP/OCP to 

validate reports; 
53. provide every OCP/OPP with the needed facilities; 
54. OMB should have its own list of cases sent for filing; 
55. The chief prosecutor should submit request for inhibition with RSP for 

designation of city/provincial prosecutor to handle the case - RSP will 
designate - inform the OMB of such designation; 

56. Designation of the handling prosecutor should be done by the ORSP; 
57. Constant dialogue on progress of cases endorsed or referred to DOJ; 
58. OMB should detail staff for OMB cases; 
59. Modernization of monitoring and communication equipment/system e.g. 

"on line" communication and computerization; 
60. Give incentives; and, 
61. Minimize submission of reports by prosecutors. 
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 REFILING/REVIVAL OF CASES DISMISSED ON ACCOUNT OF THE RULING 

IN GEORGE UY CASE 
   

The following restraining factors were commonly cited: 
 

1. When double jeopardy sets in; 
2. Lack of awareness on the part of the DOJ prosecutors as to cases dis-

missed by the courts; 
3. Lack of interest on the part of complainants and witnesses after dismis-

sal of the case; and, 
4. Prescription. 

 
Other restraining factors cited include: 

 
5. Lack of witnesses and inefficient monitoring of witness addresses; 
6. Review of OMB-DOJ joint circular No. 95-001 to conform to the Supreme 

Court decision in Uy case; 
7. "Hastily filed cases"; 
8. Delay in re-filing; 
9. Time and distance constraints; 
10. Question as to who will initiate the motion for the revival of cases; 
11. Rendered information invalid by saying OMB has no authority to file cas-

es; 
12. DOJ cannot file without approval of OMB; 
13. Availability of witnesses and inefficient monitoring of witnesses' address; 
14. Misunderstanding, seeming bias and non-cooperation of judges, i.e. re-

fusal to grant the revival of cases; 
15. Technicality; 
16. Constitutional infirmity; 
17. Delaying tactics employed; and, 
18. Duplicity of information. 

 
The following remedies or courses of action were recommended: 

 
1. Conduct proper inventory of all cases dismissed and assign personnel 

solely for purpose of taking such inventory; 
2. Close/proper coordination of OMB with DOJ; 
3. Examine/study comprehensively the records of such cases if re-filing or 

revival  is still legally feasible; 
4. Effective monitoring of witnesses' address; 
5. Enactment of law amending  the Judiciary Act of the Supreme Court; 
6. private complainants and witnesses be contacted to ensure their cooper-

ation in pursuing the case; 
7. delegation of authority 
8. Filing of new cases/information by OMB; 
9. SC circular particularly exempting these cases from the coverage of 

double jeopardy; 
10. OMB should initiate proper procedural remedies in case the court would 

refuse re-filing the case; 
11. Prosecutor should oppose the accused motion to quash which, if granted, 

prosecutor should file petition for certiorari; 
12. Charged to experience; 
13. Cooperation of courts, cooperation of the Supreme Court to direct judges 

to resolve cases without delay; 
14. filing of an opposition or petition for certiorari; and, 
15. Immediate filing of the proper pleadings. 
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Survey Question 1: Designating Special Courts 
 

In each region, there was always diversity in opinions contributed by each of the 
four groups. In this survey question, there are three possible answers, namely 1) yes or 
affirmative, )2) no or negative, and 3) it depends or qualified. The following presentation 
will reflect the mixed responses of each region, be it affirmative, negative or qualified. 
The analysis follows the presentation by region. 

 
Regional Responses 
 
Region I Yes  as long as special prosecutors from the Office of the Ombuds-

man attend to and prosecute these cases; and, 
 one in each province to facilitate the disposition of Ombudsman 

cases; 
 No  it will entail more expenses; and, 

 there are only few Ombudsman cases. 
   
Region II Yes  to decongest regular courts; 

 expedite proceedings of Ombudsman cases; 
 to show that the government is serious and sincere in its efforts 

to punish graft and corruption and deter its prevalence; 
 to promote specialization, efficiency of decision-makers, provide 

better training for prosecutors; and, 
 complement the special courts with specialized prosecutors. 

 No  negative nor qualified response. 
   
Region III Yes  Foster specialization on the part of the judge and of the prosecu-

tors; and, 
 Facilitate or expedite the disposition of OMB cases;. 
 

 No  the number of filed cases is not that much; and, 
 if exclusive and newly created. Yes if merged with special courts 

to have focus (qualified). 
   
Region IV Yes  but existing special courts could handle those cases (qualified). 
 No  impractical, very few cases; and, 

 no need, Ombudsman cases are few. 
   
Region V Yes  to prioritize/emphasize gravity of offense; field of specialization 

on the part of the judges' prosecutors; 
 appearance of the seriousness of the cases; 
 to facilitate the resolution and/or termination of criminal cases 

involving public officers; and, 
 in order to have properly trained courts to handle graft cases, 

akin to family courts and special courts. 
 No  our courts are competent enough; and, 

 we lack judges and courts so why do we have to move for the 
designation of other courts. 
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Region VI Yes  to expedite disposition of Ombudsman cases provided that a 
special prosecutor be designated to handle these cases and also 
a public attorney. 

   
Region VII Yes  to declog the courts docket; 

 judges and prosecutors will develop expertise; 
 provided there is also a special prosecutor specifically assigned 

to handle OMB cases with corresponding remuneration; 
 to ascertain swift turn-out of OMB cases; and, 
 OMB cases need to be isolated from the regular ones. 

 No  the decisions of these cases will be confined in the mindset of 
the judge; and, 

 expensive; 
   
Region VIII Yes  for expediency and speedy disposition of cases; 

 mastery of laws involving OMB cases; and, 
 to declog dockets of the regular courts. 

 No  special prosecutors of the Ombudsman should instead be de-
tailed/assigned in the trial courts to prosecute Ombudsman 
cases; and, 

 deputize instead the legal officers of the complaining agency as 
Ombudsman prosecutors. 

   
Region IX Yes  there will be close monitoring of cases;  

 for better coordination; and, 
 to expedite disposition of OMB cases. 
 

 No  a lower court will be concentrating all its time in hearing and 
deciding OMB cases; 

 monitoring would be easier and less tedious; 
 importance or priority will be given to OMB cases; and, 
 expertise of judges and prosecutors; 

   
Region X Yes  to foster specialization; 

 more conducive to effective handling of cases; 
 proximity - lesser expenses for litigants; decongest regular 

courts; and, 
 prioritization of OMB case. 

 No  it is not necessary; 
   
Region XI Yes  for assured continuous hearing; judges better prepared; 

 prosecutors specialized; for efficient disposition of cases and 
mastery of  laws and jurisprudence concerning OMB cases; 

 to partially address the manpower problem of the DOJ and 
OMB; and, 

 for expediency, facility, speedy disposition and handling of case, 
once a system is established. 

   
 
 
 
 
Region XII Yes  to enhance the speedy disposition of cases; 
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 to unclog RTC cases; 
 with specialization; and, 
 should only be assigned to one sala. 

 No  it is not necessary; 
 OMB cases constitute a small percentage of the cases in court; 

and, 
 would result to more corruption; 
 

   
Region XIII Yes  to expedite disposition of case; 

 facilitate and improve the prosecution for GIOs and deputized 
OMB prosecutors; 

 to give importance to graft cases and trial of these cases will be 
facilitated; 

 handling prosecutor will focus on graft cases and specialization 
of the same; and, 

 it will send a message to all would-be grafters that the govern-
ment is serious in going after them. 

   
Region IV Yes  for specialization on the part of judges and prosecutors; 

 to expedite disposition of cases;  and, 
 to declog the dockets of the regular courts and for its speedy 

disposition. 
 No  this would create biases of judges. 
   
NCR Yes  for expeditious disposition of case; 

 the elimination of jurisdictional questions; 
 easier or simplified monitoring; court's specialization; and, 
 declogging of courts dockets. 

 No  P.D. 1606 should be resurrected; and, 
 creation of a special court is not practical. 

 
Survey Question 2: The indispensability of presenting a fact-finding Graft Inves-
tigation Officer as witness. 
 

The idea of raising this survey question was conceived after the Pilot Seminar-
workshop held for NCR DOJ Prosecutors. Thus, it was first floated in Region III, where 
the second batch of a series was held.  

 
In the workshop of said batch, a concern as to the impropriety of   the survey 

question being floated was raised by the Provincial Prosecutor of Bulacan. The Provin-
cial Prosecutor intimated that an analogous case decided by the  Supreme Court has 
already ruled on the question.  

 
Cautioned by such comment, the floating of the question was held in the mean-

time and was not included in the Region IV seminar. After ascertaining, however, that 
the issue in the decision mentioned is distinct and irrelevant, the survey question was 
resumed starting the 4th batch.   
 

Herein below, the responses which are affirmative, negative or qualified were 
presented by region to reflect the regional impression of the participants. 
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Region I   Not indispensable - it will be an exercise in futility. 
   
Region II   It is not indispensable. 
   
Region III   It is not indispensable. 
   
Region IV   No answer. 
   
Region V   No need; dispensable unless he has personal knowledge of the 

case or his/her testimony is material to any evidence obtained or 
gathered during the conduct of the investigation. 

 Yes on a case to case basis. Coordination of the GIO with the 
deputized prosecutors by all expedient means at the expense of 
the OMB if necessary. 

   
Region VI   It is not indispensable, hearsay evidence. 
   
Region VII   It is not indispensable. Hearsay, he has no knowledge anyway. 

 Yes. GIO needs to be presented so he can show how he came 
about his resolution; personal knowledge may be gained through 
inspection of documents and/or public records; generally not 
indispensable, but he can assist, guide, coordinate and monitor 
the development or status for the successful prosecution of the 
case. 

 Yes, if matter in issue is relevant, material and admissible, e.g., 
admission of the parties during investigation by the GIO. 

   
Region VIII   No, his testimony is inadmissible, hence hearsay; 

 Yes but only as an amicus curiae. 
   
Region IX   It is not indispensable. 

 It depends. If his testimony is it necessary and if there is no oth-
er witness. 

    
   
Region X   No, his testimony is merely hearsay. 

 It depends on the strength/weakness of evidence. 
 The GIO should be tasked with the coordination of case build up 

and case management. 
   
Region XI   It is not necessary. GIOs can assist. 

 It depends. Only if warranted. 
 Only needed for conference and coordination. 
 Not indispensable as a witness but may help in the prosecution 

of the case by coordinating with the handling prosecutor. 
   
Region XII   Not indispensable but may be necessary. 
   
Region XIII   Not indispensable but may be necessary. 

 Yes, if testimony is material and relevant, otherwise not. 
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Region IV   Not indispensable; hearsay evidence. 
   
NCR   Not indispensable; his testimony is hearsay. 

 No need, to enable him to attend to other OMB cases. 
 Not necessary. 

   
 
 
Analyses and Findings 
 

 HANDLING OF CASES 
 
As to INFORMATION 
 
For this problem area, the obstacles/restraining factors commonly identified 
by the participants may be classified into substantive and procedural - subs-
tantive obstacles in the sense that they relate to the very substance or ingre-
dients/elements of the information which are essential to its validity; or   
procedural obstacles in the sense that they relate to the process/es done or 
steps taken subsequent to the preparation of the information up to its filing 
in court. Good examples of the latter classification include the transmittal of 
the information from the Office of the Ombudsman to the Prosecutors Office 
or vice versa, the requirements as to the number of copies, and the timeli-
ness of, or the propriety of impropriety,  its filing in court (as when it is 
wrongly filed,  or twice filed in different court).   

 
The identified obstacles/restraining factors may also be classified according 
to the agency responsible - for which the Ombudsman is responsible, those 
for which the DOJ is responsible, or those for which the court is responsible. 

 
Some factors can be attributed to either or both the Ombudsman and the 
DOJ, although, in most cases the participants pointed to the Ombudsman 
as the responsible agency.  This can be expected as the participants are un-
der the DOJ. Except in some regions in Mindanao where GIOs joined in as 
participants, all regional participants come from DOJ. 

 
The most commonly recommended solution for this category is the giving of 
blanket authority to the City and Provincial Prosecutors to amend defective 
information and approve the same without coursing through the Office of the 
Ombudsman.  At first glance, this proposition seems to address many of the 
restraining factors identified. But on a cursory analysis, this recommenda-
tion should be completely rejected. Because, granting the prosecutors such 
authority   will   not only result to the surrender by the Ombudsman of its 
constitutionally and statutorily conferred powers, but will likewise entail a 
tedious task of revising almost all administrative orders/circulars relating to 
handling and prosecution of Ombudsman cases like Adm. Order No 13, 
DOJ-OMB Joint Circular No 95-001, and other Ombudsman issuances relat-
ing to rules and procedures. 
 
The recommendation to delegate to Chief Prosecutors the authority to ap-
prove information in inquest cases appears to be a workable proposition.  
Based on the output of some regions, particularly the NCR, there seems a 
need to clarify inquest procedures by the issuance of new guidelines if only 
to avoid delay that results from lack of clear guidelines on the matter. Pre-
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sently, Administrative Order (AO) No. 11 , series of 1994 (in relation to Su-
preme Court Circular 11-94), authorizes city and provincial prosecutors, ex-
cept in the NCR,  to approve information in inquest cases that can be tried 
by the Sandiganbayan. However, when R.A. 7975 was enacted, several 
amendments have been introduced. Said law transferred certain Ombuds-
man cases to the jurisdiction of the regular courts. As an offshoot, confusion 
arose as to whether or not inquest cases still need the approval of the Om-
budsman. While Administrative Order No. 11 authorizes City or Provincial 
Prosecutors to approve information with respect to inquest cases cognizable 
by the Sandiganbayan, it remains unclear whether they are likewise so au-
thorized to approve information with respect to cases cognizable by the regu-
lar courts. 
 
For clarity and uniformity, the issuance of an administrative order authoriz-
ing all city and provincial prosecutors to approve information in all inquest 
cases, except for cases cognizable by the Sandiganbayan in the National 
Capital Region, which should still be finally approved by the Ombudsman as 
per AO 11, is highly recommended. 
 
As to concerns involving transmittal and management of records, i.e. re-
quired number of copies of documents, required forms, proper attachment, 
manner of transmittal,  tracing and inventory of records, etc, the solutions 
recommended varied. For instance, the number of copies of information rec-
ommended to be transmitted in one region varies in another. Thus, adapta-
tion of the recommendations in this particular concern is not practicable be-
cause of their diversity. Collating all the cited problems vis-à-vis the given 
recommendations, a better alternative would be the formulation of a system 
or rules of procedure in the transmittal of OMB Cases for prosecution before 
the lower courts after conducting a thorough study on the existing proce-
dures being implemented by the OMB central office and area/sectoral offices.  
As this appears to be immediately doable, it is recommended that it be car-
ried out immediately. 
 
On concerns relating to substantive defects of information, most of the rec-
ommendations are solutions which are incumbent upon the Ombudsman to 
act on. It was commonly recommended that "information should be re-
viewed/double-checked before transmittal" (variably using the words cau-
tious, meticulous, careful, and thorough).  The recommendation is sugges-
tive that the information is being prepared carelessly or without due dili-
gence, or that it does not pass proper review by the reviewing officials. Other 
recommendations - such as "instill dedication and commitment to work"; 
"GIOs must familiarize themselves with the territorial jurisdictions of courts" 
- suggest a perceived deficiency and not necessarily incompetence of the 
Ombudsman investigators, which should be immediately addressed.    

 
On this concern, it is suggested that a seminar on Information Writing, with 
a module focused on the discussion of  (1) the essential elements of all 
crimes/felonies/ offenses/violations which are graft-related or committed by 
public officers, and (2) various factors affecting the validity of the information, 
be conducted for all investigators and reviewing officials of the Office of the 
Ombudsman. 
 
 
 
As to EVIDENCE 
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Basically, the commonly cited obstacles /restraining factors may be grouped 
into (1) records management and transmittal; (2) appreciation of evidence by 
the preliminary investigator/ handling prosecutor; and, (3) lack of coordina-
tion/linkage between the Office of the Ombudsman and DOJ. Some other 
factors cited relate to the trial proper for which the court is responsible, 
while the rest are of minor significance. 
 
The suggested solutions for the factors relating to records management and 
transmittal (such as lack of original, insufficient copies, retention of copy of 
evidence and risk of loss or deterioration during transmittal, lack of proper 
markings done beforehand by the Ombudsman) are factors which can be 
addressed by the same study/task proposed to be undertaken under par. 7 
of the preceding category.  Such recommendation is reiterated herein. 
 
For obstacles/restraining factors relating to appreciation of evidence by the 
preliminary investigator, such as: (1) "lack, unavailability or incompleteness 
of material pieces of real or documentary evidence";  (2) "Insufficient to sup-
port findings of probable cause";  (3) "inadmissible under the rules"; (4) "pur-
pose of evidence not specified" - various solutions were recommended. Taken 
individually, however, no recommendation suggested a concrete and worka-
ble solution. But analyzing the obstacles/restraining factors and recommen-
dations altogether,  they suggest the need of the OMB investigators  to gain 
expertise or enhance their know-how on matters of evidence, particularly in 
the appreciation of weight and sufficiency,  and the relevancy,  materiality 
and competency thereof  to be admissible. It has been mentioned in some of 
the group presentation (in some regions) that information of OMB cases 
reach the prosecutor's office without passing the required "quantum" or suf-
ficiency of evidence that often results to the dismissal of the case by the 
court.  Although such comment may just be an isolated one, such will reflect 
on the entire institution and will create a negative impression. 
 
For this concern, it is suggested that a seminar be conducted with a module 
particularly on "Weight and Sufficiency of Evidence" and "Admissibility of 
Evidence". A sub-topic on preservation of evidence should likewise be in-
cluded in the module to address the concern on "constraints in the safekeep-
ing/custody of" evidence. This module will not only hone their investigatory 
skills, but will enhance as well their appreciation of evidence in a prosecu-
tor's perspective. 
 
For the cited difficulty in the technical interpretation of evidence, which par-
ticularly refers to audit findings and reports, the prosecutors suggested the 
holding of seminars on accounting and auditing rules and procedure. 
 
Once a DOJ Task Force is created as recommended herein (Please see Sum-
mary of Recommendations below), then such seminar can be properly con-
ducted with the members of the task force as participants. 
 
As to WITNESSES 
 
Most of the obstacles/restraining factors identified for this concern are fac-
tors which involve the personal decision or will of the witness. Loss of inter-
est, apathy, hostility, bribed witness, witness prefers to settle than testify - 
are the typical examples given. Other factors such as unavailability due to 
pressure, threats, intimidation or harassment, or lack of transportation al-
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lowance may also involve the witness' personal decision. But in all the latter 
cases, he acts involuntarily.   Factors such as "witness not listed in the in-
formation and not allowed by the court to testify" and "lack or poor service of 
subpoena" are factors which are beyond his control and of which he has no 
participation. 
 
For the foregoing obstacles/restraining factors, various solutions were sug-
gested. Except for a few, the solutions suggested by the prosecutors merely 
echoed those benefits and privileges presently provided under the Witness 
Protection Program (R.A. 6981).  The program already extends benefits such 
as travelling expenses and subsistence allowance to an admitted witness for 
his attendance in court, body or authority, and even for conferences with 
prosecutors, in particular. 
 
For this concern, the Office of the Ombudsman should closely and properly 
coordinate with the DOJ for purpose of extending the benefits of the Program 
to witnesses of Ombudsman cases. 
 
Proper representation with DOJ should also be made for the inclusion of a 
"Witness Orientation Session/Seminar" in the rules and regulations imple-
menting the Witness Protection Program.  Such session shall be aimed at in-
culcating in the mind of the witness not only his moral and legal obligation, 
but also the benefits and privileges offered by the program and such other 
insights which a witness ought to learn. 
 
As to Other Factors 
 
Factors mentioned in this category are mostly reiterations of the first three 
categories.  A few of the newly cited factors relate to lack of proper attitude of 
the part of the prosecutors as well as of judges. Others relate to the need to 
strengthen the workforce of the office.  Others are external factor whose ef-
fects is either merely indirect, incidental or contributory and is minimal or 
negligible. The same holds true with the solutions recommended. Mostly is 
mere reiteration of the first three categories. 
 
Many of the obstacles cited for this area of concern can be partly addressed 
by the recommendations already made for the other problem areas. But in a 
deeper analysis, a better suggestion would be the creation of a task force 
that will take charge of the prosecution of all Ombudsman cases before the 
regular courts and the regular reporting of the status thereof to the Om-
budsman for purpose of monitoring. Designation of its members shall be the 
task of the Regional State Prosecutors. Such creation will serve as a one-stop 
shop solution for many of the obstacles cited.  

 
 MONITORING OF CASES 

 
The major factors identified for this area of concern can be classified into () 
absence or lack of a system, (2) lack of personnel, (3) lack of communica-
tion/coordination, (4) lack of equipment and supplies, and (5) lack of incen-
tives. 
 
The first type should be addressed directly by devising a monitoring system 
in both offices especially for purpose of monitoring Ombudsman cases. 
Based on the results/findings of the study recommended to be conducted 
under Paragraph (7), 1.A, on the rules and procedures being implemented by 
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the different sectoral/area offices, the Office of the Ombudsman will be able 
to formulate the guidelines of a simple but systematic monitoring device. 
Thus, the recommendation for the conduct of such study, with focus on de-
vising a monitoring system, is hereby reiterated. 
 

 RE-FILING OF CASES DISMISSED ON THE ACCOUNT OF THE SUPREME 
COURT RULING IN UY VS. SANDIGANBAYAN 
 
The most commonly identified obstacle for this area of concern is "when 
double jeopardy sets in". As to this constitutional injunction, no remedy is 
available so long as all the elements of double jeopardy are present. 
 
As to the recommendation to conduct an inventory of cases dismissed on ac-
count of the ruling, which shall thereafter be evaluated if proper for re-filing, 
the task force recommended to be created under A.4, par. 2 may well carry 
out the task. 

 
 SURVEY QUESTION ON DESIGNATION OF A SPECIAL COURT TO EXCLU-

SIVELY HEAR AND DECIDE OMBUDSMAN CASES 
 
Other than affirmative and negative responses, the participants also gave 
qualified responses.  Affirmative portions of qualified responses were 
grouped with affirmatives, and so with the negatives. 
 
The Affirmatives 
 
o Expedite proceedings/disposition of Ombudsman cases; 
o To promote specialization, efficiency of decision-makers; 
o Yes, to decongest regular courts; 
o In order to have properly trained courts to handle graft cases, akin to 

family courts and special courts; 
o To show that the government is serious and sincere in its efforts to pu-

nish graft and corruption and deter its prevalence; 
o Provide better training for prosecutors; 
o Yes, as long as special prosecutors from the Office of the Ombudsman at-

tend to and prosecute these cases; 
o Complement the special courts with specialized prosecutors; 
o To prioritize OMB cases; 
o Yes, to ascertain swift turn-out of OMB cases,; OMB cases need to be 

isolated from the regular ones; 
o Yes. There will be close monitoring of cases; For better coordination; 
o A lower court will be concentrating all its time in hearing and deciding 

OMB cases; 
o Monitoring would be easier and less tedious; importance or priority will 

be given to OMB cases; 
o Yes, for proximity - lesser expenses for litigants; 
o To partially address the manpower problem of the DOJ and OMB; 
o Facilitate and improve the prosecution for GIOs and deputized OMB 

prosecutors; 
o For the elimination of jurisdictional questions; 
o Yes if merged with special courts to have focus; and, 
o Yes but existing special courts could handle those cases. 
 
 
 
The Negatives 
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o No, it will entail more expenses; there are only few Ombudsman cases; 
o No, the number of filed cases is not that much; 
o No if exclusive and newly created 
o No. Impractical.  Very few cases; 
o No need. OM cases are few; 
o No, our courts are competent enough; 
o No. We lack judges and courts so why do we have to move for the desig-

nation of other courts; 
o No. The decisions of these cases will be confined in the mindset of the 

judge; 
o No. Expensive; 
o No. Special prosecutors of the Ombudsman should instead be de-

tailed/assigned in the trial courts to prosecute Ombudsman cases; 
o No. Deputize instead the legal officers of the complaining agency as Om-

budsman prosecutors; 
o No, it is not necessary; 
o It is not necessary. OMB cases constitute a small percentage of the cases 

in court; 
o No, would result to more corruption; 
o No, it would create biases of judges; 
o Easier or simplified monitoring; and, 
o No. P.D. 1606 should be resurrected; creation of a special court is not 

practical. 
 
As demonstrated by the tabulations, the pros out weighs the cons both in 
terms of the quality of the responses and their being realistic. Moreover, it 
would seem that the participants who gave support to the idea saw the ob-
stacles/problems in the same perspective the Ombudsman saw them. Thus, 
there is a need to designate a special court to exclusively hear and decide 
Ombudsman cases. 
 
Based on this observation, it is recommended that proper representations be 
made before the Office of the Court Administrator, Supreme Court for the 
possible designation of at least one special court for each region.  A written 
proposal should embody the results of the survey. 
 

 SURVEY QUESTION ON THE INDISPENSABILITY OF PRESENTING A FACT-
FINDING GIO AS WITNESS 
 
The summary shows a majority "no" answer. The most common or major 
reason given in support of this answer is the "hearsay character of the testi-
mony of the fact-finding GIO".  For the "yes" answer, only a few appeared to 
be sensible, like "Yes, in case there is no other witness". Many also suggested 
that the GIO can assist, guide, coordinate and monitor the development or 
status for the successful prosecution of the case. 

 
 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON THE WORKSHOP OUT-

PUTS 
 
Following is the summary of the actions recommended to be undertaken: 

 
o Issuance of an Administrative Order authorizing all provincial and city 

prosecutors to finally approve information of inquest cases: 
 In the National Capital Region - only those cognizable by the regular 

courts; and. 
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 Outside the National Capital Region - those both cognizable by the 
Sandiganbayan and the regular courts. 

o A study of the existing procedures of  the  Ombudsman Central Office 
and Sectoral/Area offices with respect to transmittal of Ombudsman cas-
es (records) for prosecution before the regular courts,  with the end in 
view to formulating: 
 A revised rules of procedure in the transmittal of Ombudsman cas-

es/case records for prosecution by the regular courts; and, 
 A monitoring system that will facilitate the tracing of cases already 

filed as well as those yet to be filed before the regular courts. 
o A seminar-workshop on Appreciation of Evidence; Resolution and Infor-

mation Writing, with modules focused on: 
 Graft related crimes/offenses/felonies/ violations and their essential 

elements; with related discussion on factors affecting the validity of 
the information; 

 Evidence and appreciation of; weight and sufficiency of relevance, 
materiality and competence of; preservation of; 

 Update on current jurisprudence; and, 
 Workshop. 

o Creation of  a DOJ Task Force which shall be tasked to: 
 Take charge of the prosecution of all Ombudsman cases referred on a 

per region basis upon instruction of the Regional State Prosecutor, 
including the conduct of reinvestigation thereof; 

 Report on a monthly basis the status of said cases for purpose of 
monitoring; 

 Coordinate with DOJ Witness Protection Program Director for the 
admission of witnesses of Ombudsman cases under the program; and, 

 Conduct an inventory of all cases dismissed on account of the George 
Uy case ruling, for purpose of evaluation and possible re-filing. 

o Submission of a Proposal with the Supreme Court for the creation of a 
Special Court to exclusively hear and decide Ombudsman cases. 

o Seminar on Accounting and Auditing Rules and Procedures for Depu-
tized Prosecutors (once a DOJ Task Force is created). 

 
 
OVERALL RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The culmination of the Seminar-Workshop on the Investigation and Prosecution 
of Ombudsman Cases for DOJ Prosecutors resulted in the arrival at and formulation of 
some relevant and needed recommendations. Participants in the training program were 
able to propose noteworthy concerns, which both the Office of the Ombudsman and the 
Department of Justice have to deal with in order to establish an effective and efficient 
working relations that will eventually lead to the improvement of the monitoring and 
reporting system concerning the handling and disposition of graft cases filed in the reg-
ular courts. 
 
 The following are some of the significant propositions/recommendations: 
 

 Designation of a Special Court to Hear Ombudsman Cases 
 

One of the questions asked during the seminar-workshop was the idea of de-
signating a special court that will specifically hear Ombudsman cases. Ma-
jority of the participants considered the idea of such. The designation of a 
special court for every region is intended to prioritize and speed up the dis-
position of Ombudsman cases. 
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 Conduct of Trial Advocacy Skills Development Program 

 
The conduct of the seminar attracted the attention of those in authority that 
there is indeed a need to hold an intensive training development among the 
members of the prosecution service. This program is designed to familiarize 
and enhance the participants’ knowledge and capabilities in exploring the 
areas within the Philippine Criminal Justice System where they can extem-
porize and channel their trial advocacy skills.  
 
Originally, this training was intended for OMB prosecutors and investigators, 
but it was realized that selected DOJ prosecutors deputized by the Om-
budsman should also undergo the same training program based on the pre-
cept that they handle Ombudsman cases. The idea is to strengthen and in-
crease their knowledge and hone their skills on the intricacies of investigat-
ing and prosecuting graft cases in the lower courts. 

 
 Establishment of a Reporting and Monitoring System 

 
Upon evaluation and assessment of the existing working relations and lin-
kages between OMB and DOJ, one major point that was highlighted was, 
admittedly there is a deficiency in the reporting and monitoring system as far 
as tracking the flow of cases being forwarded to the lower courts is con-
cerned. To remedy such situation, it was recommended that there has to be 
a common reporting and monitoring system that will serve as a feedback 
mechanism in determining the status of the Ombudsman cases. Certain 
components under this program are being considered, to wit: 

 
o Court Watch 

 
Under this component, the Office of the Ombudsman will tap the stu-
dents in the collegiate level, particularly those who are studying law. The 
Office will convince and solicit the support of the law students to keep an 
eye on the flow of cases in the lower courts. Nevertheless, this activity 
will be done on a voluntary basis. To get the commitment of the students 
and solidify their efforts, the Office will coordinate and make a tie-up 
with the law schools and explain to their students the urgency and im-
portance of keeping a watch over the flow and pace in the investigation 
and prosecution of cases in the regular courts. Aware of the existence of 
the studentry and knowing that the prosecutors are being watched, these 
students serve as deterrence in any attempt to delay or commit negli-
gence in disposing such cases lodged before the prosecutor’s office. 

 
o Creation of a Task Force 

 
Another major proposal that was being taken into consideration is the 
creation of a task force. This task force shall be installed in every region 
specifically to handle and prosecute Ombudsman cases filed in every 
court within its area of jurisdiction.  It is also designed to facilitate/speed 
up the disposition of graft cases lodged before the lower courts. 

 
o Procedure in the Transmittal of Records 

 
In the study report conducted by the RSSB, some of the significant find-
ings were: to include the requirement of unnecessary number of copies of 
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case folders by some prosecutor’s office which resulted in waste of time, 
effort and supplies and materials, and existence of an inefficient monitor-
ing system of Ombudsman cases which results in the difficulty of keep-
ing track the status of said cases. These concerns were also cited as one 
of the many issues raised during the conduct of the seminar-workshop. 
 
To confront the problem, one of the measures being considered is to set a 
standardized number of reproduced copies of documents in the case 
folders including the original copies. Likewise, there is a suggestion to 
identify what documents/attachments should include in the case folder 
that will ensure a uniform and expeditious transmittal of Ombudsman 
cases. 
 
With regard to the inefficient or ineffective monitoring system of Om-
budsman cases, it is recommended that the Office of the Ombudsman 
should institutionalize the use of monitoring forms designed for the pur-
pose. In this way, it is easy to keep track of the records being transmitted 
and forwarded to concerned offices and it will be easy to monitor and or 
check the flow of the said records or case folders/documents. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix “A” 
 

PROFILE OF RESOURCE SPEAKERS 
 
 
MODULE I 
 
ATTY. ERNESTO M. NOCOS 
Assistant Ombudsman 
Public Assistance & Corruption Prevention Office 
  

AO Nocos is a native of Camiling, Albay.  He finished his law degree at the 
University of Nueva Caceres and passed the bar examinations in 1963.  Before 
entering the government service he was a professor and a trial attorney.  In 
1967 he joined the Commission on Elections as an Election Registrar, and lat-
er on as an Investigator at the Court of Agrarian Relations in Naga City.  He 
became an Assistant Branch Attorney of the Development Bank of the Philip-
pines in 1972. He joined the Office of the Ombudsman for Luzon in 1989 as 
Graft Investigation Officer. After five years of being an Ombudsman Investiga-
tor, he became the Director of the Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon 
from 1995 to 2002. At present, he is the Assistant Ombudsman for Public As-
sistance and Corruption Prevention Office.  He prefers to be addressed as “Mr. 
Public Servant”.  
  

ATTY.  JOVITO A. CORESIS, JR. 
Special Prosecution Officer 
Office of the Special Prosecutor 
  

SPO Coresis hails from Davao City.  An ex-seminarian, he is now happily mar-
ried with four children.  He graduated cum laude from the Ateneo de Davao 
law school. He finished his Master in Jurisprudence at the University of Syd-
ney, New South Wales as a scholar grantee of the Australian Government.  He 
has been with the Office of the Ombudsman for almost ten years and has been 
the recipient of three most outstanding lawyer awards: one given by then Om-
budsman Aniano A. Desierto and two by Overall Deputy Ombudsman Margari-
to P. Gervacio, Jr. At present, he is a Special Prosecution Officer assigned at 
the Prosecution Bureau and at the Appeals and Special Action Bureau of the 
Office of the Special Prosecutor. 
 

ATTY. NELLIE B. GOLEZ 
Graft Investigation Officer II 
Preliminary Investigation and Administrative Adjudication Bureau 
  

GIO Golez hails from the exquisite and beautiful Mountain Province. She 
passed the CPA board exams in 1987 and became a lawyer in 1993.  She 
served as an Accountant in the Department of Agriculture for a year and as-
sumed the position of Legal Officer III in 1993 in the same department.  She 
transferred to the Philippine Ports Authority in 1994 and served for three 
years as a Senior Corporate Attorney.  In March 1996, she joined the Office of 
the Ombudsman as a Graft Investigation Officer.  She was designated as a 
Resident Ombudsman for the Department of Education.  At present, she is 
part of the team of diligent and efficient lawyers of the Preliminary Investiga-
tion, Administrative Adjudication and Monitoring Office. 
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ATTY. AMY ANA L. ROSERO 
Graft Investigation Officer II 
Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon 
  

Atty. Rosero was born in Ipil, Zamboanga del Sur. She finished her Bachelor of 
Laws degree at the University of the East and passed the bar examinations in 
1982.  She took her Master of Laws at the University of Santo Tomas.  Former-
ly, she worked with the Philippine Senate Blue Ribbon Committee as Supervis-
ing Legislative Staff/Committee Secretary under the Offices of now Vice Presi-
dent Teofisto T. Guingona, Jr.  and former Senator Wigberto Tañada.  She also 
had a short stint with the office of Senator Aquilino “Nene” Pimentel.  She was 
also the former Resident Ombudsman for Department of Health and the four 
shelter agencies; namely HUDCC, NHMFC, HIGC and HDMF in Makati City.  
At present she is a Graft Investigation Officer II detailed at the Office of the 
Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon. 
 

 
 
 
MODULE 2 
 
ATTY. ANDREW F. AMMUYUTAN 
Assistant Ombudsman 
Office of Legal Affairs 
  

AO Ammuyutan hails from Bagabag, Nueva Vizcaya. He finished his Bachelor 
of Laws degree at San Sebastian College, Manila and passed the bar examina-
tions in 1989. After passing the bar he joined the government service and was 
appointed Court Attorney of the Supreme Court from 1990 to 1992.  In 1993 
he was appointed as a Graft Investigation Officer at the Office of the Om-
budsman.  In the same year he was promoted as Chief Legal Counsel and 
eventually the Assistant Ombudsman of the Office of the Legal Affairs. The Of-
fice of the Legal Affairs is in charge of preparing and filing the pleadings before 
the different courts and make representations in behalf of the Ombudsman. 
 

ATTY. PELAGIO S. APOSTOL 
Assistant Ombudsman 
Preliminary Investigation, Administrative Adjudication and Monitoring Office 
  

AO Apostol hails from Bugasong, Antique. He is a Certified Public Accountant 
and a lawyer. He started his government service in 1973 as a Non-Commission 
Officer of the Philippine Marines, Armed Forces of the Philippines. He became 
a Budget Specialist at the Department of Budget and a Court Attorney of the 
Supreme Court.  He joined the Office of the Special Prosecutor in 1994 as a 
Special Prosecution Officer. Later he was designated as Officer-in-Charge of 
the Evaluation and Preliminary Investigation Bureau and eventually became 
the Assistant Ombudsman of the Preliminary Investigation, Administrative 
Adjudication and Monitoring Office in 2002. 
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ATTY. HUMPHREY T. MONTEROSO 
Director 
Office of the Special Prosecutor 
  

Director Monteroso was born in Cabadbaran, Agusan del Norte.  He earned his 
degrees in Political Science and Bachelor of Law at the Mindanao State Uni-
versity as a full scholar. Immediately after he passed the bar he started his 
career as a trial attorney in various law firms before entering the government 
service. As a career public official, he was appointed as an Arbiter at the 
Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board; as Deputized Special Attorney at the 
Office of the Solicitor General and as a Special Prosecution Officer at the Office 
of the Special Prosecutor.  He is now serving as one of the Directors of OSP in 
charge of prosecuting cases before the 4th Division of the Sandiganbayan.  As 
an academician, he is a Faculty member of the Arellano University and as a 
Lecturer in various seminars and workshops.  He is a member of the special 
prosecution panel of the ERAP cases.       
 

ATTY. VIRGINIA P. SANTIAGO 
Director 
Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for the Visayas 
  

Director Santiago is a native of Hinunangan, Southern Leyte.  Her parents are 
the late Fortunato T. Palanca, Sr. and Antonia D. Palanca. A consistent honor 
student, she obtained her Bachelor of Arts degree in Philosophy at the Univer-
sity of San Carlos Cebu City and graduated cum laude.   She finished her Ba-
chelor of Laws Degree at the Ateneo de Manila University in 1971 and passed 
the bar examinations the following year.  After passing the bar, she was ap-
pointed as the Head of the Legal Section of the Department of Agrarian Reform 
in Region VII.  She became the Third Assistant City Provincial Prosecutor of 
Cebu City from 1983 to 1996.  At present she is a Director at the Office of the 
Ombudsman for the Visayas.  Director Santiago is also a professor at the USC 
since 1992. In 1993 she received two awards for being an Outstanding Prose-
cutor of Cebu City from the Cebu City IBP Chapter and the IBP Provincial 
Chapter and in 1995 as an Outstanding Prosecutor of the Philippines from the 
Foundation for Judicial Excellence. 
 

ATTY. ANTONIO T. MANZANO 
Special Prosecution Officer 
Office of the Special Prosecutor 
  

SPO Manzano was born in Sta. Cruz, Occidental Mindoro.  He is married to 
the former Consorcia Binuya, a teacher. He obtained his Bachelor of Laws de-
gree at the Far Eastern University in 1975 and passed the bar examination in 
1976. In 1966, he started his career in public service as a Patrolman at the 
Western Police District.  From 1979 to 1993 he worked as a Public Attorney at 
the Public Attorneys Office, Department of Justice. From August 1993 to the 
present he is an Ombudsman Prosecutor at the Office of the Special Prosecu-
tor.  He is one of the prosecutors in the celebrated Plunder Case filed against 
the former President Joseph Estrada. In 1999, he received three distinguished 
awards: an Outstanding Trial Prosecutor of the Office of the Ombudsman; the 
Senator Ambrosio B. Padilla award for Judicial Excellence; and the Knight of 
the Year award given by the Knights of Columbus. 
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ATTY. CORAZON DLP. T. DACANAY 
Graft Investigation Officer II 
Office of the Chief Legal Counsel 
  

GIO Dacanay was born in Manila.  She finished her Bachelor of Arts and 
Sciences major in Political Science at the Manuel L. Quezon University where 
she graduated magna cum laude.  She took up her law degree at the Ateneo de 
Manila University in 1990 and passed the bar exams the same year.  She en-
tered the government service in 1991 as a Legal Officer at the National Bureau 
of Investigation.  While with NBI, she accomplished a Legal Kit for the Inves-
tigative Division of the NBI. She transferred to the Office of the Ombudsman 
and was appointed as a Graft Investigation Officer. At present, she is one of 
the OMB Legal Counsels assigned at the Office of Legal Affairs.  Atty. Dacanay 
was able to produce two case notes “Case Notes on R.A. 6770” and Case Notes 
on R.A. 3019” because of these accomplishments she received two distin-
guished awards, the Outstanding Employee Award in 1997 and the Ombuds-
man Kapwa Award in 2001. 
 

 
MODULE 3 
 
ATTY. MARGARITO P. GERVACIO, JR. 
Overall Deputy Ombudsman 
  

ODO Gervacio is a Leyteño, a Cebuano, a Biliranon and a Davaoeño.  He ob-
tained his title of Associate-in-Arts with high honors and his degree of Bache-
lor of Laws as Outstanding Graduate from Southwestern University, Cebu 
City. He took and passed the bar examination given in 1962.  As a career pub-
lic official, he held the following sensitive positions: COMELEC Field Attorney, 
Assistant Provincial Fiscal, Chief Legal Officer of COA, Tanod-
bayan/Ombudsman Prosecutor, Presiding Judge of RTC, Branch 29, Cabana-
tuan City, Deputy Ombudsman for Mindanao and the incumbent Overall 
Deputy Ombudsman of the Philippines. He is a law professor.  He was 
awarded as the Outstanding Alumnus of the College of Law, Southwestern 
University and the entire Southwestern University during its golden jubilee 
celebration. 
 

ATTY. JESUS F. GUERRERO 
Former Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon 
  

Atty. Jesus F. Guerrero was born in San Juan, Ilocos Sur.  He finished his law 
degree, cum laude at the Manuel L. Quezon University and passed the bar ex-
amination in 1958. As a career public official, he served for seven years (1995 
to 2002) as the Deputy Ombudsman of the Office of the Ombudsman for Lu-
zon. From 1988 to 1995 he was a Prosecutor at the City of Manila and later as 
an Acting Special Prosecutor of the Office of the Special Prosecutor. He is an 
academician; a Pre-bar lecturer/reviewer in the College of Law at the Ateneo 
de Manila University and the University of the East.  He is a Resource Speak-
er/lecturer in various seminars, symposiums, conferences and training pro-
grams. At present, he is a Consultant of the Office of the Ombudsman. He is 
also a recipient of various awards like the Presidential Lingkod Bayan Award 
given by the Civil Service Commission and the Guillermo Guevarra Award for 
Outstanding Public Prosecutor given by the Foundation for Judicial Excel-
lence.  
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ATTY. ROBERT E.KALLOS 
Deputy Special Prosecutor 
  

DSP Robert E. Kallos was born in Tabaco, Albay.  He is married to the former 
Virginia Young and was blessed with four children.  He finished his law degree 
at the San Beda College and passed the bar examination in 1974.  He honed 
his skills as a trial attorney and legal officer to various private companies. In 
1991 he entered the government service as a Special Prosecution Officer of the 
Office of the Special Prosecutor. At present, he is the Deputy Special Prosecu-
tor.  He is actively involved in the prosecution of Former President Joseph 
Ejercito Estrada in the Plunder case.   
 

ATTY. JOHN I.C. TURALBA 
Special Prosecution Officer 
Office of the Special Prosecutor 
  

SPO John I.C. Turalba hails from San Jose, Antique.  He is a graduate of San 
Beda College, College of Law in 1975 and passed the bar examination in 1976.  
For 13 years, from 1987 to 2000, he was a Prosecutor at the Department of 
Justice. He joined the Office of the Special Prosecutor in 2000 as a Special 
Prosecution Officer II. He is a member of the prosecution panel in the ERAP 
Plunder Case. 
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LIST OF PROJECT STAFF AND FACILITATORS 
 
 

ATTY. MELCHOR ARTHUR H. CARANDANG 
Officer-in-Charge, Fact-Finding Intelligence and Research Office 

 
ATTY. LORETO C. CUNANAN 

Graft Investigation Officer II, Research and Special Studies Bureau 
 

SALLY R. GIMPAYAN 
Graft Investigation Officer II, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
FERNANDO M. MENDOZA 

Graft Investigation Officer II, Research and Special Studies Bureau 
 

ADOR G. PAULINO 
Graft Investigation Officer II, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
PEREGRINO L.B. GALARIO 

Graft Investigation Officer I, Research and Special Studies Bureau 
 

MA. MERCEDES B. GONZALEZ 
Graft Investigation Officer I, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
MILAGROS S. ILUSTRE 

Graft Investigation Officer I, Research and Special Studies Bureau 
 

MA. EDNA S. URRIZA 
Graft Investigation Officer I, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
AURORA MABALOT-COMAYAS 

Associate Graft Investigation Officer III, Public Assistance Bureau 
 

MILAGROS R. LUANZON 
Associate Graft Investigation Officer III, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
MARCELO G. REMIENDO 

Associate Graft Investigation Officer II, Research and Special Studies Bureau 
 

MELODY C. IGLESIAS 
Secretary, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
IRIS LYN E. PASCUA 

Clerk III, Fact-Finding Intelligence and Research Office 
 

GEOFFREY T. OAMIL 
Clerk II, Research and Special Studies Bureau 

 
AVELINA G. DE GUZMAN 

Data Entry Machine Operator, Public Assistance and Corruption Prevention Office 
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
 
 
NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 
29th October 2003 / Office of the Ombudsman, Quezon City 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Manila 1.  JOEL A. LUCASAN 
 2.  EUFROCINO A. SULLA 
 Caloocan 3.  AURELIO R. RALAR, JR. 
 4.  MANUEL B. CAIDIC 
 Makati City 5.  LEILA R. LLANES 
 6.  BENJAMIN S. VERMUG, JR. 
 Quezon City 7.  RANIEL S. CRUZ 
 8.  PRIMO G. SIO, JR. 
 9.  EDUARDO RAMON R. REYES 
 Mandaluyong City 10.  RODIL V. ZALAMEDA 
 11.  HENRY E. LARON 
 Pasay City 12.  ORLANDO G. MARIANO 
 13.  ABDULKALIM A. ASKALI 
 Marikina City 14.  LINDA AADAME-CONOS 
 15.  FLORIAN D. ABALAJON 
 Pasig City 16.  JACINTO G. ANG 
 Muntinlupa City 17.  FLORECITA V. BAEZA-BILBES 
 18.  THELMA B. MEDINA 
 19.  MICHELE G. DIVINA-DELFIN 
 Parañaque City 20.  OLIVER C. HERNANDEZ 
 21.  NAPOLEON R. RAMOLETE 
 Las Piñas City 22.  OLMA MA. LUISA L. INOCENTES 
  23.  NEPTHALI ALIPOSA 
 Antipolo City 24.  LORNA T. LEE 
 Malabon City 25.  MAGNO T. PABLO, JR. 
 Navotas 26.  JIMMY EDMON G. BATARA 

 Valenzuela City 27.  DOMINADOR D. BORNASAL 
 28.  ERIBERTO A. ARICHETA 
 Rizal (Pateros, San  29.  PEDRITO L. RANCES 

Juan, Taguig) 30.  EDGARDO C. BAUTISTA 
 31.  RODOLFO B. SANTOS 
 32.  ILUMINADO M. DELA PEÑA 
 
REGION I 
18th & 19th March 2003 / Concorde Hotel, Baguio City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutor 
 
 33.  NONNATUS CEASAR R. ROJAS 
 34.  MARIA LAARNI PARAYNO 
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Office of the Provincial Prosecutor  
 
 Benguet 35.  FELIX T. CABADING 
 36.  BENEDICT K. PATARAS 
 37.  ANDRES M. GONDAYAO 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor  
 
 Ilocos Norte 38.  MELECIO M. FELIPE 
 39.  BERNARDO AGDIGOS 
 40.  ISIDORO T. PROBRE  
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Ilocos Sur 41.  JESSICA G. VILORIA 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 La Union 42.  JULIO B. TECAN 
 43.  PABLO M. LACHICA 
 44.  GEORGINA D. HIDALGO 
 45.  BRAULIO L. TADE 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Pangasinan 46.  SEGUNDINO P. FERRER 
 47.  NOEL C. BINCE 
 48.  TEOFOILO A. CHIONG, JR. 
 49.  SILVESTRE R. A. RIDAO 
 50.  GONZALO P. MARATA 
 51.  GENEBIN V. FINEZ 
 52.  MARCELO C. ESPINOZA 
 53.  ELY R. REINTAR 
 54.  EDMUNDO M. MANAOIS 
 55.  MARLON S. MENESES 
 56.  RODELLE T. BELTRAN 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Baguio City 57.  BENEDICTO T. CARRANTES 
 58.  OCTAVIO M. BANTA 
 59.  ESTRELLITA P. BERNABE 
 60.  ALFREDO R. CENTENO 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Dagupan City 61.  PELAGIO B. PALMA 
 62.  DANIEL T. TERRADO 
 63.  LUDGERIO B. LIMBOS 
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Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Laoag City 64.  ANGELO M. ALBANO 
 65.  MARCIANO U. ASENCION 
 66.  ANGEL G. RUBIO 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 San Fernando City 67.  GLORIA D. CATBAGAN 
 Urdaneta City 68.  JACOB A. AMBROSIO 
 
REGION II 
26th & 27th March 2003/Concorde Hotel, Baguio City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutor 
 
 69.  RODOLFO B. CADELIÑA 
 70.  FERDINAND E. DALPIG 
 71.  RODOLFO S. HIPOLITO 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Cagayan 72.  AMADOR T. ARAOING 
 73.  AGAPITO Z. SAMPAGA 
 74.  FRED Q. ANDRES 
 75.  CARLOS B. SEGACIO 
 76.  EDWARD O. JAVIER 
 77.  NELJOE A. CORTES 
 78.  CONRADO T. TABACO 
 79.  JOSE R. FERIL, JR. 
 80.  SIMPLICIO M SOSA, JR. 
 81.  RENE B. BACULI 
 82.  BONIFACIO V. BAYAG   
 Ifugao 83.  JOSEPH D. TUMAPANG 
 Isabela 84.  ANTHONY A. FOZ 
 85.  FAUSTO CANTAC 
 86.  FRANKLIN PAGURAYAN 
 87.  JOSE PALOMAREZ 
 88.  FELIPE TORIO 
 89.  LALAINE DERAY 
 90.  YOLANDA  
 91.  ROBERTO ERESE 
 92.  DINAHLYN GELUCIO 
 93.  RUDY CABRERA 
 94.  ALFRED ALEX CASTILLO 
 95.  EFREN M. CACATIAN 
 96.  ELIZARDO I. DELMEND 
 Apayao 97.  BENJAMIN DOMINGO 
 Kalinga 98.  BARTOLOME GAMONAC 
 99.  NYMPHA ABBACAN 
 Nueva Viscaya 100. CELERINO JANDOC 
 101. EMERSON TURINGAN 
 102. EUFROCINIA E. DUMLAO 
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Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Santiago City 103. MOISES AQUINO 
 Tuguegarao City 104. EMERITO QUILANG 
 
REGION III 
12th & 13th December 2002/Subic International Hotel, Olongapo City 
 
Office of the State Prosecutor 
 
 105. EDEGARD C. MIANO 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Bataan 106. OSCAR M. LASAM 
 Bulacan 107. AMANDO C. VICENCTE 
 108. PELAGIO J.D. JOAQUIN 
 109. GAUDIOSO F. GILLERA 
 110. SALVADOR R. SANTOS, JR. 
 111. EUFRACIO S. MARQUEZ 
 112. FREDERICK F. MALAPIT 
 113. LIWAYWAY J. NAZAL 
 114. ARTEMIO C. SALAZAR, JR. 
 115. FELIZARDO S. MONTERO 
 116. ANTONIO C. BUAN  
 Nueva Ecija 117. FLORO F. FLORENDO 
 118. VIRGILIO G. CABALLERO 
 119. DIONISIO D. LEDDA, JR. 
 Pampanga 120. CELERINA C. PINEDA 

 121. JULIETA S. BACCUTAN-ESTAMO 
 122. KATRINA N.S. BUAN-FACTORA 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Tarlac City 123. CLAUDIO L. DAYAON 
 Angeles City 124. OLIVER S. GARCIA 
 Cabanatuan City 125. MARIO M. DEL ROSARIO 
 126. CARMELITO T. MANGULABNAN 
 Olongapo City 127. PRUDENCIO B. JALANDONI 
 128. RAYMOND C. VIRAY 
 San Jose City 129. DIONISIO L. LEDDA, JR. 
 
REGION IV 
16th & 17th December 2002/Days Hotel, Tagaytay City 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
Aurora 130. JESSE P. PIMENTEL 
Batangas 131. BENITO E. LAT 
 132. ERNESTO F. MARAJAS 
 133. BELLA S. GAYETA 
 134. ARTEMIO L. PEREZ 
Cavite 135. ONOFRE M. MARANAN 
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Laguna 136. GEORGE C. DEE 
 137. LORETO M. MASA 
 138. MARIANITO S. SASONDONCILLO 
 139. MIGUEL NOEL T. OCAMPO 
 140. PROSECUTOR CARLOS I. ACAIN 
 Occidental Mindoro 141. ULYSSES D. DELGADO 
 Quezon Province 142. VITO T. FLORIDO, JR. 
 143. RODOLFO R. ZABELLA, JR. 
 144. JOEL ANGELO E. PUTONG 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Cavite City 145. ROBERT G. HIQUIAL 
 Lipa City 146. WILFREDO P. CASTILLO  
 Lucena City 147. THELMA D. BUSTANERA 
 148. THELMA D. BUSTANERA 
 Batangas City 149. ARSENIO A. ATIENZA 
 150. ROMANA YOLANDA C. NAVA 
 Tagaytay City 151. TOMAS H. TORNEROS, JR. 
 Trece Martires City 152. JAVIER P. MATARO 
 
REGION V 
2nd & 3rd April 2003/Casablanca Hotel, Legaspi City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutor 
 
 153. SANTIAGO M. TURINGAN 
 154. ROMULO S. TOLENTINO 
 155. MARY MAY B. DE LEOZ 
 156. EUGENIO L. ABION 
 157. EDGAR L. ARMES 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Albay 158. LUIS R. BOCALBOS, JR. 
 159. CESAR V. BONOS 
 160. NOLI E. NAZ 
 161. ELMER M. LANUZA 
 162. ERLYN B. BALIWAS 
 163. NIMFA C. GOMEZ 
 Camarines Norte 164. CARMEL JOSA AURO ESTRELLADO 
 165. ELVIS P. NONATO 
 Camarines Sur 166. RAMIR P. SIRIOS 
 167. BERNHARD BELTRAN 
 168. MANUEL O. HABANA 
 169. RUVI JEAN V. CARIÑO 
 170. HEDY S. AGANAN 
 171. EMIR M. OLIVEROS 
 172. ANGEL A. TADEO 
 173. ZHELLA M. MANRIQUE 
 174. WENIFREDO G. PORNILLOS 
 175. TIMOTHY  A. PANGA 
 176. CRECENCIO L. CORTES, JR. 
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 Catanduanes 177. ABELARDO C. AQUINO 
 178. RIZALINA V. TANON 
 Masbate 179. RAMON S. DESCALZO, JR. 
 180. REYNALDO M. BACOLOD 
 181. MA. THERESA B. CABALLUM 
 182. FEDERICO A. SERRA  
 Sorsogon 183. TITO D. DIAZ 
 184. JUDE SALVADOR H. HIBO 
 185. ANTONIO E. DE VERA  
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Iriga City 186. SALVE EVA Q. V. DIMBAYAO 
 187. MARCIANO H. CANUTO 
 188. DOROTEA AMPARO C. CRUZ 
 Naga City 189. EDGAR O. IMPERIAL 
 190. ROMEO S. TAYO 
 191. ELSA A. MAMPO 
 192. CARLOS A. CORTEZ. JR. 
 193. PROSECUTOR SARINA ROSA G. CO 
 194. VICTOR C. DELA CRUZ 
 Legaspi City 195. MARIA VISIA O. MALDO 
 196. DOMINADOR B. BARRAMEDA 
 
REGION VI 
26th & 27th February 2003/Sarabia Manor Hotel, Iloilo City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutor 
 
 197. VIRGILIO P. GARCIA 
 198. FRANK S. DIVINAGRACIA, JR.   
 199. RENE B. GONZALES 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Aklan 200. LOURDES Q. MAYOR 
 201. MONTALID P. PATNUBAY, JR.  
 Antique 202. SALVADOR N. PE, JR. 
 203. RICARDO O. HUELE 
 Capiz 204. ANATALIA B. DE PEDRO  
 205. JAMES V. ADVINCULA 
 Guimaras 206. LUZERMINDO A. CALMORIN 
 Iloilo 207. NELSON B. GEDUSPAN 
 208. ANTONIO P. CHIN 
 209. RODERICK JOSEPH B. CALANZA 
 Negros Occidental 210. DANIEL M. VILLAFLOR  
 211. HERMANE T. JARDELEZA 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Bacolod City   212. AUGUSTUS C. RALLOS 
 213. EDUARDO B. ESQUILLA 
 214. EDUARDO B. SAYSON 
 Bago City 215. ELMER G. SOGUILON 
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 Cadiz City 216. FRANCES V. GUANZON 
 217. MARCELO R. DEL PILAR 
 Iloilo City 218. THADDEUSE S. GUADALOPE 
 219. VICTORINO O. MANIBA, JR. 
 220. ENRIQUE Z. TRESPECES 
 La Carlota City 221. MANUEL O. CARDINAL, JR. 
 Roxas City  222. CHUCHI A. RAMOS 
 223. ELIAS A. CONLU 
 224. ALMA B. DELFIN 
 225. ANTHONY D. FIRMALINO 
 San Carlos City 226. HERNAN V. ANTONIO 
 227. ANTONIETA A. SILAB 
 Silay City 228. MA. LIZA LORRAINE H. ATUTUBO 
 229. THELMA J. SEVA 
 Talisay City 230. FLORENTINO L. LABIS, JR. 
 Sagay City 231. ABRAHAM E. TIONKO 
 Victorias City 232. ADELAIDA R. RENDON 
 Kabankalan City 233. IMMANUEL M. GARDE 
 Passi City 234. MELWEN A. SUSTENTO 
 
REGION VII 
23rd & 24th January 2003/Cebu Plaza Hotel, Cebu City 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Cebu City 235. AIDA A. SANCHEZ 
 236. DAPHNE S. ANDAL-DEGOMA 
 237. JOSE PEDROSA, JR. 
 238. ROGELIO D. DEL PARDO, JR. 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Cebu Province 239. JAY V. PARADIANG 
 240. JASMIN N. DESPI  
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Mandaue City 241. FELIXBERTO M. GEROMO 
 242. BIENVENIDO N. MABANTO 
 243. WILFREDO S. PANGANDOYON 
 Tagbilaran City 244. ADRIANO P. MONTES 
 245. ROMEO M. CHATTO 
 246. BIBIANA Z. BAUTISTA  
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Bohol Province 247. MACARIO I. DELUSA 
 248. SALVADOR M. GRUPO 
 249. CECILIO O. DANGOY 
 Siquijor 250. ALFONSO L. SALCEDO 
 251. JOSE IMACULADO PALMITOS 
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Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Canlaon City   252. VIOLETA O. BALDADO 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Negros Oriental 253. DIOSDADO D. HERMOSA 
 254. JUDITHO J. AGAN 
 255. RAMON ANTONIO VICENTE M. ROCAMORA 
 256. MACARIETO I. TRAYVILLA 
 257. MARITES F. MACANEBBO 
 258. EUGENE D. SALON 
 259. DALMACIO D. SURALTA 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Dumaguete City 260. ALFREDO D. HERMOSA, JR. 
 261. ADRIAN C. BORROMEO 
 262. ELIEZER E. ESCORIAL 
 263. ALVIN A. ASENIERO 
 Toledo City 264. ALFREDO A. FERNANDEZ 
 Bais City 265. CANDELARIO V. GONZALES 
 266. SILICITO B. AMAHIT 
 
REGION  VIII 
19th & 20th February 2003/Leyte Park Hotel, Tacloban City 
 
Office of the State Prosecutor 
 
 267. FRANCISCO Q. AURILLO, JR. 
 268. CRECENTE P. MARAYA, JR. 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Biliran 269. GARY C. CRUZ 
 Leyte 270. YOLANDA U. DAGANDAN 
 271. AZUCENA S. TABAO 
 272. BIBIANO C. REFORZADO 
 273. ALTONE M. MIRALLES 
 274. LUZ P. NAVARRETE 
 275. ELPIDIO R. QUEJADA II 
 276. ROMULO C. VIVERO 
 277. EDGAR LEONIDO 
 278. REYNALDO B. PINEDA 
 279. CONSTATINO F. ESBER 
 280. BIENVENIDO A. MONTANA 
 281. TEODORO E. ATIENZA 
 282. CESAR M. MERIN 
 283. ANGEL TORREVILLAS 
 284. RICARDO CANDIDO 
 285. TERESITA LOPEZ 
 286. EDGAR SABARRE 
 Southern Leyte 287. ANTONIO G. RUIZ 
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 Eastern Samar 288. VICENTE C. CATUDIO 
 289. CORNERLIO M. UMIL III 
 Western Samar 290. MANUEL TORREVILLAS, JR.  
 Northern Samar 291. ROMEO P. EBDANE, SR. 
 292. NORMAN H. CASTILLO 
 293. HAROLD A. ACOMPANIADO 
 294. ANTONIO P. HERMOSILLA  
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Calbayog City   295. FELICIANO P. AGUILAR 
 296. REYNALDO CLEMENS 
 Maasin City 297. ALPHINOR SERRANO 
 Tacloban City 298. RUPERTO B. GOLONG, JR.   
 299. LEO C. TABAO 
 300. POLICARPIO R. PEREZ 
 301. ROLAND N. HOMERES 
 302. MILA C. TALAPIERO 
 303. PERCIVAL S. CAÑA 
 304. FEDERICO R. HUÑA,AYOR 
 305. PERCIVAL P. DELIMA 
 306. SYLVIA P. LOMOSTE 
 307. DANILO L. YEE 
 308. MA. BELLA S. CASTILLO 
 309. MA. LOURDES A. HILVANO 
 
REGION IX 
31st March & 1st April 2003/Pryce Plaza Hotel, Cagayan de Oro City 
 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutors 
 
 State Prosecutor 310. WILFRIDO M. YU 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Zamboanga City 311. RICARDO G. CABARON 
 312. BIENVENIDO P. ORILLO 
 313. ISIDRO L. BALAN 
 314. JUAN G. FLORENDO 
 315. PETER A. EISMA 
 316. ERIC D. ELUMBA 
 317. LAARNI N. DAJAO 
 318. CZAR CIRO W. SEDILLO 
 319. ROSELYN M. MAMON 
 Isabela City 320. MEDARDO C. GENERALAO 
 Pagadian City 321. ALANDREX M. BETOYA 
 322. CELSO D. MANUALES 
 323. GLADYS S. BERNABE 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Zamboanga del Sur 324. VICTORIANO B. GONZAGA  
 325. ROBERTO A. BUENAFE  
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 326. DIMAPUNO L. MAGANGCONG 
 327. ERNESTO M. LAUREL 
 Sibugay 328. JAIME L. UMPA 
 329. JERIC S. KAGAOAN 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
Dapitan City 330. PORFERIO E. MAH 
 331. RUBENCIO L. LEGORIO 
 
Region XIV (ARMM) 
29th – 30th May 2003/ Country Village Hotel, Cagayan de Oro City 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Dipolog City   332. DOMINGA SANTIAGO M. BRIONES  
 333. RODRIGO B. LADERA 
 334. ROGELIO D. LAQUIHON  
 335. RODOLFO R. RAUYA 
 Pagadian City 336. REYNALDO L. GOAN 
 337. ROMEO T. DESCALLAR  
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Zamboanga del Norte 338. VALERIANO B. LAGULA  
 339. HIPOLITO BAEL, JR.  
 340. GABINO S. SAAVEDRA II 
 
Region X 
24th – 25th March 2003/Pryce Plaza Hotel, Cagayan de Oro City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutors 
 
 341. ANTONIO B. ARELLANO  
 342. ERLINDO C. ABEJO 
 343. VINCENT F. B. ROSALES 
 344. ELDRED D. COLE 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Bukidnon 345. MIRABEUS A. UNDALOK 
 346. GIOVANNI A.H. NAVARRO  
 347. MA. CORAZON G. LLANDERAL 
 Camiguin 348. ALMA CONCEPCION M. PARREÑO 
 Lanao del Norte 349. MACADATAR D. MARSANGCA 
 Misamis Occidental 350. LIBEN GO MEDINA  
 351. VICENTE K. BAZ III  
 352. ROY P. MURALLON 
 353. BENBER APEPE 
 354. RENATO ARROYO 
 Misamis Oriental 355. ARTURO C. UBAUB 
 356. MALOU SUMALPONG  
 357. CHUCHI A. AZIS 
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 358. MAYORICO M. BODBOD 
 359. ZAIDAH Z. BERNARDEZ 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Cagayan de Oro City 360. YOLANDA A. CARBONELL 
 361. HENRY B. ALVAREZ  
 362. MACAUROG G. MAUNTING 
 363. ROMUALDO L. BANAN 
 364. JUDY SIA-GALVEZ 
 365. OLEGARIO MARBELLA, JR. 
 366. GLENN PETER C. BALDADO 
 367. ANTONIO M. GUILING 
 368. ISIDRO I. AMOSIN   
 369. JEOFFRE ACEBIDO 
 370. GREGORIO G. BORJA 
 371. LORIMER A. DELIMA, SR. 
 372. EMELITO I. MARQUINO 
 373. CESAR A. MERLAS 
 374. MANUEL A. NOLASCO 
 375. BENJAMIN M. TABIQUE, JR. 
 376. LONGINO G. TAGARDA 
 Gingoog City 377. CONSTANCIO F. COLLERA 
 Iligan City 378. MELVYN T. SALISE 
 379. SAMSON N. DAJAO 
 380. ALDOHNNE R. UMPA 
 Malaybalay City 381. CARLO B. MEJIA 
 Oroquieta City 382. JAIME R. RAMOS 
 383. FLORANTE P. ACOSTA 
 Ozamiz City 384. RODOLFO D. VAPOR 
 Tangub City   385. SYLVIA A. SINGIDAS-MACHACON 
 
Region XI 
29th – 30th January 2003/The Marco Polo Hotel, Davao City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutors 
 
 386. JOSE TADEO G. SAYSON 
 387. RICO T. GARCIA  
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Davao City 388. DANILO C. BELO 
 389. OSCAR S. TE  
 390. EFREN B. CACHUELA 
 391. VICTOR C. SEPULVEDA 
 392. AUGUSTO A. GONZALES 
 393. FUNDADOR B. VILLAFUERTE, JR. 
 394. EMILIO G. DAYANGHIRANG, III 
 395. ROWENA APAO-ADLAWAN 
 396. CARLOS B. CASTAÑOS 
 397. LEO T. MADRAZO 
 398. VICTOR M. DUMLAO 
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 399. MA. GEMMA P. DABBAY 
 400. SERAFICA J. WEIS 
 401. SOFRE A. SANIEL 
 402. SAMUEL A. ATENCIA 
 403. SHAHRUDDIN ROBERTO O. SENCIO, JR. 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Davao del Norte 404. JERRY A GARCIA 
 405. MATIAS T. ACQUIATAN 
 406. JANET GRACE D. FEBRERO  
 Davao Oriental 407. PABLEO B. BALDOZA 
 408. NIÑO A. BATINGANA 
 409. JOSE C. FUENTES 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Panabo City 410. GIL DELA BANDA 
 Digos City 411. CHRISTOPHER ABARILLA 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Davao del Sur 412. ARTEMIO A. TAJON  
 413. CLEMENTE M. QUIÑONEZ, JR.  
 414. LORENZO L. MATURA  
 415. VICENTE L. SUAREZ 
 416. PERFECTO P. ORDANEZA 
 417. PRIMITIVO B. GERALDE  
 
Prosecutors Office 
 
 Campostela Valley 418. TEODULO L. VEGA 
 419. ANDREA A. DELA CRUZ 
 
Samal Prosecutor Office 
 
 Island Garden City 420. NEOPITO ED O. MAGNO 
 
Office of the Deputy Ombudsman for Mindanao 
 
 OMB Mindanao 421. MELINDA A. DAYANGHIRANG 
 422. MOHAMADALI ABEDIN 
 423. LOIDA P. KAHULUGAN 
 424. TEODORO ANGEL 
 425. LEO ANO-OS 
 426. WILLIAM TIU 
 427. ARNOLD REUBEN AGUILAR 
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Region XII 
19th – 20th May 2003/Country Village Hotel, Cagayan de Oro City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutors 
 
 State Prosecutor 428. MARANAO DANGANAN 
 429. CAWASA REY B. PUNZALAN 
 430. NORMA BAND 
 431. WENIDA B. PAPANDAYAN 
 432. PINOTE B. RINGCAR 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 General Santos City 433. ANTONIO GEOFFREY CANJA 
 434. ALEJANDRO RAMON C. ALANO 
 435. MARIE ELLENGRID S. BALINGUAT 
 436. JOSE JERRY L. FULGAR 
 437. ANDRES N. LORENZO, JR. 
 438. ANTONIO B. TAGAMI 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Sultan Kudarat 439. MUSTAPHAR A. SAMBOLAWAN 
 South Cotabato 440. ISAAC ALVERO V. MORAN 
 North Cotabato 441. JOSE AGENCIO R. DE GUZMAN 
 442. SAMUEL T. FAJARDO  
 Kidapawan 443. FERNANDO A. GAMAD 
 444. CHARLIE G. LUMANG 
 445. BONIFACIO P. ESTREMOS 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Korondal City 446. ELFREDO G. SALES 
 Sarangani 447. ALFREDO L. BARCELONA, JR. 
 
Region XIII 
27th – 28th March 2003/Pryce Plaza, Cagayan de Oro City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutor  
 
 448. HORACIO C. GONZAGA 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Agusan del Norte 449. GODOFREDO B. ABUL, JR. 
 450. MARIGEL D. HUGO  
 451. EMMANUEL E. ESCATRON 
 Agusan del Sur 452. VICTORIANO I. PAG-ONG 
 453. ELISEO S. DIAZ, JR.  
 454. ALEJANDRO ENRIQUEZ  
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Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Butuan City 455. FELIXBERTO I. GUIRITAN 
 456. EDGAR G. MANILAG 
 457. DANNY C. SERRANO 
 458. GODOFREDO R. PACEÑO, JR. 
 459. SALVADOR C. RUIZ 
 Bislig City 460. MERLYN B. PACARO-CAÑEDO 
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Surigao del Sur 461. REY F. DELGADO  
 462. ZACHARIAS P. JOVEN 
 463. ELPIDIO I. DIGAUM  
 Surigao del Norte 464. JESSE REY M. SILVOSA  
 465. PEPITO M.LAGO 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Surigao City 466. TEOFILO MANUEL, JR. 
 
 
Region XIV (ARMM Region) 
29th – 30th May 2003/Country Village Hotel, Cagayan de Oro City 
 
Office of the Regional State Prosecutor 
 
 467. ABUBAKAR BARAMBANGAN 
 
Office of the City Prosecutor 
 
 Marawi City 468. ELIAS YUSOPH 
 469. ALIJAS S. COLONG  
 470. ALI S. DIAMPUAN 
 471. RAMY L. GUILING 
 472. OMAR G. MARUHOM 
 473. JAPAR A. USMAN 
 Maguindanao City 474. ENOK T. DIMARAW 
 475. KASAN K. ABDULRAKMAN  
 
Office of the Provincial Prosecutor 
 
 Lanao del Sur 476. PACA-AMBUNG C. MACABANDO 
  477. AHMAD A. ANGAS  
 Lanao del Sur 478. MANGONTAWAR M. GUBAT 
 Sulu 479. GULAMMURRASID R. SAHIBBIL 
 Basilan 480. DOMINGO KINAZO 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

CAPABILITY-BUILDING SEMINAR ON THE  
INVESTIGATION AND PROSECUTION OF OMBUDSMAN CASES 

 
Name (optional): ____________________________________________________________________  
Position: ____________________________________   Years in Govt. service: 
______________ 

 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ON CORRUPTION AND 

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING ANTI-GRAFT BODIES AND LAWS 
 
I. Perceived Causes of Corruption 
 
1. In your perception, what are the major causes of corruption in a 

government agency? 
 Low pay 
 Corrupt leaders 
 Padrino / patronage 
 Lack of control mechanisms 
 Pakikisama / camaraderie 
 Nepotism 
 Lack of moral values 
 Poor selection and recruitment of government officials and employees 
 Others. Pls. specify 

_________________________________________________ 
  
2. Why do you think corruption still persists today?  Please check whenever 

applicable. 
 Leaders’ lack of political will 
 Systemic nature of corruption 
 Inadequate laws 
 Ineffective Laws 
 Lack of coordinated efforts 
 Ineffective anti-graft agencies 
 Lack of sufficient manpower to combat corruption 
 Lack of information 
 Public apathy / indifference 
 Economic conditions 
 Others. Pls. specify 

_________________________________________________ 
 
II. Evaluation of Anti-Graft Bodies (Agencies) 
 
3. How would you rate the following agencies in terms of substantially 

reducing corruption (10 as the highest rating while 0 being the lowest)? 
Rating  
 Office of the Ombudsman 
 Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 
 Civil Service Commission 
 Commission on Audit 
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 Department of Justice 
 RTCs / CTCs / MTCs 
 Sandiganbayan 
 Supreme Court 
 
4. How would you rate the efficiency of these agencies’ anti-graft efforts? 

[Operational definition of Efficiency – “Doing things right”]  
1- Very efficient; 2- Efficient; 3- Inefficient; 4- Very inefficient; 5- Neutral 

Rating  
 Office of the Ombudsman 
 Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 
 Civil Service Commission 
 Commission on Audit 
 Department of Justice 
 RTCs / CTCs / MTCs 
 Sandiganbayan 
 Supreme Court 
 
5. How would you rate the effectiveness of these agencies’ anti-graft efforts? 

[Operational definition of Effectiveness – “Doing the right things”]  
1- Very effective; 2- Effective; 3- Ineffective; 4- Very ineffective; 5- Neutral 

Rating  
 Office of the Ombudsman 
 Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 
 Civil Service Commission 
 Commission on Audit 
 Department of Justice 
 RTCs / CTCs / MTCs 
 Sandiganbayan 
 Supreme Court 
 
III. Evaluation of the adequacy and effectiveness of existing anti-graft laws and 

other related statutes. 
 
6. How familiar are you with the provisions of the following laws? 

1- Very familiar; 2- Familiar; 3- Unfamiliar; 4- Very Unfamiliar 
Rating  
 Presidential Decree No. 46 (Solicitation of gifts) 
 Presidential Decree No. 749 (Immunity from prosecution by bribe-givers) 
 Republic Act No. 1379 (Forfeiture of Unlawfully Acquired Property) 
 Republic Act No. 3019 (Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act) 
 Republic Act No. 6770 (The Ombudsman Act of 1989) 
 Republic Act No. 6713 (Code of Ethical Standards for Public Officers) 
 Republic Act No. 6981 (Witness Protection Act) 
 Republic Act No. 7080 (Plunder Law, as amended by R.A. No. 7659) 
 Republic Act No. 7975 (Sandiganbayan Law, as amended by RA No. 

8249) 
 Republic Act No. 9160 (Anti-Money Laundering Law 
 Title VII, Revised Penal Code (Crimes Committed by Public Officers)    
 
7. How adequate are the provisions of the following laws in terms of answering 

the concerns that brought about their enactment in the first place?    
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1- Very adequate; 2- Adequate; 3- Inadequate; 4- Very Inadequate 
Rating  
 Presidential Decree No. 46 (Solicitation of gifts) 
 Presidential Decree No. 749 (Immunity from prosecution by bribe-givers) 
 Republic Act No. 1379 (Forfeiture of Unlawfully Acquired Property) 
 Republic Act No. 3019 (Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act) 
 Republic Act No. 6770 (The Ombudsman Act of 1989) 
 Republic Act No. 6713 (Code of Ethical Standards for Public Officers) 
 Republic Act No. 6981 (Witness Protection Act) 
 Republic Act No. 7080 (Plunder Law, as amended by R.A. No. 7659) 
 Republic Act No. 7975 (Sandiganbayan Law, as amended by RA No. 

8249) 
 Republic Act No. 9160 (Anti-Money Laundering Law 
 Title VII, Revised Penal Code (Crimes Committed by Public Officers)    
 
8. How effective is the implementation or enforcement of the various provisions 

of these same laws in terms of actually curbing corruption?    
1- Very effective; 2- Effective; 3- Ineffective; 4- Very Ineffective 

Rating  
 Presidential Decree No. 46 (Solicitation of gifts) 
 Presidential Decree No. 749 (Immunity from prosecution by bribe-givers) 
 Republic Act No. 1379 (Forfeiture of Unlawfully Acquired Property) 
 Republic Act No. 3019 (Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act) 
 Republic Act No. 6770 (The Ombudsman Act of 1989) 
 Republic Act No. 6713 (Code of Ethical Standards for Public Officers) 
 Republic Act No. 6981 (Witness Protection Act) 
 Republic Act No. 7080 (Plunder Law, as amended by R.A. No. 7659) 
 Republic Act No. 7975 (Sandiganbayan Law, as amended by RA No. 

8249) 
 Republic Act No. 9160 (Anti-Money Laundering Law 
 Title VII, Revised Penal Code (Crimes Committed by Public Officers)    
 
IV. Recommendations / Overall Improvement of the Concerned Agencies and Laws 
 
9. What measures do you do you think should be done to curb corruption in the 

government? Please check the appropriate items. 
1- Very effective; 2- Effective; 3- Ineffective; 4- Very Ineffective 

Rating  
 Strict implementation of the existing laws (particularly __________) 
 Enactment of new anti-graft laws (RE: ______________________) 
 Strict monitoring of agencies 
 Increase in salaries of government employees 
 More transparency in government transactions 
 Streamline government operations  
 Improvement of recruitment system 
 Imposition of heavier penalties on violations of anti-graft laws (Please 

specify) 
________________________________________________________________ 

 Creation / designation of special courts to hear and decide graft cases 
involving low ranking officials 

 Others. Please specify 
__________________________________________________ 
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10. What measures do you think should be done by the Office of the Ombudsman 

to improve its effectiveness and efficiency in curbing graft and corruption in 
the country? Please check the appropriate items. 

 Strengthen investigation and prosecution efforts 
 More information dissemination 
 Increase visibility / presence 
 More coordination with the private sector 
 Others. Please specify 

__________________________________________________ 
  
 
 
11. Are there any questions or suggestions that you may want to include in this 

questionnaire? 
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.  
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Appendix “G” 
 

NATIONAL STATISTICAL REPORT ON THE SURVEY ON CORRUPTION 
 
I. Perceptions on the causes of corruption 
 
Table 1. Perceived major cause of corruption 
 

Perceived Major Causes of Corruption 
DOJ Prosecutors 

November 2002-May 2003 
(n=448) 

 
Low pay  

 
70.98 % 

 
Corrupt leaders 

 
69.64 % 

 
Lack of moral values 

 
67.86 % 

 
“Padrino” / Patronage system 

 
43.97 % 

 
Poor selection and recruitment of government 
officials and employees 

 
 

43.75 % 
 
“Pakikisama” / camaraderie 

 
36.38 % 

 
Lack of control mechanisms 

 
31.47 % 

 
Nepotism 
 

 
27.46 % 

* Note that more than one response was possible for this question. Therefore the total number of reasons given 
may add to more than 100%.  
 
Table 2. Perceived reasons for corruption’s continued prevalence 

 
Reasons why corruption still persists today 

DOJ Prosecutors 
November 2002-May 2003 

(n=448) 
 
Leaders’ lack of political will 

 
69.64 % 

 
Economic conditions 

 
55.80 % 

 
Public apathy / Indifference 

 
50.89 % 

 
Systemic nature of corruption 

 
48.44 % 

 
Lack of coordinated efforts 

 
30.36 % 

 
Lack of sufficient manpower to combat corruption 

 
25.45 % 

 
Ineffective anti-graft agencies 

 
25.00 % 

 
Ineffective laws 

 
14.06 % 

 
Inadequate laws 
 

 
  5.13 % 
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* Note that more than one response was possible for this question. Therefore the total number of reasons given 
may add to more than 100%.  
 
II. Evaluation of anti-graft agencies 
 
Table 3. Evaluation of anti-graft bodies (in terms of substantially contributing to the 

reduction if not eradication of corruption in the country) 
 

Anti-graft Agency 
 

 
Overall Rating* 

 
Office of the Ombudsman  

 
7.22 

 
Department of Justice 

 
6.94 

q 
Supreme Court 

 
6.44 

 
Sandiganbayan 

 
6.41 

 
Lower courts (RTCs, CTCs, and MTCs)  

 
5.76 

 
Civil Service Commission 

 
5.12 

 
Commission on Audit 

 
4.85 

 
Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 
 

 
4.36 

*10 as the highest rating while 0 being the lowest 
 
Table 4. Evaluation of Anti-graft agencies (Perceived Efficiency of anti-graft efforts 

 
Agency 

 

 
Efficiency Rating 

 
Interpretation 

 
Office of the Ombudsman  

 
1.93 

 
Efficient 

 
Department of Justice 

 
2.02 

 
Efficient 

 
Supreme Court 

 
2.04 

 
Efficient 

 
Sandiganbayan 

 
2.14 

 
Efficient 

 
Lower courts (RTCs, CTCs, and MTCs)  

 
2.33 

 
Somewhat efficient 

 
Civil Service Commission 

 
2.54 

 
Inefficient 

 
Commission on Audit 

 
2.61 

 
Inefficient 

 
Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 
 

 
2.80 

 
Inefficient 
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Table 5. Evaluation of Anti-graft agencies (Perceived Effectiveness of anti-graft efforts) 

 
Agency 

 

 
Efficiency Rating 

 
Interpretation 

 
Office of the Ombudsman  

 
1.89 

 
Effective 

 
Department of Justice 

 
2.02 

 
Effective 

 
Supreme Court 

 
2.04 

 
Effective 

 
Sandiganbayan 

 
2.13 

 
Effective 

 
Lower courts (RTCs, CTCs, and MTCs)  

 
2.35 

 
Somewhat effective 

 
Civil Service Commission 

 
2.48 

 
Somewhat effective 

 
Commission on Audit 

 
2.61 

 
Ineffective 

 
Presidential Anti-Graft Commission 
 

 
2.66 

 
Ineffective 

 
 
III. Evaluation of Anti-Graft Laws 
 
Table 6. Familiarity with anti-graft laws 

 
Anti-Graft Law 

 

 
Familiarity Rating 

 
Interpretation 

 
Presidential Decree No. 46 

 
1.97 

 
Familiar 

 
Presidential Decree No. 749 

 
2.05 

 
Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 1379  

 
2.09 

 
Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 3019 

 
1.63 

 
2nd Most Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 6713 

 
1.86 

 
Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 6770 

 
1.89 

 
Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 6981 

 
1.78 

 
3rd Most Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 7080 

 
2.12 

 
Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 7975 

 
2.21 

 
Somewhat Familiar 

 
Republic Act No. 9160 

 
2.35 

 
Somewhat/Least Familiar 

 
Title VII, Revised Penal Code 

 
1.53 

 
Most Familiar 
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Table 7. Adequacy of existing anti-graft laws 

 
Anti-Graft Law 

 

 
Adequacy Rating 

 
Interpretation 

 
Presidential Decree No. 46 

 
2.22 

 
Somewhat adequate 

 
Presidential Decree No. 749 

 
2.24 

 
Somewhat adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 1379  

 
2.24 

 
Somewhat adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 3019 

 
1.90 

 
2nd Most Adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 6713 

 
2.03 

 
Adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 6770 

 
1.91 

 
3rd Most Adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 6981 

 
2.05 

 
Adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 7080 

 
2.15 

 
Adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 7975 

 
2.03 

 
Adequate 

 
Republic Act No. 9160 

 
2.25 

 
Somewhat/Least adequate 

 
Title VII, Revised Penal Code 

 
1.84 

 
Most Adequate 

   
 
Table 8. Enforcement of anti-graft laws 

 
Anti-Graft Law 

 

 
Enforcement 

Rating 

 
Interpretation 

 
Presidential Decree No. 46 

 
2.66 

 
Least effectively enforced 

 
Presidential Decree No. 749 

 
2.58 

 
Somewhat not effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 1379  

 
2.65 

 
Somewhat not effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 3019 

 
2.22 

 
Somewhat effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 6713 

 
2.32 

 
Somewhat effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 6770 

 
2.14 

 
2nd Most Effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 6981 

 
2.28 

 
Somewhat effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 7080 

 
2.43 

 
Somewhat effectively enforced 

 
Republic Act No. 7975 

 
2.19 

 
Effectively enforced 
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Republic Act No. 9160 

 
2.54 

 
Somewhat not effectively enforced 

 
Title VII, Revised Penal Code 

 
2.13 

 
Most Effectively enforced 

   
 
IV. Recommendations 
 
Table 9. Recommended measures to curb corruption 

 
Recommended Measures 

DOJ Prosecutors 
November 2002-

May 2003 
(n=448) 

 
Increase in salaries of government employees 

 
71.88 % 

 
Strict implementation of the existing laws 

 
69.20 % 

 
More transparency in government transactions 

 
67.63 % 

 
Strict monitoring of agencies 

 
53.57 % 

 
Streamline government operations 

 
43.08 % 

 
Improvement of recruitment system 

 
42.86 % 

 
Creation / designation of special courts to hear and decide graft 
cases involving low ranking officials  

 
 

30.80 % 
 
Imposition of heavier penalties on violations of anti-graft laws 

 
25.89 % 

 
Enactment of new anti-graft laws 
 

 
  8.04 % 

* Note that more than one response was possible for this question. Therefore the total number of reasons given 
may add to more than 100%.  
 
 
Table 10. Recommended measures to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the 

Office of the Ombudsman (OMB) in fighting graft 
Measures to enhance OMB Effectiveness and 

Efficiency in fighting graft and corruption 
DOJ Prosecutors 

November 2002-May 2003 
(n=448) 

 
Strengthen investigation and prosecution efforts 
 

 
71.65 % 

 
More information dissemination  
 

 
52.68 % 

 
More coordination with the private sector 
 

 
46.88 % 

 
Increase visibility / presence 
 

 
43.30 % 
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* Note that more than one response was possible for this question. Therefore the total number of reasons given 
may add to more than 100%.  
 


