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DECISION
M. LOPEZ, J.:

A judgment of acquittal is final, unappealable, and immediately executory
upon its promulgation. The fundamentai philosophy h1gh11ght1ng the finality of
an acquittal cuts deep into the humanity of the laws and in a jealous watchfulness
over the rights of the citizen, when brought in unequal contest with the State.! We
observe this dictum in these consoiidated Petition for Certiorari under Rule 65 of
the Rules of Court and Motion for Reconsideration assailing the Sandiganbayan’s
Resolution? dated January 3, 2017 in SB-14-CRM-0238 and this Court’s August
19, 20290 Decision® in G.R. No. 243411, respectively.

ANTECEDENTS

On June 5, 2014, the Office of the Ombudsman filed an Information for
Plunder under Republic Act No. 7080 against Juan Valentin Furaganan Ponce
Enrile (Enrile), Jessica Lucila G. Reyes (R@yeQ), Tanet Lim Napoles (Napoles),
Ronald John Lim, and John Raymund de Asis before the Sandiganbayan docketed
as SB-14-CRM-0238:*

In 2004 to 2010 or thereabout, in the Philippines, and within this Honorable
Court’s jurisdiction, above-named accused JUAN PONCE ENRILE, then a
Philippine Senator, JESSICA LUCILA G. REYES, then Chief of Staff of
Senater Enrile’s Office, both public officers, cemmimng the offense in
relation to their respective offices, censpiring with ene apother and with
JANET LIM NAPOLES, RONALD JOHN LIM, and JOHN RAYMUND DE
ASIS, did then and there wiilfuliy, uvnlawfully, apd criminally amass,
accumulate, and/or acquire ill-goiten weaith amounting te at jeast ONE
HUNDRED SEVENTY[-]TW MILLION EIGHT HUNDRED THIRTY[-
JFOUR THOUSAND FIVE HJUNDRED PESOS ([PHP] 172,834,500.60)
through a combinaiion or sexizs of averi eriminatl acts, as follows:

(a) by repeatedly receiving froms NAPOLES and/or her representa
LIM, DE ASIS, and others, kickbacks sr commissions under the folic mg
circumstances: betore, during and/or after the project identification, NA \PG 1.ES
gave, and ENRILE and/or "21'\’“’:‘4 veceived, a perceniage of the cost of a
project to be funded frem EMNRILE'S Friority Development Assistance
Fund (PDAF), in considerziivn ,, FHRILE’S endersement, directly or
y
through REY ES te the appropra smment agencies, of NAPOLES’

non-governmeni organizations T’,"E’ai h hzeeme the recipients and/or target
- cts, which duly-funded projects

v

implementors of ENRILE’S Fipad
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turned out to be ghosts or fHatisiens, thus enabling NAPOLES to
misappropriate the PDAF procecdas for jwer personal gain;

(b) by taking undue advantage, on several eccasions, of their official
positions, authority, relationships, connections, and influence to unjustly
enrich themseives at the expease and to the damage and prejudice, of the
Filipino people and theé Republic of the Phitippines.

CONTRARY TO LAW .3 (Emphasis supplied)

Enrile moved for bili of paﬁicu"aro on the grounds of ambiguity and
insufficiency of the Information. On July. 11, 2014, the Sandiganbayan denied the
motion explaining that the detaiis sought are substantial reiterations of his
previcus arguments to dismiss the Information and are evidentiary in nature that
are best ventilated during trial. Aggrieved, Fnrile filed a Petition for Certiorari
before this Court docketed as G.R. No. 213455 ascribing grave abuse of discretion
on the part of the Sandiganbayan. On August 11, 2015, the Court En Banc partly
granted the petition and ordered the prosecution to submit a bill of particulars
containing material and necessary facts, to wit: (1) the particular overt act/s
alleged to constitute the combination or series of overt criminal acts charged in
the Information; (2) a breakdown of the amounts of the kickbacks or commissions
allegedly received, stating how the amount of PHP 172,834,500.00 was arrived
at; (3) a brief description of the identified projects where kickbacks or
commissions were received; (4) the approximate dates of receipt, in 2004 to 2010
or thereabout, of the alleged kickbacks and commissions from the identified
projects. At the very least, the prosecution should state the year when the
kickbacks and transactions from the identified projects were received; (5) the
name of Napoles’ non-government organizations (NGOs), which were the alleged
recipients and/or target implementors of Enrile’s Priority Developrnent
Assistance Fund (PDAF) projects; and (6) the government agencies to whoem
Enrile allegedly endorsed Napoles’s NGOs. The particular person/s in each
government agency who facilitated the iransactions need not be named as a
particular. Accordingly, the prosecution complied and submitted the required bill
of particulars.

On the other hand, Reyes filed a motion to quash due to the grossly
insufficient Information and Bili of Particulars. Reyes invoked the ruling in
Macapagal-Arroyo v. People’ and ciaimed that the prosecution failed to specify
the main plunderer or to identify the persor who committed the overt criminal

acts. Reyes posited that the words “ ”. “and/or”, and “repeatediy” are confusing
in charging several accused of the A_;na:i;c & orimes for Plunder. Reyes argued that
the admissions of the prosecution during N )ieQ bail hearing show that the facts

charged do nct constitute an cffonse.’ i\/iﬁaﬁu, me, Reyes applied for bail ad
cautelam.

Id

Id at 11-12.
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her involvement in any PDAF project of ¢
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On January 3, 2017, the Sandiganbuyan disallowed the motion to quash and
ruled that the Information contzins facfual averments which, if hypothetically
admitted, validly alleged the esseatial ele ments of Plunder.® Reyes sought
reconsideration but was denied. Reyes tnen filed a Petition for Certiorari before
this Court docketed as G.R. No ) Z) ascribing grave abuse of discretion on
the part of the Sandiganbayan in tj,rr"t:; down the motion to quash Information.
On June 28, 2018, the Sandiganbavan diﬂsa{)pmved the application for bail ad
cautelam and declared that the prosecution presented strong evidence of guilt.'”
Unsuccessful at a reconsideration, Reyes iied a Petition for Certiorari before this
Court docketed as G.R. No. 24341 1. On August 19, 2020, the Court upheld the
Sandiganbayan’s findings that there is strong evidence that Reyes conspired with
her co-accused and that she commitied the acts of Pl under for which she was
charged. Dissatisfied, Reyes moved for a reconsideration.!

On January 13, 2021, Reyes filed a Petition for Habeas Corpus before this
Court docketed as G.R. No. 254838 and contended that she had been incarcerated
for almost nine years due to vexatious, capricious, and oppressive delays in trial.
In a Resolution dated januarv 17, 2023, the Court granted the petition and
tiocinated that Reyes’ conﬁnement ibuu‘h pursuant to a court order, violate
her constitutional right to speedy trial and irfringed upon her right to liberty.

On January 19, 2023, R@yef‘ was released from detention without prejudice
to the resolution of pending criminal cases filed against her and subject tc the
conditions that she shall: (1) persenally attend the hearings of the criminal cases

filed against her before the Sandiganbayan; (2) submit a quarterly periodic report
to the Clerk of Court of the Sandiganbayan of her whereabouts; (3) secure a travel
a.umer"’} from the Sandiganbavan in cases of foreign travel on her part, and to
phvsically prcseut herselfto the Sandiganbayan and submit a report of her return

signatures on the endorsement letters are forged because the whistieblowers admitted preparing the
endorsement letters and implementing documents for the PDAF projects and forging the signatures of the
'iegislawfs aud their staff; (3) Only one letzar signed by her contained the name of the NGO CARED and this
cannot sustain the charge of conspiracy y granting that the said signature is not forged; (4} The Daily
Dlwursement Reports (DDRs) and summary of rebates prepared by Benhur Luy do not refiect that she
received any money sourced from PDAF of the office ¢f Senator Eanvile; (5) The testimony of Ruby Tuason
during the hearing of accused ? \Iapoms s petition for na i 1¢ devoid of detaiis regarding her alleged delivery of
kickbacks of Senator Enrile te her; (6) Her partici : in: the scheme is not necessary considering that from
the whistleblowers™ own account, they suvcessfully ooevated the PDAF scheme even before 2007; (7) in its
Resolution dated March 2, ZG 16, the Sandigarbayan expressly stated that the PDAF were amassed by accused
Napoles; (8\ The processing for the release of passed through several stages which did not invelve
her; {9) The prosecution’s evidence chew wwiul acts ovcurred in a stage whers she had no
participation or involvement; (10} Granimg that she received money from the PDAF given by accused! Napoles
t0 Tuason, that would at ieast make her asi secassary 10 the orime charged because at the time of the receipt
of the money, the fraudulent acts of accusezﬁ e already consummiated; (11) The amounts found in
Luy’s DDRs do not tally with the amount < < ,ifuecﬂy given by Tuasen to accused Reves nor do
they add up to fPFP'€ 172,834,500.00; = 5 1* her signatures in the endorsement letiers were not
forged, the same m»afu_;em to establivi cousnicacy witt accused Mapoles as she only relied on her Deputy
Chief of Staff EV
Y Rolic (GR. No.2 ). oo, 125-1
¥ Rollo {G.R. No. “4341 i}, np i . was penned by
Associate Justice Bernelite R. ? SIRENCE i Cabotaje-Tang
and Associate Justice Sarah jane T. Fair - Divigion, Sandiganbavan, Quezon City.
Jd. 2t 13651387, :
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within five days of her arrival in ¢t the country: and (4) submit to this Court, through
the Office of the Clerk of Court, » quarterly report of her compliance with the
foregoing conditions. Moreover, the releass shall be without prejudice to Reyes’

re-arrest and detention should she fail 1o emaply with any of the conditions.!?

On October 4, 2024, the Sandiganbayan acquitted Enrile, Reyes, and
Napoles in SB-14- CR\&—OBS on the g s that the threshold amount for
p}under was not established ard ihat direct bribery was not proven beyond

reasonable doubt:

dil

WHEREFORE, in light o all the miegoing; the Court resolved o
(1) GRANT the Demurrer to Evidence of accused Juan Ponce Enrile;

(2) GRANT the Demurrer (W:ithout Leave of Court) of accused Janet Luy Lim
Napoles;

(3) ACQUIT accused Juan Ponce Enrile, Jessica Lucila Gozales Reyes and Janet
Lim Napoles of the crime of plunder under Republic Act No. 7080, as amended,
for the prosecution’s failure to prove their guilt beyond reasonable doubt;

Consequently, the Hold Departure Order issued against Enrile, Reyes and
- Napoles in the present case are I.IFTED and SET ASIDE.

SO ORDERED™

RULING

It is the policy of the courts to consclidate cases involving similar parties
and affecting closely related subject matters. The purpose of this rule is to settle
the issues expeditiously and to avoid muitiplicity of suits and the possibﬂity of
conflicting decisions.'* Here, the Petition for Certiorari in G.R. No. 232323 and
the Motion for Reconsideration in G.R. Ne. 243411 involve similar parties and
common questions of law and fact. Hence, it is imperative upon this Court to
consolidate these two cases which are dependent on each other. Undeniably, the
ruling in G.R. No. 232323 substantially atiects the outcome in G.R..No. 243411.
Spec;ﬁca}h in G.R. No.232327%, Reyes zscribed grave abuse of discretion
against the Sand*ganbavan in denving the motion fo quash Information on the

ground that it does not charge any witense. Corollarily, if the motion to quash is
glamed and the case is dismissed snd Reves is ordered released, the resolution of
the question on the propriety of the application for bail in G.R. No. 243411 may

[P At

Reyes v. Director or Whoever is In-Clx FCwmy Bugong Divia, Taguig, Meiro Manila, GR. No. 254838,
January 17, 2024 [Per I. Hernaado, Fixs? sl ML / =
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become futile.”” In this case, however, Lain the Petition for Certiorari and the
motion for reconsideration must tg dismissed for being moeot and academic.

A case becomes moot and avademic when it ceases to present a justiciable
controversy by virtue of supervening events, so that a declaration thereon would
be of no practical use or value.!® In such circumstance, courts of justice generally
decline jurisdiction and no longer consider guestions in which no actual interests
are involved.!” Nonetheless, courts will decide cases, otherwise moot and
academic if: first, there is a grave vioiation of the Constitution; second, the
exceptional character of the situatien and the paramount public interest is
involved; third, when the constitutional issue raised requires formulation of
controlling principles to guide the bench, the bar, and the public; and fourth, the
case is capable of repetition yet evading review.'® The present case does not fall
under any of these exceptions.

Notably, the acquittal of Ry} es m SB-14-CRM-0238 has now removed any
actual controversy be’ween the parties'® and rendered ihe resolution of the instant
etition for certiorari in G.R. No. 232323 and Moticon for Reconsideration in
G.R. No. 243411 superfluous and unnecessary.”’ The prayers of Reyes o quash
the Information and/or be granted discretionary bail can no longer be enforced.
These reliefs will serve no useful purpose because the judgment of acquittal
terminated the criminal proceedings. Thus. no compelling reasons exist for the
Court to finally settle the questions raised in the Petition for Certiorari and motion
for reconsideration Indeed, the judgment of acquittal is deemed final and
executory.?! It is axiomatic that on the basis of humanity, fairness and justice, an
acquitted accused i is entitled to the right of repose as a direct consequence of the
finality of acquittal

More importantly, double if—'opardv has set in. The Canqnmuan is explici

that no person shall be twice put in jeopardy of punishment for the same offense.’
There is double jeopardy when the following elements concur: (1) the accused is
charged under a complaint or information sufficient in form and substance to
sustain his or her conviction; (2) the court has jurisdiction; (3) the accused has
been arraigned and has pleaded; and (4) the accused is convicted or acquitted, or
the case is dismissed without his or her consent.?’ Here, all the elements are
present. Reves was validly charged with piunder before the Sandiganbayan. Reyes
sleaded not guilty to the charge. After trial, the Sandiganbayan acquitted Reyes

M pery

Serapic v. Sar ga:zbavar 444 Pril. 499 (2042

or 1. Callgjo, Sr., Ex Bar].
So v Tacla, Jr, 648 Phil. 149, 163 (2014 {Per | N 527

GuiR B 5am} citing David v Macapagai-Arroye, 522

Phil. 703 (2005) [Per J. Jaadcvaf—m.t*

7 Sorigne Vda de Dabuc v. Court of Appeuly, 468 Th i, 7728, 937 (2004} [Per J. Ausiria-Martiner, Second
Divisiond.

18

ma rquez v. Comelec, 861 Phil. 667, 677- f‘?‘— i’i”"\s i;"" 1. Jardeleza, fu Boncy .
v. Oil industry Comprissi \[Pe? §. Concepeion, Jr, Second Division].
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based on reasonable doubt. Ahsen: orave sbuse of discretion or denial of due

process, the judgment of acquittal is fingi and executory.”

Verily, it becomes pointiess and unreaiistic to insist on giving due course
to the Petition for Certiorari and Mistion for Reconsideration, and permit a review
on the propriety of the denial of the metion to quash and application for bail
without dweiling on the criminal Habitity of Reyes and violating her right against
double jeopardy. Differently stated, aryy decision upon the merits of these cases
would serve no useful purpose,” ana the grant of any actual substantial relief is
no longer feasible. ) ' |

'FOR THESE REASONS, the Petiion for Certiorari and Motion for
Reconsideration are DISMISSED. '

SCG ORDERED.

Peopie v. Surdiganbavan, 663 Puil. 35
45 nilsugin v Aspem, 201 Phil. 416 (1982} 1%
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WE CONCUR:

0 part
AL 5. GESMUN :
o Chief Justice

No part
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Senior Associate Justice
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ARO-JAVIER
Associate Justice i

Associate Justice

B. INTING
Associate Justice

SAMUEL H. GiEREAN RICA

Associate Justice §sociate Justice
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Associate Justice

\ p
JO IDAS P. MARQUEZ . ANTORNIO T. KHO, JR.
Associate Justice Associate Justice
On leave

MARIA FILOMENA D. SINGH
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CERTIFIUATION

Pursuait to Article VIIL, Seciton 13 of' the Coustiution, I certify that the
cenclusions in the above Decision had been veached 1n consultation betfore the
case was assigned to the writer ¢f the apyvuen of the Court. ’

G. GESMUNDO
fuef Justice



