
I Sirs/Mesda es: 

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 
SUPREME COURT 

Manila 

SECOND DIVISION 

NOTICE 

PL ase take notice that the Court, Second Division, issued a Resolution 

dated 30 M rch 2022 which reads as follows: 

"G.R. No. 249222 (Danilo Mangila y Payumo v. Republic of the 

\ 
Philippines nd Office of the Ombudsman). - Before the Court is a Petition 
for Review n Certiorari1 under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court assailing the 
Decision2 d ted July 1, 2019, and the Resolution3 dated September 11 , 2019 
of responde t Sandiganbayan- Seventh Division (Sandiganbayan) in Civil 
Case No. S ll-CVL-0002 for Forfeiture of allegedly unlawfully acquired 

\ wealth. The Sandiganbayan held that herein petitioner Danilo Mangila y 
Payumo (M ngila) failed to show that the property he acquired during his 

I 
government employment is proportionate to his salaries and other lawful 
income. Th , the Sandiganbayan ordered the forfeiture of all of petitioner 
Mangila's pr vate properties. 

I 
Antecedent Facts 

Mangi a is married to Adora B. Mangila (Mrs. Mangila) with whom he 
has three chi dren: Edwin B. Mangila (Edwin), who works as a chiropractor's 
assistant in t~e United States of America (US); Sherwin B. Mangila (Sherwin), 
\a bookkeepef also in the US; and Jason B. Mangila (Jason), a student. Mrs. 
Mangila, a r . al estate broker, and their children live in Florida, where they 

I 
have been s 1aying since 1993. Petitioner Mangila chose to remain in the 
Philippines t serve his country.4 

\ Mangi a began his government service as Second Lieutenant in the 
Armed Fore s of the Philippines in 1973, a year after former President 

1 Rollo, pp. 75- 11 8. 
2 Id. at 11 9-171 Penned by Associate Justice Georgina D. Hidalgo, with the concurrence of Associate 

I 
Justices Ma. T eresa Dolores C. Gomez-Estoesta and Zaldy V. Trespeses. 

3 Id. at 172-180. 
4 Id. at 147-148. 
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Ferdinan E. Marcos had placed the country under martial law. He later 
became a regular member of the Philippine Constabulary with the rank of 
Police ~~or. He rose through the ranks and was promoted as Superintendent 
in the P1ilippine National Police (PNP) by former President Corazon C. 
Aquino i}l 991. Thereafter, Mangila continued as Superintendent throughout 
the term f former President Fidel V. Ramos, until he availed of optional 
retiremen with the rank of Senior Superintendent in 1999. In the same year, 
fonner Piesident Joseph E. Estrada brought Mangila back to government 
service, awpointing him as Director of the Land Transportation Office. In 2001, 
Mangila r~sumed his rank of Senior Superintendent in the PNP. The following 
year, 2001, Mangila was promoted as Chief Supe~intendent, a position he held 
until his 1 andatory retirement on June 19, 2006.:i 

In 2007, former President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo (President 
Macapag I-Arroyo) created the Presidential Anti-Smuggling Group (PASG) 
of the O ice of the President under Executive Order No. 624 in order to 
eradicate . muggling and other illegal activities that sabotage the collection of 
custom d ties and taxes. President Macapagal-Arroyo appointed Mangila as 
Assistant Secretary (second-in-command to PASG Head Antonio Villar, Jr. 
[Villar, Jr. ) of the PASG under a contract of service, which remained effective 
until Jun 30, 2010, co-terminous with the appointing authority, President 
Macapagr-Arroyo. 6 

It 'jas reported that under the leadership of Villar, Jr. and Mangila, the 
PASG waf able to contribute an accumulated amount of Pl3,019,lll,197.43 
in additio~al duties and taxes from seized goods in the years 2007 until 2009. 
As a consequence of the PASG's operations, 121 civilians and personnel of 
the Bureat of Customs were charged in court for smuggling-related offenses.' 

Perpaps the biggest accomplishment of the PASG under Mangila and 
Villar, Jr. 1was its multi-billion-peso Subic drug bust and confiscation of 744 
kilos of s~abu, estimated at P4,200,000,000.00, from the various warehouses 
of Chine e businessman Anthony "Anton" Ang inside the Subic Freeport 
Zone. Alt ough Ang managed to evade arrest, the bust was considered the 
biggest h ul in local anti-illegal drugs history at that time.8 

A ear after Mangila's contract of service ended, the Republic of the 
Philipp in , s, on August 1, 2011, filed a Petition with a Verified Ex Parte 
Applicati n for Issuance of a Writ of Preliminary Attachment9 against him 
before th! Sandiganbayan for the Forfeiture of his private properties that were 

5 ld. at 77- 8. 
6 Report o the Commission on Audit on the PASG, Executive Summary (2010), accessed from 

htt s://w, w.coa.gov. h/ hocadownload )ap/useruploaJ/annuil l audit reportiNGAs/20 l 0/National
Governm nt-Sector/Office-of-the- )resiPASG ES20 l 0. )df on 23 November 202 1. 

7 Accessed from https:i/punch.dagupm1.com/aclvertisement/20 I 0/Q I /the-pres idential-ilnti-smuggling-
groups-20 )9-report-to-the-people/ on 23 November 202 1. 

8 Ibid. I 
9 Rollo, p. 1 0. 
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allegedly manifestly out of proportion to his lawful income, under Republic 
Act No. )1379, 10 docketed as Case No. SBll -CVL-0002. The case was 
based on income and properties listed in Mangila's Statements of Assets, 
Liabilitie and Net Worth (SALNs) for the years 1991 to 2004. 

At he same time, six criminal cases for Perjury11 were filed against 
Mangila or his act of allegedly falsely stating in his SALNs from 1991 to 
2004 that he had taken out a loan with the Government Service Insurance 
System (fSIS), when GSIS records in 2006 showed that he had no existing 
outstandi?g loan. All these criminal cases for perjury were dismissed by the 
Sandigantayan for the prosecution's failure to prove malicious and willful 
intent to 9ommit falsehood on the part of Mangila. 12 The Sandiganbayan also 
opined thf t the fact that Mangila had no outstanding GSIS loan at the time of 
the case did not necessarily prove that he had not previously taken out a loan. 13 

In lhe meantime, in the civil forfeiture case, the Sandiganbayan, on 
September 5, 2011, issued a Resolution granting the writ of attachment 
prayed for. The corresponding writ of preliminary attachment was issued on 
September 6, 2011 upon the filing of a bond by the Republic. 14 

Aftf r Mangila filed his answer, trial proceeded. The Office of the 
Special P , osecutor (OSP), under the direction of the Ombudsman, presented 
document showing that 6 real properties and 16 motor vehicles were 
registered in the name of Mangila. The Special Prosecutor compared the 
estimated current market value of these acquisitions with the annual salaries 
of Mangi a from 1991 to 2004, estimated at approximately P3,000,000.00 
deducting therefrom an amount for living expenses based on the average 
provided , y the Philippine Statistics Authority for the years in question. 

Thi Special Prosecutor hypothesized that because the current market 
value of the properties registered in Mangila's name, estimated at 
Pl5,806, 03.65, was disproportionate to his aggregate salaries of only 
P3,000,090.oo from 1991 to 2004, the prope11ies must be confiscated upon the 
disputabl<t presumption raised by Republic Act Nos. 137915 and 301916 that 
the money used to purchase said properties came from an illegal source. 

Fo his part, Mangila countered that in determining whether he could 
have affo ded the assets that he acquired, the Special Prosecutor failed to take 

10 Entitled ']n Act Declaring Forfeiture in Favor of the State Any Prope1ty Found to have been Unlawfully 
Acquired y any Public Officer or Employee and Providing for the Proceedings Therefor." Approved on 
June 18, 1 55. 

11 Criminal , ase Nos. SB- l l-CRM-0390 to 0395, entitled People of the Philippines v. PCSupt. Danilo 
Payumo angila. 

12 Sandigan ayan Decision dated March 27, 2017 in People v. Mangifa, Criminal Case Nos. SB-ll-CRM-
0390 to O 95, roffo, pp. 193-220. 

13 Rollo, p. 213. 
14 ld. at 120. 
15 Supra. 
16 Entitled " nti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act." Approved on August 17, 1960. 
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into accolnt that aside from his salaries from 1991 to 2004, he had earned and 
saved moley from the time he started working 1 7 years earlier in 1973; that 
his wife rnd sons derived income from their jobs in the US, which they 
cont~ibut'd to the acquisition of properties in the Philippines; that he had 
obtamed f property loan from the GSIS in 1978 to purchase his family home 
in Sitio Seville, Quezon City; and that his business partners had extended to 
him a cre!it facility of P7,500,000.00 over the years, which provided him with 
capital to lpurchase vehicles for a taxi business, as well as vehicles to be sold 
for a pro1t. 17 

Mtgila testified that the three lots registered in his and his wife's 
names u9der TCT No. 202966, 18 24859419 and 27568620 are adjacent lots 
numbere5 54, 55 and 56 in Block 168 (also known as Ipil Street) in Sitio 
Seville, Jf orth Fairview, Quezon City, where they had set up their family 
home. M~ngila explained that he did not acquire the three lots all at once, but 
rather tha he purchased Lot 55 first in 1978 at the cost of P65,000.00 through 
a GSIS 1 an, paid through monthly amortizations over the years. When the 
family inf ome increased in 1993 as a result of the dollars earned by his wife 
and sons rom their jobs in the US, they next purchased the adjacent Lot 54 in 
the same street in order to extend their house. Mangila, his wife and sons 
purchaseq Lot 54 for P850,000.00 and paid for it through monthly 
installme*ts. Finally, in 1998, Mangila and his family purchased Lot 56 for 
P l ,800,000.00, also through installments. Mangila endeavored to show that 
the total abquisition cost of the three lots comprising his family home was only 
P2.715 1 illion, instead of the estimated market value of P7,559,000.00 
insisted u on by the Special Prosecutor.21 

Si ilarly, Mangila testified that in 1992, he acquired a small lot in 
Mindoro overed by TCT No. 8611822 for only P50,000.00 instead of the 
Pl26,500ioo estim~ted by t~e Special Prosecutor. In 1994, he and his f~:nily 
were abli to acqmre a lot m Calamba covered by TCT No. 355409--' for 
P983,00~[00; and in 1995, they purchased a lot in Cavite covered by TCT No. 
4737424 fi, r P600,000.00.25 

In contrast to the Special Prosecutor's estimated market value of 
Mangila's six real properties in the total amount of P9,102,655.00, Mangila's 
computat on showed that his total acquisition cost for all six properties was 
only P4,3 8,000.00. 

17 Rollo, pp. 35-40. 
18 Exhibit" ," rol/o, p. 28. 
19 Exhibit" ," id. 
20 Exhibit "H ," id. 
21 Judicial A_ f_fidavit of respondent PCSupt. Danilo P Mangila, Annex " C" to the Petition, id. at 181-192. 
22 Exhibit" · ," rollo, p. 32. 
23 Exhibit "J" id. 
24 Exhibit " I" id. 
25 Judicial A. ,davit of Mangila, id. at 181 -192. 
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for the motor vehicles, Mangila admitted that he had engaged in a 
taxi busi1 ess and in the buy-and-sell of cars to explain why there were 16 
vehicles egistered in his name. According to Mangila, and corroborated by 
his busi ess partners, David Tan (David)26 and Nilo Pascoguin (Nilo ),27 the 
latter w re the ones selling the vehicles but they allowed Mangila to 
occasionhlly pull-out vehicles for the purpose of selling them to third persons, 
and they !divided the profits of whatever Mangila was able to sell. In addition, 
David aJd Nilo confirmed that they had extended a credit line to Mangila 
during t e years in question in the total amount of P7,500,000.00, which 
Mangila ad used to acquire the vehicles for his businesses.28 According to 
Mangila, he also used some amounts from the credit line to pay for the 
amortiza ion of some of the real properties that he had purchased. Mangila 
stated th t he had already stopped the taxi business, and that he had already 
disposed of the vehicles. The Special Prosecutor estimated the total value of 
the vehicr,s at P7,375,373.00, which was not contested by Mangila. 

In me, Mangila sought to prove that his total salary of P3,000,000.00 
during th period in question, when combined with the P60,000.00 GSIS loan 
and the 7,500,000.00 credit line from David and Nilo, was sufficient to 
acquire he properties registered in his name. Consequently, Mangila 
conclude that said prope1iies do not fall within the category of unlawfully 
acquired roperties and should not be forfeited. 

Decision of the Sandiganbayan 

Di · regarding Mangila's evidence of his other sources of funds and 
income, • nd relying solely on a net-worth-to-income-discrepancy analysis 
comparin~ Mangila's salaries in the amount of P3,000,000.00 to the estimated 
current ~f2arket value of his real prope1iies (P9,102,655.00), vehicles 
(P7,375,~73 .00), and deducting an estimated amount for living expenses, the 
Sandigan ayan agreed with the Special Prosecutor's hypothesis that Mangila 
had an il egal source of funds because his salary could not have possibly 
covered 11 the properties that were registered in his name, which had a total 
estimate value of PlS,806,403.65. Thus, the Sandiganbayan, on July 1, 2019, 
ordered e forfeiture of all prope1iies registered in Mangila's name, as 
follows: 

WHEREFORE, premises considered, for failure of respondent 
DA ILO P. MAN GILA to show that he acquired during his incumbency as 
a gjvemment employee an amount of prope1iy which is proportionate to his 
sal~ry from his other lawful income, the properties he acquired f'.om 1991 
to 004 are ordered forfeited in favor of petitioner Republic of the 
Phi ippines. 

26 Exhibit " ," id. at 224. 
27 Exhibit "5," id. at 225 . 
28 Id. at 224 nd 225 . 
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Fr , m this adverse decision, Mangila filed a motion for 
reco~sid9ratio?,30 a:guing that the Sandiganbayan committed an error in not 
cons1denpg his evidence as to the source of funds used to acquire his 
prope~ief-, and in not declaring that the petition for forfeiture had already 
prescriber. On September 11, 2019, the Sandiganbayan denied Mangila's 
motion :6 r reconsideration. 31 

The Instant Petition 

U on denial of his motion for reconsideration, Mangila filed the instant 
petition32 for review before the Court, grounded on the following assignment 
of errors: 

A. 

THE SANDIGANBAYAN COMMITTED MANIFEST ERROR 
WI : EN IT LIMITED THE INSTANT CASE TO THE INCOME 
AC UIRED BY THE PETITIONER FROM 1991 TO 2004. 

B. 

THE SANDIGANBAYAN COMMITTED MANIFEST ERROR 
A D DEVIATED FROM ESTABLISHED LAW AND JURISPRUDENCE 
W EN IT GROSSLY MISAPPRECIATED THE FACTS IN ARRIVING 
AT THE CONCLUSION THAT PETITIONER'S ASSETS WERE 
M NIFESTLY DISPROPORTIONATE TO HIS INCOME FROM 
LE ITIMATE SOURCES. 

C. 

THE SANDIGANBAYAN COMMITTED MANIFEST ERROR 
A D DEVIATED FROM ESTABLISHED LAW AND JURISPRUDENCE 
W EN IT FORFEITED THE PROPERTIES NOT ONLY OF 
PE I ITIONER BUT EVEN THOSE BELONGING TO HIS WIFE. 

D. 

THE SANDIGANBAYAN COMMITTED MANIFEST ERROR 
A D DEVIATED FROM ESTABLISHED LAW AND JURISPRUDENCE 
W EN IT FORFEITED THEIR FAMILY HOME.33 

29 Id. at! 68. 
30 Id. at 61 -6 . 
3 1 Id. at 172- 80. 
32 Id. at 75-1 

1 
8. 

33 Id. at 79-8 1 • 
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Pe itioner Mangila argues before the court that the Sandiganbayan's 
decision s based solely on inferences and conjectures, which are products of 
a gross misapprehension of facts. Mangila also contends that the 
Sandigan ayan overlooked relevant facts which, if considered, would justify 
a differe conclusion and prevent manifest injustice. 

In articular, Mangila contends that in computing the value of his 
acquis1t1 ns, the Sandiganbayan merely adopted the estimated current market 
value oft e properties instead of utilizing the acquisition cost, which amounts 
were act ally expended in acquiring them.34 

M~ngila decries the fact that although he started his government service 
in 1973, his income and savings for 17 years from 1973 to 1990 were not 
considere~ in computing whether he could have afforded his acquisitions. 
Furthermbre, Mangila pointed out that the Sandiganbayan failed to consider 
his other [sources of lawful income and funds, such as the dollar earnings of 
his wife 1nd sons who are all working in the US; the P7,500,000.00 million 
credit lin~ extended to him by his business partners; and his income from his 
business ·nterests - all of which were declared in his SALNs.35 

Fi~ally, Mangila manifested that the Sandiganbayan erred in forfeiting 
not only 1is properties, but also the properties of his wife who is the co-owner 
of all the fOnjugal assets. Mangila emphasized that the family home, where he 
lives and is family returns to, is exempt from execution.36 

The OSP's Arguments 

Th OSP denied all the arguments of Mangila and insisted that the 
Sandigan ayan committed no error in ordering the forfeiture of all his assets 
and in de ying his motion for reconsideration.37 

Issue 

W: s the Special Prosecutor's evidence of the est.imated current market 
values of Mangila's assets sufficient basis for the Sandiganbayan to conclude 
that Man . ila's assets were disproportionate to his lawful income and should 
be forfeit din favor of the Republic? 

34 Id. at 84-J8. 
35 Id. at 98-~08. 
36 Id. at 108 11 4. 
37 Id. at 257 287. 
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Although the appellate jurisdiction of 
the Supr me Court over decisions of 
the Sandf ganbayan in forfeiture cases 
is limite to questions of law, when the 
decision on appeal is premised on 
estimate and conjectures, the Court 
must re evaluate the evidence to 
prevent 1anifest injustice. 

It js settled that the appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court over 
decision[ and final orders of the Sandiganbayan is limited only to questions 
of law; it does not review the factual findings of the Sandiganbayan which, as 
a general rule, are conclusive upon the Court. Thus, Section 1, Rule 45 of the 

Rules ofrourt states: 

Section 1. Filing of petition with Supreme Court. - A party desiring 
to ppeal by certiorari from a judgment or final order or resolution of the 
Coprt of Appeals, the Sandiganbayan, the Regional Trial Court or other 
co1rts whenever authorized by law, may file with the Supreme Court a 
ve ·fied petition for review on certiorari. The petition shall raise only 
qu stions of law which must be distinctly set forth. 

A ~uestion of law exists when there is doubt or controversy as to what 
the law is on a certain state of facts. On the other hand, a question of fact exists 
when th{ doubt or controversy arises as to the truth or falsity of the alleged 
facts . Th_r resolution of a question of fact necessarily involves a calibration of 
the evid~nce, the credibility of the witnesses, the existence and the relevance 
of surro, lnding circumstances, and the probability of specific situations.38 

G ,nerally, the Supreme Court is not a trier of facts. It is not the Court's 
function to examine and weigh all over again the evidence presented in the 
proceedi gs below. Thus, it is the policy of the Court to sustain the factual 
findings of the trial court, such as the Sandiganbayan, on the reasonable 
presump ion that the latter court is in a better position to assess the evidence 
before it 

HI wever, this general rule admits of exceptions, as pronounced in 
Republi~ vs. Sandiganbayan,39 to wit: "(l) when the conclusion is a finding 
grounded! entirely on speculation, surmise, and conjectures; (2) when the 
inferenct made is manifestly absurd, mistaken, or impossible; (3) xxx; ( 4) 

38 Venezuel vs. People, 826 Phil. 11, 23 (2018). 
39 425 Phil 752, 766 (2002). 
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when the ·udgment is premised on a misapprehension of facts; (5) xxx." 

In jhis case, the Sandiganbayan's decision to forfeit the properties of 
Mangila !f founded o_n mere estimates and speculation. Mangila points out that 
the Sandi anbayan disregarded relevant facts, thus compelling the Court to re
examme e evidence on record in order to prevent manifest injustice. 

A forfeitu e case is civil in nature and 
the burd n of proof is on he who 
alleges, 1Y the quantum of evidence 
required ~y law, which in a civil case is 
prepondernce of evidence. 

In Republic vs. Gimenez,40 the Court, through Justice Marvic F. Leonen 
re-affinndd the long-established rule that forfeiture proceedings under RA No. 
1379 are ivil in nature. The Court further stressed that, as in all civil cases, 
the quant I m of proof required in forfeiture proceedings is a preponderance of 
evidence. 

Th is, before the disputable presumption can arise that the properties of 
a public officer or employee were unlawfully acquired, it must first be proved 
by a prep~nderance of evidence that the acquisition cost of such properties is 
beyond h~s lawful sources of income, or, in the words of the law, that their 
acquisitio cost is "manifestly out of proportion to his salary." This is the 
import of ection 2, RA No. 1379, which reads: 

Section 2. Filing of petition. Whenever any public officer or 
em loyee has acquired during his incumbency an amount of property which 
is anifestly out of proportion to his salary as such public officer or 
em oyee and to his other lawful income and the income from legitimately 
acquired property, said property shall be presumed prima facie to have been 
unl fully acquired.xx x . 

XX XX. 

Ac ordingly, in order to anive at the conclusion that the amount of 
property <fwned by a public officer is "manifestly out of proportion to his 
salary," t~e Special Prosecutor must first prove by a preponderance of 
evidencell) the existence of properties acquired by the public officer during 
his incu bency; (2) the actual acquisition cost of said properties; and to 
compare s ch acquisition cost with (3) the income of respondent public officer 
from law ul sources. It is only after it has been proved by a preponderance of 
evidence hat the acquisition cost of the properties is manifestly out of 
proportio to the sources of lawful income that the prima facie presumption 
will arise. 

4o 776 Phil. 233, 252 (20 16). 
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In the instant case, the bulk of the Special Prosecutor's evidence 
centered , n a listing of all the properties registered in the name of Mangila, 
as well s a computation of his salaries from 1991 to 2004. The Special 
Prosecut1r successfully proved that 6 real properties and 16 motor vehicles 
were reg~ftered in the name of Mangila, thus discharging the first burden. The 
Special Pf osecutor also presented a computation of his salaries from 1991 and 
2004. Th s, the Special Prosecutor discharged his third burden also.41 

The Spec ez Prosecutor failed to acquit 
his burdf n of proving the actual 
acquisiti4n costs of Mangila's 
propertief' thus preventing the prima 
facie presumption that said properties 
were uni 1wfully acquired from arising. 

In presenting the estimated current market values of Mangila's 
propertie · at the time of the trial, the Special Prosecutor failed to discharge his 
second b rden of proving the true and actual acquisition cost of said 
propertief. The Sandiganbayan itself admits that the values were only 
estimated, as can be seen in Table No. 442 contained in the assailed Decision, 

.i. h 1 . db M ·1 T bl N 4 d summan {mg t e rea properties owne y ang1 a. a e 0. rea s: 

L ocation Acquisition Cost Improvement (Cost TCTNo. Year 
(in Philippine in Philippine Pesos) Acquired 
Pesos) 

Quezon Sity 1,500,000.00 2,106,000.00 (2000); 202996 1999 
(estimated Price) 263,600.00 (1997) 

Quezon City 1,800,000.00 275668 (sic)43 2003 

Quezon City 1,890,000.00 275686 2004 

Calamb, ., Laguna 849,555.00 355409 1996 

Trece M artirez, Cavite 567,000.00 47374 1998 

Calapan Mindoro 126,500.00 86118 1996 

Sub Tot, 1 (estimated) 6,733,055.00 2,369,600.00 

TOTAl 9,102,655.00 

Al hough Table No. 4 states that the figures are "acquisition costs," the 
' ,, n arch testunon of the Special Prosecutors witness, Ms. Damsa Faustmo, o M 

24, 201 j belies this, and reveals that the amounts that were stated as 
"acquisif on costs" were actually the market values stated in the tax 
declarati n of the properties in 2003. What is worse, the Sandiganbayan itself 
admits thrt these values are mere estimates, not actual values. Thus: 

41 I Rollo, p. 58. 
42 Id. at 157 
43 Should re d: TCT No. 248594. 
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Your Honors, Ms. Danisa Faustino 
will authenticate previously marked 
Exhibit "E" which is Declaration of 
Real Property in the name of spouses 
Danilo P. Mangila and Adora 
Mangila, and this parcel ofland is Lot 
54, Block 168 located in North 
Fairview. Exhibit "E" is composed of 
three declarations, Your Honors, and 
one Certification as to the 
improvement in the parcel of land. 

Your Honors, this Certification issued 
by Processing Division of the 
Assessor's Office certified that there 
is no record of improvement on Lot 
54 signed by our Officer-In-Charge 
of the Processing Division Priscela 
Versonilla. 

Excuse me Prosecutor Gruta. For 
clarification, does it mean that the 
SALN included improvement like 
that? That is why you are securing 
Ce1iification that there is no 
improvement? Ganun ba? Is that the 
trust (sic) of the evidence? 

xxxx 

No, your Honors, actually, although 
she mentioned no record of 
improvement, the Certification also 
includes the present market value 
and the assessed value as of today. 

Yes kaya nga. What was that purports 
(sic) to support? 

The three parcels of land. 

What are you trying to prove, in other 
words? 

Actually, Your Honors, this 
Declaration of Real Properties are 
just suppo11 to the Transfer 
Certificate of Titles already 
authenticated by the Register of 
Deeds of Quezon City. 

Sorry. I cannot get the pictures (sic) . 
Yeah, what is important about there 
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Actually, Your Honors, there is no 
importancy (sic) in the improvement 
but it's just a Certification included 
that.44 

We note, too, that while the Special Prosecutor's own witness testified 
on the ce ification that there are no improvements on the properties, values 
were plac d as the estimated "acquisition cost" of improvements in the total 
amount o P2,369,600.00. What is worse, while admitting in Table No. 4 that 
the value of the lots in the amount of P6,733,055.00 is a mere estimate, the 
Sandigan ayan nevertheless used this estimated figure as the basis for its 
conclusio that the properties were illegally acquired because their inflated 
value is isproportionate to the modest salaries of Mangila. It appears, 
therefore, that the Sandiganbayan ordered the forfeiture of private property 
based onlf on a guess that the properties must have been derived from an 
unlawful ource or an illegal activity. 

In fddition, the Special Prosecutor admitted that his evidence reflects 
only the Yfars when the certificates of title were issued, but not the years when 
the prope I y was slowly being paid for on installments by Mangila. Hence -

Lot 54, Lot 55 and Lot 56 and these 
were purchased in the year ... and the 
title was issued in 2003. Our petition, 
Your Honors, covers the periods 1998 
to 2004 to 2005. So during those 
periods these three parcels of land 
were purchased by the respondent 
and these are also included in the 
SALN.45 

In~ed, the inflated and estimated market values and assessed values 
presented by the Special Prosecutor do not accurately reflect the acquisition 
costs of angila's properties and should not have been used as the basis for 
the conclfsion that the properties were unlawfully acquired during the years 
in questi n. Even the Sandiganbayan appeared baffled by the evidence 
presented 

In epublic v. Sandiganbayan,46 Chief Justice Hilario Davide, Jr. had 
occasion o emphasize that it is not the market value of the respondent's 
propertie that should be used to determine whether they were unlawfully 
acquired, but rather, it should be their actual acquisition cost. 

44 TSN, Ma ch 24, 2015, pp. 15-19 
45 Id. 
46 425 Phil. 52, 779 (2002). 

(134)URES - more -



Resolutio 

Sa d Chief Justice Davide: 

13 G.R. No. 249222 
March 30, 2022 

In ascertaining the value of respondent's properties and 
eholdings, it is not the fair market value, as claimed by the petitioner, 

tha should be made as basis thereof. Rather, as co1Tectly held by the 
Sa diganbayan, it is the acquisition cost thereof, since it was the actual 
am unt of money shelled out by respondent in acquiring them. It is the 
ac uisition cost that must be charged against respondent's lawful income 
an funds. 47 

relevant valuation would be the acquisition cost of the real 
propertie vis-a-vis, the financial capacity of the public officer and his wife at 
the time , f their acquisition. Any appreciation (or depreciation) in the value 
of the re I properties after their acquisition until present has no bearing 
herein.48 

The acqu ·sition cost of the properties 
acquired by the public officer is 
relevant ot only because it is the basis 
for comp rison with his legal sources 
of inco e, but also because such 
amount ould be taken as the value of 
actual darrzages to be restituted by the 
public oJf cer in case the ill-gotten 
propertief have already been disposed 
of and cah no longer be forfeited. 

Coftrary to the Special Prosecutor's statement that: "Actually, Your 
Honors, t~ere is no importancy (sic) in the improvement xxx," the estimated 
market v~lues presented were significant because aside from being used as the 
trigger fo I the disputable presumption that property was unlawfully acquired, 
these val es would also be used as basis for restitution and actual damages in 
the event that the actual properties listed as "unlawfully acquired" could no 
longer be forfeited. In fact, in its decision, the Sandiganbayan ordered the 
forfeiture or confiscation of Mangila's other properties as would satisfy the 
amount o his allegedly illegally-gotten wealth in the estimated amount of 
P15,806,403.65. Thus -

xx xx 

3. And such other prope1iies equivalent to or sufficient to 
sati fy the amount of unexplained wealth in the total amount of FIFTEEN 
MI LION EIGHT HUNDRED SIX THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED 
TH E PESOS AND SIXTY FIVE CENTAVOS (PlS,806,403.65).49 

47 Id. at 769. 
48 Pley to v. NP-C!DG, 563 Phil. 842, 880 (2007). 
49 Rollo, p. I 9. 
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A icle 2199 of the Civil Code provides that: "Except as provided by 
law or b I stipulation, one is entitled to an adequate compensation only for 
such peclniary loss suffered by him as he has duly proved.xx x." 

In r,amauchi v. Suniga, 50 the Court held that actual damages must be 
proved wtth reasonable degree of certainty. A party is entitled only up to such 
compens tion for the pecuniary loss that he had duly proven. It cannot be 
presume . Absent proof of the amount of actual damages sustained, the court 
cannot re y on speculations, conjectures, or guesswork as to the fact and 
amount o damages, but must depend upon competent proof that they have 
been suf£ red by the injured party and on the best obtainable evidence of the 
actual ambunt thereof. 51 

It ~ears emphasis that the Special Prosecutor had the burden of 
presenting a preponderance of evidence to prove the actual acquisition cost of 
the prope~

1 

ies sought to be confiscated, or the exact amount that Mangila 
might be equired to restitute. In presenting only the estimated cunent market 
values of angila's properties, the Special Prosecutor failed to discharge his 
burden o proof and the Sandiganbayan ened in upholding the estimated 
values pr sented. 

In ight of the Special Prosecutor's failure to present preponderant 
evidence of the actual acquisition costs of Mangila's properties, there is 
insufficieft basis for comparison with his lawful income, and there is 
insufficie~t basis to conclude that his assets are disproportionate to his income 
from lawtpl sources. Consequently, the disputable presumption that Mangila' s 
assets wele ill-gotten or illegally acquired did not arise. 

We stress that the disputable presumption that property is unlawfully 
acquired rises only when the acquisition cost of such property is manifestly 
- meanin~, plainly or obviously - disproportionate to the public officer's 
salary anihis other lawful income, which is not the case here. The disputable 
presumpf on that prope11y was unlawfully acquired only takes away the need 
to prove t at the public officer had actually committed an unlawful and conupt 
act that g ve him money to buy more properties than he could have afforded 
had he livfd strictly within his government salary. Such presumption does not 
remove t e Special Prosecutor's burden of proving by a preponderance of 
evidence he actual amounts expended by the public officer in acquiring his 
assets. 

The requi ed burden of evidence does 
not flow solely from the disputable 
presumpti n laid down in RA No. 13 79 
and RA o. 3019 that property is 

50 830 Phil. 122, 130 (2018). 
5 1 Id. 
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unlawful! acquired if the value of the 
acquisitilns does not match the public 

EvJn assuming arguendo that the Special Prosecutor had presented 
sufficient evidence regarding the actual acquisition costs of Mangila's 
propertie as would trigger the disputable presumption laid down in Section 2 
of RA Na. 1379 and Section 8 of RA No. 3019 that property was unlawfully 
acquired, l~uch presumption was overcome by Mangila' s evidence as to the 
sufficienc~ and source of his .income. 

I -? 
In mbudsman v. Racho/- the Court emphasized that: 

It should be understood that what the law seeks to curtail is 
'ac uisition of unexplained wealth.' Where the source of the undisclosed 
wea th can be ro er/ accounted then it is 'ex fained wealth' which the 
law does not penalize. 

In t e instant case, petitioner Mangila had explained that in addition to 
his salari s, he had income from his taxi business, buy-and-sell of vehicles, 
the dollar income and savings of his wife and children from their jobs in the 
US, loan om the GSIS, and the P7,500,000.00 credit line from his business 

d friends - all of which were declared in his SALNs for the years 

He ce, in detennining whether Mangila could have afforded all the 
properties that he had acquired, the Sandiganbayan should have taken into 
considera~ion the fact that he had a taxi business and a buy-and-sell business 
of motor 1ehicles - not to mention the fact that his family was working in the 
US and thrt he had a credit line of P7,500,000.00 from his business partners. 

We I-are not unmindful of Section 12, Rule XVIII of Civil Service 
Commission Memorandum Circular No. 17, s. 1986, which provides: 

Sec 12. No officer or employee shall engage directly in any private 
busi ess, vocation, or profession or be connected with any commercial, 

fro the head of the Department: Provided, That this prohibition will be 
abs ute in the case of those officers and employees whose duties and 
resp nsibilities require that their entire time be at the disposal of the 
Govfrnment: Provided, furthe,~ That if an employee is granted permission 
to e:q.gage in outside activities, the time so devoted outside of office hours 
should be fixed by the chief of the agency to the end that it will not impair 
in aiy way the efficiency of the officer or employee: and provided, finally, 
that no permission is necessary in the case of investments, made by an 
offic r or employee, which do not involve any real or apparent conflict 
bet een his private interests and public duties or in any way influence him 

52 656 Phil. 14 , 161 (201 l). 
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in th discharge of his duties, and he shall not take part in the management 
of ti enterprise or become an officer or member of the board of directors. 

Wh le Mangila' s taxi business and his buy-and-sell business of motor 
vehicles o not appear to have been officially permitted by his immediate 
superior, ·t is not disputed that he declared such business interests in his 
SALN, th s indicating no malicious desire to conceal the same. 

Fut1her, even assuming that he had no prior written authority to engage 
in a taxi blhsiness or in the buy-and-sell of vehicles, Mangila's violation of the 
Rule - la 1k of prior permission - was a technical one.53 At most, it would 
subject hi to the administrative penalty provided in the Civil Service Rules 
had the pr per charge been filed against him. Such violation did not amount 
to a crime or graft and corrupt practice as defined by law. 54 

In ai y event, even if We do not consider Mangila's extra income from 
his busine ses or the dollar income of his family in the US, it appears that 
Mangila cpuld still have afforded all the properties he acquired by virtue of 
the loans om his business partners. 

Assuming arguendo that Mangila 
failed to stablish his defense, both 
parties ' ,vidence would be at an 
equipoise fnd the Court would have no 
choice buf to leave them where they 
were beff re the litigation and to 
dismiss th forfeiture case. 

Eve if We were to arrive at the same conclusion as the Sandiganbayan 
that Mang la's evidence is not credible or that he was not able to substantiate 
his defens s by a preponderance of evidence, the forfeiture case against him 
should sti~l be dismissed in light of the Special Prosecutor's failure to prove 
by a prep~derance of evidence the acquisition cost ofMangila's properties -
which, in um, failed t_o trigger the disputable pre~umption that his p:operties 
were urtla fully acqmred. In that case, both parties should be considered to 
have faile to prove their allegations and the Court must leave them where 
they are. 

As Chief Justice Artemio Panganiban, Jr. pronounced in Rivera vs. 
Court of ppeals:55 "When the evidence of the parties is in equipoise, or 
when the:i,e is a doubt as to where the preponderance of evidence lies, the 
party wit~ the burden of proof fails and the petition/complaint must thus be 
denied." his was reiterated by the Court in Sabellina vs. Buray,56 as follows: 

53 Republic v. Sandiganbayan, supra, note 39. 
54 Macario/a v. Asuncion, 199 Phil. 295, 324 ( 1982). 
55 348Phil.7 4,743(1998). 
56 768 Phil. 2 4, 239 (2015). 
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"Where nf ither party is able to establish its cause of action and prevail with 
the evide1r-ce it has, the courts have no choice but to leave them as they are 
and dism s the complaint/petition." 

In ight of the foregoing conclusion that the forfeiture case must be 
dismissed We find no need to further discuss whether the Sandiganbayan was 
correct in ordering the forfeiture of the family home and of the other conjugal 
properties co-owned by Mangila's wife, without having considered Mrs. 
Mangila' income. 

Right rea on demands obedience to the 
dictates o justice and fairness, even as 
We exert all our efforts in the fight 
against g aft and corruption. 

It i curious that a public officer like Mangila, who had served under 
successivipresidents from Ferdinand Marcos, Corazon Aquino, Fidel Ramos, 
Joseph E trada to Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo, was subjected to these 
proceedin sonly when his tenn as Assistant Secretary of the PASG expired in 
2011, wh n throughout his tenure, there was not even a hint of dishonesty or 
a breath of scandal tainting his service. In fact, Mangila had retired twice, yet 
he was ahyays prevailed upon by the current president to return to service. We 
can only s rmise that during his extension of service as Assistant Secretary of 
the PASG Mangila not only caught smugglers and drug lords, he also snagged 
some pow rful enemies. 

In ny event, whatever the reasons were behind the proceedings, We 
continue tF, adhere to the rule of right reason. While it is commendable that 
the Ombursman continuously strives to hold accountable public officers and 
employee~ for unexplained wealth and unlawfully acquired properties, public 
officials ar,d employees should not be summarily stripped of their property 
solely for lhe purpose of sending a message that the government is serious in 
its campai n against graft and corruption. 

As he Court admonished in Ret. Lt. Gen. Ligot v. Republic,57 the end 
never jusffies the means. The government's anti-corruption drive cannot be 
done at t e expense of our Constitutionally guaranteed rights and the rule 
of law. Sajd the Court in Ligot -

As our last point, we commend the fervor of the CA in assisting the 
Stat 's efforts to prosecute conupt public officials. We remind the appellate 
cou though that the government' s anti-corruption drive cannot be done at 
the xpense of cherished fundamental rights enshrined in our Constitution. 
So I ng as we continue to be guided by the Constitution and the rule of 
law, the Court cannot allow the justification of governmental action on 

57 705Phil.4 7,510(2013). 

(134)URES - more -



Resolution 18 G.R. No. 249222 
March 30, 2022 

the bas ·s of the noblest objectives alone. As so oft-repeated, the end does 
not just fy the means. Of primordial importance is that the means employed 
must bi in keeping with the Constitution. Mere expediency will certainly 
not exc se constitutional shortcuts. 

The ourt remains mindful of the fact that as compared to the 
individual, tfue State possesses vast powers and has immense resources at its 
disposal. In eed, as the Court held in Secretary of Justice v. Lantion,58 and 
reiterated by Chief Justice Alexander Gesmundo in People v. Pagal:59 

'The individual citizen is but a speck of particle or molecule vis-a
vis the ast and overwhelming powers of government. His only guarantee 
against oppression and tyranny are his fundamental liberties under the Bill 
ofRig1' which shield him in times ofneed." 

WHEfEFORE, the Petition for Review on Certiorari is GRANTED. 
The Decisiof of the Sandiganbayan, dated July 1, 2019, and its Resolution, 
dated Sept~f ber 11, 2019, in Civil Case No. SB l l-CVL-0002 are 
REVERSE~AND SET ASIDE. The August 1, 2011 petition for forfeiture 
filed by the ffice of the Special Prosecutor against Danilo Mangilay Payumo 
before the S ndiganbayan is DISMISSED. The writ of attachment issued on 
September 6 2011 is PERMANENTLY LIFTED. 

SO O ERED." 

;s 397 Phil. 23 (2000). 
59 G.R. No. 41257, September 29, 2020. 
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