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Promulgated

RESOLUTION

MUSNGI, J.:

The Court resolves the following:

I,

Reiterative Motion to Dismiss' filed by accused Gregorio C.
Rulloda (“Rulloda”) on 16 October 2018 for Criminal Case
No. SB-14-CRM-0116;

Manifestation and Omnibus Motion: (a) To dismiss the cases,
adopting the similar essential facts and grounds raised in
accused-movant San Andres’ Motion to Dismiss and/or
Amended Informations filed on 29 December 2017 and in
Publico’s Omnibus Motion (To defer Pre-Trial and
Arraignment and For Dismissal) filed on 30 January 2018; (b)
To defer the scheduled hearings on October 24-25, 2018 and
the succeeding scheduled hearings per July 31, 2018 Resolution
in so far as movam‘ is concerned until final resolution of this
instant motion” filed by accused Joseph O. Vergara
(“Vergara”) on 19 October 2018 for Criminal Cases Nos. 0109
to 0111; and

'Sandiganbayan Records, Vol. 5, pp. 163-172.
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3.  Manifestation with Motion (Re: Accused Gregorio C. Rulloda’s
Reiterative Motion to Dismiss dated 15 October 2018 and
Accused Joseph O. Vergara’s Manifestation and Omnibus
Motion dated 18 October 2018) ° filed by accused Maribeth
Sincuya (“Sincuya”) on 05 November 2018 for Criminal Case
No. SB-14-CRM-0117.

Accused Rulloda alleges that he filed a Motion to Dismiss dated 07
July 2014 praying for the dismissal of his case on the ground of inordinate
delay but the same was denied in a Resolution dated 07 October 2014. He
adds that his Motion for Reconsideration before the Sandiganbayan and his
Petition for Certiorari before the Supreme Court were also denied. He now
files a Reiterative Motion to Dismiss after finding out that the Court issued
two (2) separate Resolutions dated 20 February 2018 and 08 May 2018
which respectively granted the Motions to Dismiss filed by his co-accused
Ann Marie C. San Andres (“San Andres”) and Oscar D. Publico
(“Publico”) on the ground of inordinate delay. Accused Rulloda claims that
he is similarly situated with San Andres considering that they are signatories
of the same Disbursement Voucher subject of the instant case.

Moreover, he asserts that the four (4) factors to be considered in the
determination of whether he has been deprived of his right to speedy
disposition of cases have been satisfied, thus:

Length of Delay; and,
Reasons for the Delay;

9. As to accused Rulloda, the alleged date of commission happened
on April 6, 2001, However, the Field Investigation Office (“FIO”) of the
Office of the Ombudsman slept on his right. It did not bother to expedite
its fact-finding investigation and file the case immediately at the Office of
the Ombudsman. The FIO of the Ombudsman, despite receipt of the
documents from the Commission on Audit (COA) started its fact-finding
investigation only in 2006. Yet, it took more than four (4) years to
complete the fact-finding investigation and file the complaint-affidavit at
the Office of the Ombudsman in Awugust 2010 only for preliminary
investigation. By that fact alone, the Field Investigation Office of the
Office of the Ombudsman took almost ten years from April 6, 2001 to
conduct its fact-finding investigation until it actually filed its complaint-
affidavit in August 2010. From then on, the Office of the Ombudsman
again took about four (4) years to finish the preliminary investigation until
it filed the Information on February 5, 2014 at the Sandiganbayan. There
is therefore unjustified/vexatious/oppressive/inordinate delay in the
disposition of the case for about fourteen (14) years from its alleged
commission_in_2001 or about eight (8) years from fact-finding
investigation _in 2006 or about four (4) years from the time of filin
complaint-affidavit in 2010 until the filing of Information on Februa

3, 2014 in the Sandiganbayan.

? Sandiganbayan Records, Vol. 6, pp. 42-59.
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