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RESOLUTION
CABOTAJE-TANG, P.J.:
For resolution is the "Motion for Re consideration"
dated
November 25, 20191 of accused-movant Edward Solon Hagedorn
seeking a reconsideration of the Court's Resolution promulgated on
November 6, 2019,2 denying the Joint Motion to Approue Attached Plea
Bargaining Agreement, jointly filed by the :t:>rosecution and the
accused-movant.
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In his motion for reconsideration, the accused-movant prays
that the Court take a "second hard look at the surrounding
circumstances attendant to the present case'Tthat the allegations in
the Informations are not conclusive as of yet but merely allegations;
that he never misdeclared the value of his assets; that he has no
undeclared wealth; that all his SALNscontain an accurate aggregate
value of his assets and that these were identified in a separate
document that were attached to his SALNs;that the SALNform could
not fit the full list of his assets as it did not provide the proper spacing
for such; hence, the list was attached to separate papers; that he
faithfully filed his SALN during his tenure as mayor of Puerto
Princesa from 2004 until his last year of service that during his years
of incumbency, there were no clear guidelines Ior the filing of SALNs;
that he, along with many other officials,had difficultyunderstanding
which items were to be included in their S.AI~N;that not being a
lawyer, he complied with the laws as he understood it; that he
believed that the attachments to his SALN were sufficient
compliance; that he believed that he had divested his interests in the
subject corporations by executing deeds of:rust in favor of his
grandchildren; that the subject vehicles are already considered junk
as they are old and unusable and cannot be s.aid to still be part of
his assets; that the subject motorcycles were already distributed as
prizes and are no longer owned by him; and, That he acted in good
faith.
The accused further argues that his declaration of the total
value of his properties in his SALNand including a list of the same,
did not fail to uphold the purpose of the SALNLaw to curtail the
acquisition of unexplained wealth; that Section 11 of R.A. No. 6713
has set the maximum amount of fme to be irnposed on an accused
who violated Section 8 thereof which shall not exceed Five Thousand
Pesos (Php 5,000.00); that such is the amount proposed in the
subject plea-bargaining agreement; that the amount is not a
reflection of irreverence towards the gravity of the alleged offense but
merely adherence to the metes of the law; that 1 he standards applied
by the Sandiganbayan to Charlie "Atong"Ang :in People v. Estrada et
al. 3 should be applied to him; that in the said case, the
Sandiganbayan took into consideration the timeliness of the plea
bargaining and whether the agreement complied with the
requirements of Section 2, Rule 116. of the Rules of Court; that
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similar to the said case, the prosecution and accused jointly moved
for the approval of the present plea bargaining agreement in the
present case; that in connection with the ruling of the High Court in
Daan v. Sandiganbayan, the lesser offenses he offers to plead guilty
to are necessarily included in those with which he is charged; that
mere non-declaration by the accused does not amount to dishonesty
or a lack of malicious intent; that the Sandiganbayan has approved
the plea-bargaining agreements of other accused charged with
misdeclarations in their SALNs such as the cases of former Abra
Mayor Cecilia Seares-Luna+ and Mayor Montasir Sabal" of Talitay,
Maguindanao; and, that justice dictates that the accused be not
treated worse than the aforementioned accused as their
transgressions are arguably more severe.
Lastly, the accused-movant argues that the plea bargain will
serve the best interest ofjustice and of the State.
The prosecution filed a Manifestation (In Lieu of Comment) where
it manifested that it will no longer comment on accused-movant's
motion for reconsideration and submits the resolution thereof to the
sound discretion of the Court. 6 It also manife sted that that this is
consistent with the allegation in the plea bargaining agreement that
the same is subject to the approval of the court and the agreement
for the imposition of fine is not intended to pre-empt the Court's
exercise of discretion in the imposition of the penalty it deems just
and proper. 7

THE COURT'S RULINO

The Court finds the subject motfon Cor reconsideration
bereft of merit.
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First. The accused-movant's insistence on a re-appraisal of the
merits of the present case on the ground that the contents of the
Information are merely allegations loses sight of the fact that
precisely, he is being held to undergo trial to determine the truth of
these allegations. Undoubtedly, the Court cannot conclusively pass
on the merits of the allegations without the formal introduction of
evidence and the rigors of trial. The Court's reference to the
allegations in the Information and the Office of the Ombudsman's
fmding of probable cause in its Resolution dated March 3,20158 was
in no way a fmding of guilt of the accused but was only made to
determine the merit of the proposed plea bargaining agreement in
line with its duty to exercise discretion in approving or denying the
same.?
In the same vein, the accused-movants defenses of lack of
malice, good faith, and substantial compliance with the requisites of
filing a SALNare matters of evidence. It is settled that the presence
or absence of the elements of the crime is evidentiary in nature and
is a matter of defense that may be best passed upon after a full-blown
trial on the merits. 10
Second. The accused-movant's invoca.tion of the standards
applied by the other Divisions of the Sandiganbayan in People v.
Estrada et al. 11, People v. Cecilia Seares- Lunau and People v.
Montasir M. Sabal is unavailing. Pursuant to its 2018 Revised
Internal Rules, the Sandiganbayan's adjudicatory powers are
exercised through its Seven (7) Divisions or through the constitution
of a special Division, if necessary. 13 These Divisions are independent
of each other and their decisions and resolutions are not binding on
each other. Indeed, it is settled that courts of a co-ordinate authority
do not bind each other« as the judicial decisions that form part of
our legal system are only the decisions of the Supreme Court. IS
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As to the standards applied by the Supreme Court in Daan v.
Sandiganbayan,16
the High Court itself noted the peculiar
circumstances for the exercise of its equity jurisdiction in the said
case, namely: that the accused therein was ';'not an accountable
officerin that the nature of his duty as foreman / timekeeper does not
permit or require possession or custody of local.government funds";
that the accused had "already restituted the amount of P18,860.00"
which was the amount involved in the said case; and, that compared
to the plea-bargaining in the Estrada case, the said case
"tremendously pales in comparison."!"
To be sure, none of these" peculiar" circumstances is attendant
to the present case. Moreover, in Daan, the Supreme Court itself
initially recognized the validity of the Sandiganbayan's reasons for
denying the proposed plea-bargaining agreement therein, to wit:

In the present
case, the Sandiganbayan rejected
petitioner's plea offer on the ground that petitioner and the
prosecution failed to demonstrate that the proposal would
redound
to
the
benefit
of
the
public.
The Sandiganbayan believes that approving the proposal
would "only serve to trivialize the seriousness of the charges
against them and send the wrong signal to potential grafters in
public officethat the penalties they are likely to face would be
lighter than what their criminal acts would have merited or
that the economic benefits they are likely to derive from their
criminal activities far outweigh the risks they face in
committing them; thus, setting to naught the deterrent value
of the laws intended to curb graft an d corruption in
government."
Apparently, the Sandiganbayan has: proffered valid
reasons in rejecting petitioner's plesl offer. However,
subsequent events and higher interests ofjustice and fair play
dictate that petitioner's plea offer should be accepted.w

As this Court held in its assailed reSOIUtJic.~
l'
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The above-cited disquisition of the Office of the
Ombudsman plainly reveals the gravity ~)f the purported
misdeclarations of the accused in his SALN ..In light of this, the
Court is hard-pressed to lend its approval to the proposed pleabargaining agreement where the accused will only be meted a
penalty of fine in the amount of five thousanr I pesos per count,
a veritable slap on the wrist considering the 1ength of time and
number of properties allegedly involved in this case.
To be sure, such an outcome undeniably trivializes the
purposes for requiring the filing of a SALN. Approving such an
agreement would be the height of disservice to the public and
utterly opposite to the Court's mandate to 1.1 phold the highest
norms of official conduct towards the attainment of a graft-free
country. It will no doubt embolden other public offenders to
altogether disregard the requirement
0 :" faithfully
and
truthfully preparing a SALN as they may expect to be simply
fined when caught.
The High Court's pronouncement in lCiflsimirov. Rigor
is worth stressing:
The requirement of filing a SALN is enshrined in the
Constitution to promote transparency in th r: civil service and
serves as a deterrent against government officials bent on
enriching themselves through unlawful meal LS. By mandate of
law, every government official or employe-e must make a
complete disclosure of his assets, liabilities and net worth in
order to avoid any issue regarding questiona ble accumulation
of wealth. The importance of requiring the submission of a
complete, truthful, and sworn SALN as a measure to defeat
corruption in the bureaucracy cannot b4~ gainsaid. Full
disclosure of wealth in the SALN is necessary to particularly
minimize, if not altogether eradicate, the opportunities for
official corruption, and maintain a standard of honesty in the
public service. Through the SALN, the public can monitor
movement in the fortune of a public official; it: serves as a valid
check and balance mechanism to verify undi-sclosed properties
and wealth.
As it stands, the Court is convinced. 'that these cases
must proceed to their natural course. And, should the
prosecution sufficiently discharge its burden of proving
the accused's guilt beyond reasonable
doubt, the
imposition of jail time is appropriate ,considering the
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gravity and duration oC the purported DIIi~.sdeclarations oC
the accused in his SALN and as the need to deter other
potential offenders Crom acting simfiarll:!i This being the
case, the plea-bargaining agreement must perforce be
rejected. 19
l'.

All told, the Court sees no cogent reason to depart from its
assailed Resolution.

WHEREFORE,
the
Court
DENIES
the
"Motion for
Reconsideration" dated November 25, 2019 of accused-movant
Edward Solon Hagedorn for lack of merit.
SO ORDERED.
Quezon City, Metro Manila
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K···4;:~TAJE-1
Presi~;~f~stice
Chairperson
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~-PARO

WE CONCUR:

~RN;£J\ITO R. FERNANDEZ
ociate Justice
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