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APPEAL WITH URGENT MOTION AND PRAYER TO STAY
EXECUTION PENDING APPEAL

COMES NOW, Appellants, through the undersigned counsel, unto the
Honorable Sangguniang Panlalawigan, respectfully appeal the
Decision of the Sangguniang Bayan of the Municipality of Jaro, Leyte,
and the subsequent Resolution dated August 6, 2026, the dispositive
portion of which states:

Accordingly, while the finding that Respondent committed a misconduct is
sustained, the evidence does not justify a finding of Grave Misconduct,
Consistent with the foregoing legal provisions and jurisprudence, the finding
of Grave Misconduct is hereby MODIFIED to Simple Misconduct.

The findings holding Respondent administratively liable for Oppression and
Abuse of Authority, however, remain supported by substantial evidence and
are therefore affirmed.

In view of the modification of the offense from Grave Misconduct to Simple
Misconduct, and in the interest of justice and proportionality, the penalty
previously imposed is likewise MODIFIED from Six (6) months suspension
from office without pay to Three (3) months suspension from office without

piy-
SO ORDERED. August 6, 2026.



L TIMELINESS OF THE APPEAL

The instant appeal is timely filed having been made within thirty (30)
days from July 3, 2026, Respondent’s receipt of the decision. The timely
filing of the Motion for Reconsideration on July 13, 2026, which
Decision was received on August 12, 2026, tolls the running of the
reglementary period. Hence, Respondent has until September 1, 2026
to file the instant appeal.

II. PREFATORY STATEMENT

Actus non facit rewm nisi mens sit rea-an act does not make a person
guilty unless the mind is also guilty. This ancient and fundamental
principle of law finds direct application in the case at bar. Liability
cannot rest upon the mere existence of an act, absent proof of the
wrongful intent that makes the act culpable. Where the record itself
fails to establish deceit, corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or
flagrant disregard of established rules, an act done in good faith,
cannot, by itself, constitute administrative wrongdoing.

. PARTIES

Appellant-Respondent is HON. CLEOFE SALIENTE, of legal age,
Filipino, and resident of Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte. While
Appellee-Complainant is MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS,
also of legal age, Filipino, and resident of Barangay Parasan, Jaro,
Leyte.

IV. STATEMENT OF FACTS

On February 4, 2026, a verified complaint was filed against
Respondent charging her with dishonesty, misconduct in office,
oppression, and abuse of authority under Section 60 (c) and (e) of
Republic Act Number 7160.

In her answer, Respondent denied the allegations and explained the
circumstances surrounding the questioned acts.

1. With respect to the 12% VAT, Respondent explained that the
VAT component was included because the billing framework
being used was patterned after and based upon the billing
format and framework of the Leyte Metropolitan Water District



(LMWD), which Respondent and the concerned officials relied
upon in good faith in preparing the water-system billing.
Respondent stated that the VAT component was included as
part of the billing framework based on that understanding and
was not intended to unlawfully impose a tax or to obtain any
personal benefit. During a subsequent meeting, the concerned
officials were informed that a separate VAT component should
no longer be reflected in the billing. Following such clarification,
the separate VAT component was discontinued;

. With respect to the maintenance fees and other charges,
Respondent stated that these were collected in connection with
the operation and maintenance of the community water system
and pursuant to the Memorandum of Agreement governing the
water system. Respondent further stated that the maintenance
fees and charges were intended to cover the operational, repair,
and maintenance expenses of the water system.

. With respect to the alleged disconnection, Respondent stated
that the complainant’'s water service was disconnected due to
non-payment of the amounts due. Respondent further state that
the complainant had been duly notified of the outstanding
charges and the consequences of non-payment.

. Respondent also stated that the questioned policies and
measures concerning the water system were undertaken in
connection with the Barangay Council’s management and
operation of the system, and were not decisions made by
Respondent acting solely in her individual capacity.

. The Sangguniang Bayan rendered its decision dismissing the
charged for Dishonesty absent substantial evidence showing an
intent to deceive the consumers or unlawfully enrich herself.

. Respondent received copy of the Decision on July 13, 2026 and
filed the Motion for Reconsideration. On its Resolution dated
August 6, 2026, the honorable body partially granted the Motion
for Reconsideration and lower the offense charge to Simple
Misconduct and found that the evidence on record does not
establish that Respondent acted with corruption, a clear intent to
violate the law, or a flagrant disregard of an established rule.



However, the charge for oppression and abuse of authority was
sustain. Hence this appeal.

V. ARGUMENTS

7. The Sangguniang Bayan erred in finding Respondent liable
despite its own finding that she did not act with deceit,
corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or flagrant disregard
of an established rule.

8. The Sangguniang Bayan finding is not supported by
substantial evidence.

9. The Sangguniang Bayan failed to appreciate Respondent’s
good faith and the public service context of the acts
complained of, including the collective action of the barangay
council, the Memorandum of Agreement, the Water User’s
Association, and the actual operation and maintenance of the
community water system:.

10.Respondent cannot be held liable for oppression for failure to
reconnect a water service when reconnection was prevented by
the refusal of a private property owner to allow the necessary
pipeline passage, a matter beyond Respondents legal
authority.

VI. DISCUSSION

As to the first ground that, the Sangguniang Bayan erred in finding
Respondent liable despite its own finding that she did not act with
corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or flagrant disregard of an
established rule.

11.The finding of liability is inconsistent with the Sangguniang
Bayan’s own express finding that Respondent did not act with
corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or flagrant disregard
of an established rule.

12.These findings are highly material because they establish the
absence of any showing that Respondent acted with a deliberate
or improper purpose. They likewise support Respondent’s



defense of good faith, which must be considered in determining
administrative liability.

13.The questioned acts arose from the operation and maintenance
of the community water system. The maintenance fees and
charges were undertaken in the context of the Memorandum of
Agreement and the Water Users Association.

14.The VAT component was likewise included in good faith after
relying on the billing framework of the LMWD, When the
officials were subsequently informed that a separate VAT
component should no longer be reflected, it was immediately
discontinued.

15.Respondent did not personally benefit from the collections. On
the contrary, the concerned officials had at times advanced their
own resources to address operational losses and expenses and
keep the water service running.

16.More importantly, Respondent did not act alone. The questioned
policies were collectively deliberated upon and undertaken by
the Barangay Council, with the participation of the Water User’s
Association. It is therefore improper to attribute to respondent
alone the consequences of a policy that was collectively
considered and implemented.

17.At most, the questioned acts may raise an issue as to whether a
different legal procedure should have been followed. An error in
judgment or procedure, however, does not by itself constitute
oppression, abuse of authority, or misconduct absent substantial
evidence of the culpable conduct charged.

18.The Sangguniang Bayan’s own finding of no corruption, no clear
intent to violate the law, and no flagrant disregard of an
established rule substantially negated the finding of deliberate
administrative wrongdoing.



As to the second ground that the Sangguniang Bayan finding is not
supported by substantial evidence.

19.The finding of administrative liability cannot stand where the
acts constituting oppression, abuse of authority, and simple
misconduct are not established by substantial evidence. The
burden rests upon the complainant to establish the charges by
the required quantum of evidence, allegations and inferences
unsupported by competent evidence cannot sustain an
administrative finding;

20. In the case of Office of the Ombudsman vs. Police Senior
Inspector Dante Yang, G.R. No. 213699, September 28, 2016, the
Supreme Court defined Misconduct as follows:

Misconduct, in administrative sense, is a fransgression of some
established and definite rule of action. It is an intentional wrongdoing
or a deliberate violation of a rule of law or standard of behavior,
especially by a government official. Misconduct is considered grave if
accompanied by corruption, a clear infent to violate the law, or a
flagrant disregard of established rules, which must all be supported by
substantial evidence. O the misconduct does not involve any of the
additional elements to qualify as grave, the person charged may be held
liable for simple misconduct.

Moreover, in administrative proceedings, the quantum of proof
necessary for a finding of guilt is substantial evidence or such relevant
evidence as a reasonable mind may accept as adequate to support a
conclusion. The standard of substantial evidence is satisfied when there
is a reasonable ground to believe that a person is responsible for the
misconduct complained of even if such evidence might not be
overwhelming or oven preponderant.

21.In this case, the Sanggunian Bayan held that no substantial
evidence was adduced to show an intent to deceive the
consumers or unlawfully enrich herself hence the charge of
Dishonesty was dismissed.



22.The Sanggunian Bayan also held that the evidence does not
establish that Respondent acted with corruption, a clear intent to
violate the law, or a flagrant disregard of an established rule and
on that ground, the charge for Grave Misconduct was dismissed.

23.However, Respondent must not be held liable for Simple
Misconduct because there is no showing that she is guilty of any
intentional wrongdoing or a deliberate violation of a rule of law
or standard behavior.

24 She, acting jointly with the barangay council, honestly believe
that such act is legal as it was the long- standing practice before
she became an officer of the Water Users Association of the
Barangay Parasan Water System.

25.As to the maintenance fees and charges, the evidence shows that
these arose in connection with the operation and maintenance of
the community water system and were intended to address its
operational, repair and maintenance requirements. They were
undertaken in the context of Article II, A (5) and (6) in the
Memorandum of Agreement attached as Annex “A” in the
Complaint and the Water Users Association, and not for
Respondent’s personal benefit

26.As to the 12% VAT, the evidence does not establish dishonesty
or intentional misconduct. The VAT component was included
because the officials relied upon and patterned the billing
framework after that of the LMWD. When they were informed
that a separate VAT component should no longer be reflected,
the practice was discontinued.

27.As to the disconnection of the water service, the evidence shows
that the complainant’s account was disconnected due to non-
payment and that the complainant had been notified of the
outstanding obligation. This circumstance, by itself, does not
demonstrate oppression or abuse of authority.

28.More importantly, the subsequent inability to reconnect the
service was not shown to have resulted from Respondent’s
refusal or arbitrary exercise of authority. Although the
complainant eventually paid the amount due, reconnection



required the passage of the water pipeline through property
belonging to another person, whose consent was not given.

29.Respondent, as a barangay chairperson, had no authority to
compel a private property owner to permit the passage or
installation of the pipeline. Thus, the failure to secure immediate
reconnection cannot reasonably be attributed to an oppressive
act or abuse of authority on Respondent’s part.

30.The evidence must likewise be considered in light of the
Sangguniang Bayan’s own finding that Respondent did not act
with corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or flagrant
disregard of an established rule. These findings substantially
weaken any inference that the questioned acts were deliberately
or oppressively undertaken.

31.At most, the evidence may raise a question regarding the
propriety of legal procedure by which certain charges were
imposed. But a possible procedural or legal error does not,
without more, establish oppression, abuse of authority, or
simple misconduct. There must still be substantial evidence of
the specific culpable conduct charged.

32.Administrative liability cannot be sustained merely because
Respondent’s actions are later found to have been legally
erroneous. There must be substantial evidence connecting the
alleged wrongdoing to Respondent’s own culpable conduct.
Here, the evidence viewed as a whole, does not sufficiently make
that connection;

33.Accordingly, the findings of oppression, abuse of authority, and
simple misconduct are not supported by substantial evidence
and should be reversed and set aside, with the corresponding
charges dismissed.

As to the third ground, The Sangguniang Bayan failed to appreciate
Respondent’s good faith and the public service context of the acts
complained of, including the collective action of the barangay
council, the Memorandum of Agreement, the Water User's
Association, and the actual operation and maintenance of the
community water system.




34.Rule 131, Section 3 {m) of the Rules of Court states that Public
Officers are presumed to have acted in good faith and complied
with the law, unless proven otherwise. Absent clear and
convincing evidence showing bad faith, fraud, or corrupt
motive, the presumption of regularity must prevail.

35.The Sangguniang Bayan failed to give sufficient weight to the
good faith of the Respondent in evaluating the acts complained
of. The records show that the questioned acts were undertaken
in the course of administering and maintaining the community
water system and were motivated by the need to keep a basic
public service operational.

36.In common usage, the term good faith is ordinarily used to
describe that state of mind denoting honesty of intention, and
freedom from knowledge of circumstances which ought to put
the holder upon inquiry; an honest intention to abstain from
taking any unconscientious advantage of another , even though
technicalities of law, together with absence of all information,
notice, or benefit or belief of facts which render transaction
unconscientious. In short, good faith is actually a question of
intention, Although, this is something internal, a person’s
intention can be ascertained by relying not on his own
protestations of good faith, which is self-serving, but on evidence
of his conduct and outward acts. (Office of the Ombudsman vs.
Police Senior Inspector Danie Yang, G.R. No. 213699, September
28, 2016);

37.Respondent did not act for personal gain. The maintenance fees
and charges were intended to answer for the systems legitimate
operational, repair, and maintenance expenses, including
recurring losses necessary to keep the service available to the
community.

38.The circumstances surrounding the VAT likewise demonstrate
good faith. The VAT component was included because
Respondent and the concerned officials relied upon the billing
framework of the LMWD. When they were informed during a
meeting that a separate vat component should no longer be
reflected, the same was discontinued.
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39.The maintenance fees and charges were likewise implemented
in the context of the Memorandum of Agreement governing the
water system and the actual organization and participation of
the Water Users Association. The Water Users Association
conducted meetings and passed policies concerning the
operation of the system and the collection of maintenance fees,
with the minutes duly signed by its members, copies of which
are herein attached as Annexes 1,2,3, and 4 and forms an
integral part of this Appeal;

40.These circumstances show that Respondent was acting within a
framework that she reasonably understood to be part of the
proper administration of the water system. There was no
concealment, personal appropriation, or attempt to derive
personal benefit from the collections.

4].The public-service character of the act is particularly important.
The community water system provides a basic service to
residents, and its continued operation necessarily requires
resources for repair, maintenance, and other operational
expenses. The measures undertaken by respondent must
therefore be viewed in the context of the general welfare
functions of local government, rather than as acts undertaken for
private or personal purposes.

42 Good faith is further demonstrated by the fact that the concerned
officials themselves had, on several occasions, been required to
advance or contribute personal funds to address operational
losses and expenses and to prevent penalties, surcharges, and
possible disconnection of the water service.

43.Moreover, respondent did not act alone. The policies concerning
the water system were collectively discussed and undertaken by
the Barangay Council, with the participation of the WUA. The
questioned acts cannot therefore fairly be characterized as the
unilateral exercise of power by Respondent. Attached herein as
Annex 5 is the Affidavit signed by the members of the
Sangguniang Barangay of Parasan, Jaro, Leyte sitting as
officers of Water Users Association;
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44 The subsequent correction of the VAT component is likewise
inconsistent with deliberate wrongdoing. When the officials
were informed of the proper treatment of the VAT component,
they ceased the practice rather than insisting upon its
continuation.

45.Taken together, these circumstances demonstrate an honest
attempt to administer and sustain an essential community
service rather than an intention to oppress, abuse of authority, or
violate the law.

46.Even assuming that a legal or procedural error was committed
in the implementation of the fees, or billing, such error, standing
alone, does not establish administrative misconduct. The
existence of an error must be distinguished from the existence of
bad faith, willful violation, or culpable abuse of authority.

47.The Sangguniang Bayan's failure to give these circumstances
their proper weight resulted in an incomplete appreciation of the
evidence. The acts complained of should be evaluated according
to the actual circumstances, purpose, and good faith under
which theory were undertaken.

48 Accordingly, the finding of administrative liability should be
reversed and set aside for failure to properly appreciate
respondent’s good faith and the legitimate public service
purpose underlying the questioned acts.

As to the fourth ground, Respondent cannot be held liable for
oppression for failure to reconnect a water service when
reconnection was prevented by the refusal of a private property
owner to allow the necessary pipeline passage, a matter bevond
Respondents legal authority.

49.The finding of oppression and abuse of authority based on the
alleged failure to secure the reconnection of the complainant’s
water service is not supported by the circumstances established
in the records;
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50.1t is undisputed that, after complainant settled the amount due,
the water service could not immediately be reconnected because
the pipeline necessary for reconnection had to pass through
property belonging to another person, and the property owner
did not consent to the proposed passage.

51.The inability to reconnect the service was therefore caused by a
private property issue that is beyond Respondent’s control, and
not by any refusal, deliberate omission, or oppressive act on her
part;

52.As Barangay Chairperson, Respondent had no legal authority to
compel the property owner to allow the installation or passage
of a water pipeline through a private property. To hold
respondent liable for failing to accomplish something that she
had no lawful power fo compel would effectively impose
liability for an act beyond her official authority;

53.The allegation of oppression necessarily required more than the
existence of an unfavorable result. The mere fact that the
complainant maintained without water service does not
establish that Respondent intentionally or arbitrarily caused that
condition. There must be substantial evidence that the
deprivation resulted from Respondents wrongful exercise or
abuse of authority;

54.No such evidence was established. The records instead show
that Respondent was confronted with a practical and legal
impediment: the absence of the property owner’s consent to the
necessary pipeline route;

55.Respondent could not lawfully override the property owners
right over the property simply to effect the complainants
reconnection. Any attempt to compel such access without legal
authority could itself have exposed Respondent and the
barangay to legal consequences;

56.Thus, the failure to reconnect the water service cannot
reasonably be characterized as oppression, abuse of authority, or
simple misconduct. The inability to accomplish the reconnection
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was attributable to a circumstance outside Respondent’s legal
power and control;

57.The Sangguniang Bayan therefore erred in attributing the
consequence of the property owner’s refusal to respondent and
in treating the resulting failure to reconnect as evidence of
administrative wrongdoing;

58.A public officer cannot be held administratively liable for failing
to perform an act that she has no legal authority to compel ,
particularly where the failure resulted from the independent
refusal or a private property owner.

VII. CONCLUSION AND CLOSING
STATEMENT

The totality of the evidence does not establish that Respondent acted
with dishonesty, oppression, and abuse of authority, or simple
misconduct. On the contrary, the circumstances demonstrate that she
acted in good faith, without personal gain, and in the performance of
what she reasonably understood to be her duties in maintaining an
essential community water service.

The Sangguniang Bayan itself found that Respondent did not act with
corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or flagrant disregard of an
established rule. The questioned fees and charges were implemented
pursuant to the Memorandum of Agreement and a policy collaterally
adopted with the participation of the Water Users Association and
Barangay Council.

The VAT component was discontinued when the officials were
informed that is should no longer be separately reflected. The
disconnection was made in relation to non-payment and notice, while
the subsequent failure to reconnect was due to the refusal of a private
property owner to allow the necessary pipeline passage-an act
Respondent had no legal authority to compel.

These circumstances, taken together, demonstrate that the questioned
acts were undertaken openly, collectively, and for a legitimate public
purpose, not for personal benefit or with an intention to violate the
law.
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Administrative liability must rest on substantial evidence of the
specific wrongdoing charged. Where the evidence instead
demonstrates good faith, absence of corrupt motive, legitimate public
purpose, and circumstances beyond the Respondent’s authority, the
finding of liability cannot be sustained.

VIII. URGENT MOTION TO STAY EXECUTION
PENDING APPEAL

Appellant respectfully move for the immediate stay of execution of the
appealed decision and resolution pending resolution of this Appeal.
Appellant recognize that under Section 68 of the Local Government
Code, an appeal does not automatically prevent a decision from
becoming final and executory. However, the absence of an automatic
stay does not mean that the reviewing authority is powerless to stay
execution when circumstances warrant.

In Berces, Sr. vs. Guingona, Jr. G.R. No. 112099, February 21, 1995,
the Supreme Court considered the relationship between Section 68 of
the Local Government Code and Section 6 of Administrative Order
No. 18. The Supreme Court held that,

We find the provisions of Section 68 of R.A. No. 7160 and Section 6 of
Administrative Order No. 18 are not irreconcilably inconsistent and
repugnant and the two laws must be read together.

The first sentence of Section 68 merely provides that an “an appeal shall not
prevent a decision from becoming final or executory. “As worded, there is
room to construe said provision as giving discretion to the reviewing officials
to stay the execution of the appealed decision. There is nothing to infer
therefrom that the reviewing official are deprived of the authority to order a
stay of the appealed order. If the intention of Congress was to repeal Section 6
of Administrative Order No. 18, it could have used more direct language
expressive of such intention.

The execution of decisions pending appeal is procedural an in the absence of a
clear legislative intent to remove from the reviewing officials the authority fo
order a stay of execution, such authority provided in the rules and regulations
governing the appeals of elective officials in administrative cases.

The term “shall” may be read either as mandatory or directory depending
upon a consideration of the entire provisions in which it is found, its object
and the consequences that would follow from construing it one way r the
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other. In the case at bench, there is no basis to justify the construction of the
word as mandatory.

The Office of the President made a finding that the execution of the decision
of the Sangguniang Panlalawigan suspending respondent Mayor from office
might be prejudicial to the public interest. Thus, in order not to disrupt the
rendition of service by the mayor to the public, a stay of the execution of the
decision is in order.

Appellant respectfully invoke the foregoing principle in so far as
applicable to the present appeal, not on the theory that A.O. No. 18
automatically governs the appeal to the Sangguniang Panlalawigan,
but because Berces recognizes the continuing availability of a stay of
execution as an appropriate procedural remedy where immediate
execution would cause undue prejudice.

IX. GROUNDS FOR JUSTIFYING THE STAY
OF EXECUTION

The execution would disrupt the rendition of service by the
Respondent. Indeed, mere filing of the complaint has already caused
the disruption in the respondent’s delivery of services. As a matter of
fact, one of the residents in the area, a cursilista, recently lost her father,
while her sister and mother are presently confined in the hospital
following a vehicular accident in Barangay Tingib, Pastrana, Leyte,
allegedly due to an unfinished road project. The respondent is likewise
required to attend to this incident and to address other pressing
concerns affecting the community. These circumstances demonstrate
that the respondent’s continued services are necessary and that any
disruption thereof would adversely affect the residents who rely upon
such services.

Immediate execution of the appealed decision would cause irreparable
or substantial prejudice to the appellants before this honorable body
has had the opportunity to fully review the merits of the appeal.

If the penalty involves suspension, removal, or another sanction
affecting the appellant’s official functions, immediate implementation
would effectively cause the appellant to suffer the consequences of a
decision that may ultimately be reversed.
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Once the penalty has been served, the right to appeal may be rendered
substantially ineffective because the appellants may already have
suffered the principal consequence of the questioned decision;

A stay would merely preserve the status quo, It would not finally
determine the merits of the appeal. The appellants therefore
respectfully submit that the circumstances satisfy the equitable
considerations recognized in Berces for the issuance of a stay pending
appeal.

X. PRAYER

WHEREFORE, premises considered, Respondent respectfully prays
that the Honorable Sangguniang Panlalawigan :

1. Please grant this Appeal and the motion to stay execution;

2. Reverse and set aside the Decision and Resolution of the
Sangguniang Bayan of Jaro, Leyte in so far as they find
Respondent administratively liable;

3. Dismiss the charges in the Verified Complaint for failure to
establish the same by substantial evidence; and

4. Grant such other reliefs as may be just and equitable under the
circumstances.

Respectfully submitted on this 10t day of July 2026 in Jaro,
Leyte

94—
HON. CLEOFE SALIENTE

Barangay Chairman/Respondent
National ID No. 5975-1703-1472-1587
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Republic of the Philippines)
Province of Leyte)

Municipality of _AANGAIAN S.
unicipality o AL ) s.s

VERIFICATION AND CERTIFICATION AGAINST FORUM
SHOPPING

I, CLEOFE C. SALIENTE, of legal age, Filipino, and with address
at Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, after having been duly sworn
according to law, hereby depose and state, that

1. Iam the Respondent in the above-entitled case and have caused
the preparation of this Appeal and have read, understood the
same and all allegations contained therein are true and correct of
my own personal knowledge and/ or based on authentic records;

2. I attest that the allegations in this complaint are true and correct
and based on my personal knowledge or based on authentic
records. My signature appearing herein serves as a certification
of the truthfulness of the allegations in this Appeal.

3. I attest that this pleading is not filed to harass, cause unnecessary
delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation.

4. 1 attest that the factual allegations therein have evidentiary
support or, if specifically, so identified, will likewise have
evidentiary support after reasonable opportunity for discovery.

5. I have not heretofore commenced any action or proceeding, nor
is there any action or proceeding, to the best of my personal
knowledge, pending in the Supreme Court, the Court of
Appeals, or in any other court, tribunal, or agency against the
same parties, involving the same cause.

6. Should I thereafter learned that a similar action or proceeding
has been filed or is pending before the Supreme Court, the Court
of Appeals, or in any other court, tribunal or agency, I undertake
to notify this Honorable Office within five (5) calendar days
therefrom.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto affixed my signature this
August 24, 2026 in | AL ANGAVANG IFVTE

s

-
CLEOFE SALIENTE
Appellant/Respondent
National ID No. 5975-1703-1472-1587
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me i B3k of August 2026
in __ 1 ALANGALANG, LEYT , affiant personally appeared before me and

exhibited to me her National ID as her competent evidence of identity.
Witness my hand and seal.

Doc No. 420

Page No._4f |

Book No._ 0 ‘ L 7 ';f:m"m m‘:‘.';:%uﬂ
Series of 2026. NC-2005-0137/0ai Dee. 31, 2006

Roll o, 52901/TIR: 252-391-349
167 OR. No. 591497/1-1-2026/Leyte Chaples
PTR No. 1077021/ 1-5-2026 / Niangalang, Leyte
NCLE VIl - 0042579

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that copy of the foregoing Appeal was furnished to the
Complainant, Meriam C. Parado-Devaras at her residence in Barangay
Parasan, Jaro, Leyte through registered mail per registry receipt
number LE7$4 (71 b&zz0n _0¢-24- 20U

REGI;TRY I.RECEIF;'
: Ofer—se
B HON. CLEOFE SALIENTE

g/ Al 20 Ll Appellant/Respondent

Prederve this rece|pt for reference in case of mt:p ——

Post

aster/Teller f- g



aNNEX T T

m&%@aﬁ.@e .a:»:g T ?@ﬂ ﬁa?)ﬂé&%

w\;mu & Oot- 73 %;g{
M&ma <>fu M%W’D Cji }
mf:amalagj 3@71&@%

. gﬁ ﬁa@}@o@ W@{M G’.ﬂiﬁ%@cﬁ -‘gi%“g mﬁ"%%ﬁf’ &j ‘E‘}Ls”gg;\, fi&if’w;jﬁﬁ‘ﬁ%@d g’\gﬁ C}%?’ g&ﬁ&fz&
-Fg‘@h{ﬁm "@d%@x’% M ‘75& H ¥y ‘s%%ﬁ%@é@é@‘% W e ﬂxﬁ% @M BER I Gy
e~ wwwk, B *%?é}ﬁﬂ?} (7%‘-’@ %;H an }éﬁﬁgﬂ

- Covgondl im am0 b % Ve hed G
.wﬁﬁﬁ My é‘ Cﬁs.y{} Cr%.@*; M %ﬁéﬁ
ﬁi«% o q %‘W Wr Ui
Ecﬁ-%éﬂ b o A % tﬂ}‘%‘%waﬁs

;qﬁéﬂﬁ,@i}m’l R M%m R aea %m?v oy, e
- i Ao Cé}c&vs‘-‘-v{)-

’P!f ﬁPﬁ‘g{rog
f
Py’ decofory

S ;.

&E;‘i@{-‘*fl 6 8 gl skt L | -~ HTD@;,- 7{"(5@*{1 E/é fa&/mguw

T NW“@J %‘@%

i Q

o 0 A

S g
a

Fereta  paa P PO,
TeRETs saws O
ST E? '3% e




¥

AMNEX " L




, & )
M ¢ psrar d ﬁ?wg b e med,
Pole Karod -TDIG

o

N I . . ; L, N .
‘{gw\“l‘?v gt RS *sz?gfgw_, A (O o !?Mz; % Pl G
" r f

WAL §'va [%V*‘Wﬁh [ VA fl}}«m_@_db 172 }»{. &f;'*{i b R %‘%@ﬂ'{}"{: nj &zf:\”‘w%g')

(

P
’ﬁ_.g R {7;%&@ Fat W W’ﬁ«% 5&,}253 ;i’\’,f-‘?'ﬂ"x. mﬁ.ﬁ,x’ j ‘f@':’([?@:;]g":w?i’%}} Ras el W??
7 e i |
jﬁufﬁ)’iﬁﬁ-éﬂﬂﬁﬂv [y {3 i @i}éﬁbx . f%ﬁ. ” Mos = ﬁw@gﬁr} Disrng

"’%’3
(\@

,rw@ mm%r@ gé*i M” u«@w{ﬁ% heo UL, Py dA o noachundsd
z@éj‘m sm’*@f”f “%"@f’t\} n‘fxﬁw'}m %J%’Tﬁ%&, (ﬁ@gv@fh_m g Qutpgrny,  TRGTR-

&

i

Ly & pnnd J88) | N uafmj irns Pgpie vages S e}fmgi
L{}g;,fiﬁyé b Jyz;x fwz,ﬁ Wﬁyﬂ‘ @‘JVM a“‘i"yﬁf‘,@ g;ﬁ L {S«-M il v‘w:ig‘&,«
oo M% im{q’f’*—f “‘if\.?ﬂ%ﬁ‘fﬁ-@u ”’E‘% gﬁ,‘ﬁ’@fﬁwﬁ ol A Qixv&gév ’&/UW f&f}é@@@gﬁ% [
] i
1y - o Sy 5? I
%{@» VYT g - G clin v ?ig& lrrge @iﬁgfﬁfé

Wl iﬁ‘ﬁw o 5"‘”@‘5‘ TR parfaphs e odagdied f?“pfw vy ;Mﬁ awmwmﬁf@z

.ov—-—-»?h

@@’jé‘g‘ﬂ_ F{jw,&\f 69 va@w/}. B, wamn. Mx., g f{‘la B ‘"‘:”\J 5&1 B 5“"& » fﬁ'wﬁw

/ s Ta g %is 9a? oo
AT Fombabea | B S YT gwm ;{4 fgwy{{
4 dﬁ&%trﬁ‘i 1! Jﬁ !} |
Lo ifawa AU RPNy
£
o 2 3 L A )
Hn CLEDFE oo SHRUENTE Py, WEMLY

i Ol woud

s, HTHTR DA

cﬁ?;‘ﬁfzﬁarm@ @%&{ﬁ»@ ; Lo ﬁfﬁ&;ﬁg} ;C}
v Witpeds - S i
w‘b B, gﬁi.,:x‘%gﬁ?,ﬁ,%f pig

;”/ ‘
Pbwl . RN Wi MAED apo
By Whordsn

i

% ™ fiact b 2o
L oo
A

LagromEodl
7

E%%‘ﬁj L m“’?% '_/,;‘:Tf‘—'; {}j{, i Fﬁ;\ gé&? &%ﬁg
BRI [HGAY

Terewan  Mars - % m%
FFRES Magin P Rerpan
CERTIFIED TRUE @W




A D e L £ g N P
MINUTES o MEETING
55 i) b0 Lol
[Poide i Fag o jerol Lae,
4 & =
_ R,

b 2 T
R -"fvsaf‘ / hoa foao Davodar

“r H f’,}f/‘i/» "-L
§
I
S Lot 2
Pt AL i

PN T DI o) 4 el J\ﬁﬁﬁ J‘"’(\fzﬁl’fx@% ;‘Z“v@u;’;(fa’ﬂ 5‘{/5”'0-’}%7"9 i
N i 1E

= .Uy LU0, L

< o A }/}zﬁ% ] {4‘ b e, A , 1 ‘-A‘J £ 4 2 kg /

L8 AR,

Iy !
KT e o b

T
Fd o . v 4 -
N Gegn_ a“g:t Pens g i, s
; W e . 7 -
g g ) e} W winde G!‘t—?‘/:ﬂi, Yt 1
h/\f/\jﬁ@l,iggf/ﬂmf‘i ~g, uz ;E\ {@y}\ S s oy
s M

194 ottt

o o o f/‘.ﬁudmj / o e

E‘;LJ L/"ﬂ:%:&
oty I Ly -
A\é"«'i"" wll 32?‘;‘3'%: . N‘ ) o Jaed, ! )

A

oA

[

s o jﬂwz/,nf): Kd )

N 9 ¢
N e

Tefews At 57- D gy,
TER B mARl 4 P DERID
FERTIFIEL i dory

i i 7
[V PO o Wl




“}13

VIS ¥ ‘@hu@p

P ol Lok ANNEX 9.
MJMC—W E% S
Damme Mﬁ“””% Ocf 030
KLM?JW \é‘{;“{ i&i ?{,5<L4mp Q{ﬁ(}.,f{(}uu @i g@ S%%}\&“&é ‘gﬂi
LR 2CIPR Pk e og BN af G50 Ly,

.

‘i% @“i@c@ }“‘@ u@%‘ M; %5\3@& S Q{%{{{Oﬁ/} ‘ﬁ“& Q;mj@* %xmﬂ@cw
Devagan hdan,  Mewi gy, r\‘%mma ”%%@ Seowy Wady, Cone i
e T D An o Mao{ue{ [ o= Mﬁ?
?f\&?-{}(?;f?‘ DG G@fﬂ M@f »ﬁ.@l/% E,U*% C@%D%hﬁ;d@‘b
5‘\—&@@0‘% wﬁgﬂg/ '

‘ TR e Tﬂw’asq @@@w} ﬁmg{, iy
V‘?)?ﬁ ﬁ?ﬁ@pq i‘vx}a & l;JFz Cv:wia;m m)gl -ﬁ?ﬁw TOA, fen t,:%vg%
fon M%}wﬁd”ﬂ ﬁmﬁaiww c&mr paillon eg: AAYCF o, W%Fﬂww
%@\Gsﬁ diff \9‘%@ hodoy @M“ 24 f&m #}Muﬁ o fasn ’f%w fi}wa@mj
Wﬁ %FM g vy f%'\ao«czmmmf by %ﬁ@;ﬁ@ Devari)
iC&F %V‘ﬁ é/“f/j fu%ﬁ b’m S, e, @fa bwrer b

TG (})Oi/\ma f@mhi@ %x rade, o @\’@; )
b0 MOAy flgan s Gickag :

«th.qum mjﬁ‘»
5‘1”\@&{“%%‘@5”% Mim%q}ad e P an d= loggey ful m{%
T Negichanlon, ] w@,w%ﬁu - Bt WQ‘@m VB O L
L Ady flov- e ’L@Ea
M@%m Foy ff‘c# WU 2o P
A %}Jﬁ@@% o 38’/—‘»5»? 1 Mq B g {%h
F b ddphed  on doy A e allowent  hn TR fors

g B PR W oy ) /!@Dw é‘&u\—qé{g} o o ag g 2 Wﬂ_&{ ﬁk
@(ﬁ?} fiﬁﬁ@&j&% FWQ Q?z:?:m?}ﬁ ﬁ’@ffﬁf % ? W

Firsad &f fracty o

How - %,% > B Cpm %

gwﬁﬁﬁ‘

Rfigm -“5—3\.';-.5.1;—'— W

e H Pored s Jo: Jwﬁ & bsasts o

y Nog iy ohn P
How - pﬁaﬁ% G Bthomd

- )ﬁk
How - %P@J;p,lff;; B N DR,

L (o Foproved by
Fov Dounyl - Dk

iz
H‘ Clevre ¢ Q%JUUF‘*“
?{*{"“@"‘E‘j m&%{j




Mpubtic o 1 Dy
ALY e L
- MUiSSaling of Jmo

Do "*lp:,a...,,l RSt

Thies

1 ‘\?1
igule; - Fopom S0y il Feonler (ratiow ¢
- FONE Fo o - y i
(\g f%‘/“ ?Wv{x.\ﬁfw Q}’e"f” P ;_; ¢ Ooh @}} g Gdl ﬁ:g
Reftrcion:

%- \ - g;.z
f‘bﬁm hcz;j {pe/p n Ban ‘-«ww@h (ef o hi @1@1@, Bt ks i
| \:xéam pﬁﬁw mé«v VOl AJ% }:)A&\‘LQ ug?uw'; i L,@mda,g,mf, o
«ijs. e %'“‘d'ho Mg i SR o fo écf‘fciwf\ e Axpond
K &&J\iy Poiyd @\eﬁﬁw %QM "*h Mm, Loy - Mff u@ﬁfupm?ﬁ)&
[y 'fe‘
-@W L. [Uj@ “ff“fﬂ* \H}"éﬁl{ﬁ N gﬁﬁ-ﬁi ﬁ\&fﬁ.} j’b Z’“ﬁé’{—@q
Vati ame poy ik o M -

| wv’tu{sw\, ﬂ% z;jﬁ;
}(,%Y\ M{}‘Y&? el e, qm.}\df&w q@.w.ﬁ mﬁ&; o

hojgn d rack Mm hedoy  dogion f&DV‘\
wa\%ﬂ%@w A iryy

o Cowg Pl

WFI(@% ﬁ;,/%ﬂtj"'s {@/Wﬁ t@cﬂi Q\j@ /(: o
'TWW @@U\Gﬁu&m\@ﬁ g’@&ukﬁ LG‘\ wb-q 9@,\ Ye g 2 f@‘\yﬁ . @WJ g%@}?}j
L}‘}Oﬂ {}/gm N@aw f— ﬁwué&?m FLQjQ '&-&WOCD&, Ao,
fW%ﬁMﬁq ?mé«ﬁﬂwcg

i M;mm r Mjm P, e ey, ity MM’H‘
_'* “ &

u\fﬁ(;}{fﬁ”"u . }Q@M}Q zu:,d%ﬁ:, A
{_{w\j#’iﬁ.}u{i §

LoV~ o, Loy : o o HI@M
M@sw% bou 6} WU Do P
5,' fdus ?“uaf%—a%« & dors  fad o fl\&z%%s% %}'w

il
0N ey A ro allowent  [hya ¥

S ﬁc?ju::# f«g*ss» gﬁ“ﬁm&mw
ﬁ’\ml‘}\ @J‘W J\e'i-f\

¥ (o} ’{MJM‘%\M

E‘E\&%M\’ m\)ﬁwwa% }‘1 ,jf'sg@m, ﬁm&-—a&q
Gvifw f«iwﬁg% fﬂ W‘ﬁw’@f

120

”L\,x uﬁfb I

%"Q/‘ o ay ?{W {ﬁféﬂ“&é- /%A I?ﬂe;:p;n

-
(=
e,
(‘@
if
;i
g
ﬁ

N o s‘/mya@ 5@0‘\ J%% & Pronsio .
frou -

Rogs i 1B EmA

ﬁ??m‘-{m@ by

Fon- @Lﬁbﬁ’; (fﬁ%‘
?’E/i ) ,%4%@@%

T ———
b IO .., -

TR e

N




ANNEX " & -

Republic of the Philippines)
Province of Leyte)
Municipality of Jaro)s.s.

JOINT AFFIDAVIT

We, the undersigned members of the Sangguniang Barangay of
Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, all of legal age, Filipinos, and residenis of
Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, after having been duly sworn to in
accordance with law, hereby depose and state that:

I

. We are the incumbent members of the Sangguniang Barangay of

Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, and is acting as the officers of its
Water User's Association, and in such capacity, have personal
knowledge on the policies, agreements, and actions undertaken by
the Barangay concerning the operation and regulation of its water
system since the vear 2019 under the chairmanship of Barangay
Chairperson, Cleofe Saliente;

Pursuant to terms and conditions of the Memorandum of
Agreement entered into by and among the LMWD, LGU-Parasan,
LGU-Palanog and the JWD, Article II, A (3), the Sangguniang
Barangay of Parasan, Jaro, Leyte acting as Officers of the Water
Users Association, pass and approve policies and rules regarding
the collection of maintenance fees and other charges to address
relevant concerns of the Barangay water system.

Before a policy is approved, the officers convene, discuss and
deliberate all relevant issues and formulate practical solutions to
address the problems, one of which is the P 2.00 per cubic. Attach
herein as Annex A is the certified true copy of the minutes of their
meeting on October 27, 2025;

While sitting as officers of the Water Users Association, the
undersigned finds that the major challenge on handling the water
system is how to manage operational losses and maintenance
issues. The undersigned and the chairman, on several occasions,



had to use their own personal funds to cover these losses in order
to avoid surcharges, penalties and disconnection from the LMWD;

Before a policy is implemented, the users were duly informed
thereof, through a public meeting. For existing policies, the
applicants and users of the Barangay water system were duly
informed of the applicable water connection fees, charges, rules,
and conditions at the time they applied for and requested a water
connection. The applicants were likewise informed of the obligation
to pay the prescribed fees and charges and of the consequence of
non-payment, including the possibility of disconnection of their
water service, subject to the applicable rules and procedures;

Aside from the information given during the application for water
connection, the matter concerning the collection of fees, the
obligation of users to pay, and the implementation of disconnection
for non-payment was also discussed and explained during
meetings of the Barangay Council and/or meetings with the
concerned water users, thereby giving the concerned persons
sufficient notice of the applicable policy;

. In relation to the complaint of Mrs. Devaras for the disconnection of
her water service line, the same was discussed and addressed by the
council on their November 30, 2025 and December 29, 2025 meeting,
certified true copy of the minutes is herein attached as Annexes “B”
and “C”;

. The collection of said fees was not unilateral act of any individual
Barangay Official, but was undertaken pursuant to the policy
agreement of the Barangay Council and for the proper operation,
maintenance, repair, and sustainability of the Barangay water
system;

. Tt was also an established policy that users who fail or refuse to pay
the duly imposed and authorized water fees, after proper notice and
demand when required, may be subjected to disconnection of their
water service. The policy on disconnection was likewise made
known to the users and was intended as an enforcement measure to



ensure compliance with their payment obligations and to protect
the continued operation and availability of the Barangay water
systemy;

10.The implementation of the collection of fees, other charges, and the
disconnection was therefore undertaken pursuant to the policy
known to and agreed upon by the Barangay Council, and was not
solely the personal decision or initiative of any individual Barangay
official;

11.To the best of cur knowledge, the collection of the fees and the
implementation of disconnection were undertaken in good faith
and for the proper administration and sustainability of the
Barangay water system, and were not intended to cause prejudice,
harassment, or undue injury to any particular resident of water
user;

12. We are executing this Joint Affidavit to attest to the fact that the
collection of the applicable fees and the policy allowing
disconnection for non-payment were matters agreed upon by the
members of the Barangay Council and were duly communicated to
the concerned applicants and water users.

13. We execute this Affidavit voluntarily and in good faith, to attest to
the truth of the foregoing facts and for whatever lawful purpose it
may serve.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto affixed our signatures
thigT3% dav of August 2026 in Jaro, Levte, Philippines.
§s T3 day of £ v J yte, Philipp

ALLAN V. BERENGUER RSSSINE BERD AN

Affiant SNGERT

PRC ID No. 0090411 National ID No. 2490-8725-6235-2632
11-11-2026

PRC

RICARDO SANITA TECFILA H.IQUIINALES

Affiant Affiant

National [D No. 5415-2860-2536-5130 National TD No. 6521-9506-2913-4680



NONITARDULA
Affiant
National 1D No. 2379-8105-1409-5261

BENJAMIN B. MAGDADARO

Affiant
National ID No. 2375-8650-2692-1394
, Teroen pamsl P P erdas
}AR%:YN DIOLA TERESA MARIA PONTILLAS REROAN
Affignt/Treasurer Affiant/Secretary

National ID No. 9204-5276-9325-06839  National 1D No. 3084-9342-5318-2709

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this ___ day of

L 2026,at_ ...~ .., Philippines, by the above-named
affiants, with their valid ID’s as competent evidence of their
identities, and signed this document in my presence. Witness my
hand and seal.
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