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THRU: THE SECRETARY TO THE SANGGUNIANG PANLALAWIGAN
Province of Leyte

Gentlemen/ Madam:
Greetings.

Respectfully transmitting herewith are the complete records and pertinent documents relative
to Administrative Case No. 01-2026, entitled Meriam Cabidog Parado-Devaras v. Hon. Cleofe
Saliente, for Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority, for the
consideration and appropriate action of the Honorable Sangguniang Panlalawigan of Leyte.

The records being transmitted include, among others, the following;:

Certified True Copy of the Complaint/Petition;

Answer/Verified Answer of the Respondent;

Notices, Orders, and other issuances relative to the case;

Minutes and proceedings of the Sangguniang Bayan concerning the administrative case;
Resolution/Decision of the Sangguniang Bayan in Administrative Case No. 01-2026;
Position paper, pleadings, motions, and other submissions-filed by the parties;
Documentary evidence and other supporting records; and

Other pertinent documents forming part of the records of the case.
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The foregoing records are hereby respectfully endorsed and transmitted to the Honorable
Sangguniang Panlalawigan for appropriate action and disposition, pursuant to its appellate
jurisdiction over the matter.

For your reference and appropriate action.

Respectfully yours,

Municpffality of Jaro
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MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS g p . /b /
Brgy. Parasan Jaro, Leyte ;r“’ & L2 |
Private Complainant LEY,

RE: RESPONSE TC MCTION FOR EXECUTION PENDING
APPEAL ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 01-2026.

Dear Ms. Devaras:

This refers to your Motion for Execution Pending Appeal dated August
18, 2026 seeking the implementation of the Decision rendered by the
Sangguniang Bayan of Jaro, Leyte in the above-captioned
administrative case.

At the outset, please be informed that the Respondent, HON. CLEOFE
C. SALIENTE, has duly filed an Appeal on August 25, 2026,
before the Sangguniang Panlalawigan of Leyte, questioning the
Decision of the Sangguniang Bayan. The filing of said appeal is a
statutory remedy available to the Respondent under Section 67 of
Republic Act No. 7160, otherwise known as the Local Government
Code of 1991.

In view of the pending appeal, the Sangguniang Bayan finds it
necessary to clarify the legal nature of the proceedings and the proper
role of the private complainant in an administrative disciplinary case.

I. THE ADMINISTRATIVE CASE IS A PROCEEDING IN THE
PUBLIC INTEREST

An administrative disciplinary case against a public officer is not a
private action instituted for the enforcement of a personal right of the
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complainant. Iis principal purpose is to determine whether the
respondent has committed an administrative offense and, if so, to
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sublic service.
The Supreme Court has consistently recognized this distinction.

In Paredes v. Civif Service Comumission’, the Supreme Court
reiterated the established rule that:

T an administrative ¢
witness, ”

ase. the complainant is a mere

The Court explained that no private interest is involved in an
administrative case because the offense charged is considered an

offanco anaingt the aovernmant, Concequently the comnizinant is not
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the party adversely affected by the administrative decision.

The same doctrine was reiterated in Ochioa, Jr. v. Dy Buco?, wherein
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administrative case is merely a2 witness for the government and
does not acquire g private right over the disciplinary proceedings
simply by having initiated the complaint.

The Court has likewise reaffirmed this principie in subseguent cases,
recognizing that the essentiel character of an administrative
disciplinary proceeding remains one involving the accountability of a
public officer to the government and the public service, rather than the
vindication of a private grievance.

DOES NOT BECOME THE
ENFORCING  THE

The Sangguniang Bayan recognizes and appreciatas your participation
in the proceedings, including the filing of the complaint and the
presentation of evidence in support thereof,

However, your participation as the private complainant does not make
the administrative case & private action in which you become the

I Boredes v Sl Service Conmrmission L8, No, BEIF7. Decermber 4, 1990, 182 SCR4 84
2 Ochoa, T v. Dy Buco, G.R. No, 216634 Oclober 14, 2020



judgment creditor or the party vested with the authority to enforce the
penalty imposed upon the Respondent.

Your role as complainant was to bring the alleged administrative
viplations to the attention of the proper disciplining authority and,
when necessary, to provide evidence and testimony in support of the
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the determination of whether and how the administrative
sanction should be implemented is no longer a matter that
belongs exclusively to the private complainant.

The enforcement of an adminisirative penalty is an exercise of public
authority. It is therefore the responsibility of the appropriafe
government authority fo determine and undertake such

implementation in accordance with law,
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Thus, while vou may seek clarification regarding the status of the case
or communicate your concerns to the Sangguniang Bavan, your status
as private complainant does not confer upon you the authority to direct
the Sangguniang Bayan to immediately execute the administrative
penalty, particularly where the Respondent has already availed himself

of his statutory right to appeal.

III. THE MOTION FOR

ECUTION Is NOT A M

It bears emphasis that the penalty imposed in an administrative case
is not a private award in favor of the complainant.

The suspension or other disciplinary sanction imposed upon a public
officer Is intended to protect the integrity of the public service and to
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compensation or relief granted to the private complainant for a
personal Injury.
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as a prevailing plaintiff in a civil action who possesses a personal and
proprietary interest in the execution of a judgment.
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acmu&am ?t‘y; an@ ifs %m@i&mem:a@m is therefore governed by the law
and the proper government authorities, rather than by the personal
interest or initiative of the complainant.
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Accordingly, while your Motion has been duly received and noted, the
Sangguniang Bavan must resolve the same not as a request of a
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judgment, but as a matter involving the proper administration
and implementation of a public disciplinary sanction.

GUNIANG BAYAN SHALL ACT IN ACCORDANCE

The Sangguniang Bayan respects your concerns and acknowledgas the
seriousness of the allegations which gave rise to this administrative
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opportunity to present their respective positions and evidence, and
after the Sangguniang Bayan exercised its adjudicatory authority over
the matter.

Nevertheless, the Sangguniang Bayan is duty-bound to act in
accordance with the law and cannot allow the implementation of an
administrative sanction to be dictated solely by the wishes of either the
compiainant or the respondent.

Rest assured that the Sangguniang Bayan shall continue to act
accordingly and in good faith in this case. It shall respect the rights of
all concerned.  recognize the authority of the Sangguniang
Panlalawigan over the pending appeal, and ensure that any action
taken regarding the execution of the Decision is consistent with faw

and the public interest.

Very truly vours,

HON. PEDRG-B. TA
Municipal Vice May@s
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Province of Leyte
Municipality of Jaro
Sangguniang Bayan
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FOR: DISHONESTY, MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE,
OPPRESSION, AND ABUSE OF AUTHORITY
UNDER SEC. 60 (C) AND (E ) OF RA. NO. 7160
LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE OF THE 1991.

X /

COMMENT AND OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR EXECUTION
PENDING APPEAL WITH NOTICE TO APPEAL

Respondent, unto this Honorable Sangguniang Bayan, respectfully
submits this Comment and Objection to the Motion for Execution
Pending Appeal, and states:

1. THE MOTION SHOULD BE DENIED IN VIEW OF THE
PENDENCY OF THE APPEAL AND THE AUTHORITY OF
THE REVIEWING BODY TO STAY THE EXECUTION.

a. Respondent will appeal from the Decision of the Sangguniang
Bayan under Section 67 (a) of R.A. No. 7160, which states that
decisions of the Sangguniang Bayan in administrative cases are
appealable to the Sangguniang Panlalawigan;

b. Respondent recognizes that Section 68 of the Local Government
Code provides that an appeal does not prevent a decision from
becoming final or executory. However, this provision does not
mean that the reviewing authority is powerless to stay execution

pending appeal;
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c. In Berces, Sx. vs. Guingona, Jr. G.R. Ne. 112095, February 21,

1995, the Supreme Court considered the relationship between
Section 68 of the Local Government Code and SecHon & 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 trreconcilably inconsistent and
repugnant and the fwo laws must be read fogether,

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 fo comstrue said provision as giving discrefion fo the
reviewing officials to stay the execution of the appealed decision. There
is nothing to infer therefrom that the reviewing official sre deprived of
the authority to order a siay of the appealed order. If the infention of
Congress was to repeal Section & of Administrative Order No. 18, if
could have used more direct language expressive of such infention.

The execution of decisions pending appeal is procedural an in the
absence of a clear legisiative intent fo remove from the reviewing
officials the authority fo order a stey of execution, such authovity
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 diveciory
dependisnig upon a consideration of the entive promisions in which if is
found, its objeci awmd the comsequences that would follow from
construing if one way or the other. In the case at bench, there is no basis
fo justify the construction of the word as mandatory.

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

. Importanily, Berces recognized that the purpose of a stay is not

to defeat the executon of lawful decisions, but to prevent undue
prejudice to the public inferest while the appeal is being
resolved. In that case, the stay was sustained because immediate
execution could disrupt the rendition of public service.

. The same consideration obtains here. Respondent is an

incumbent local official performing public functions. Hex
immediate suspension, while the substantial issues raised in the



appeal remain unresolved, would necessarily affect the
continuity and delivery of local government service.

iI. THE APPEAL RAISES SUBSTANTIAL ISS5UES WHICH
WARRANT PRESERVING THE STATUS QUO PENDING
RESOLUTION.

6. The appeal is not frivolous or dilatory. It raises substaniial
questions concerning the sufficlency of the evidence supporting the
findings of oppression, abuse of authorify, and simple misconduct,
as well as proper legal characterization of the maintenance fees and
charges;

7. The Sangguniang Bavan itself found that Respondent did notact
with corruption, clear intent to violate the law, or flagrant disregard

of an established rule. These findings form a substantial part of the
issues now before the Sangguniang Fanlalawigan;

8. Respondent likewise maintains that the questioned maintenance
charges were implemented in the context of the Memorandum of
Agreement, the operation of the commumnity water system, and the
collective policy adopted with the participation of the Water Users
Association and the Barangay Council, and were undertaken in
good faith for the continuation of a basic public service.

9. The appeal further raises the issue of whether the failure to
reconnect the complainant’s water service may properly be
attributed to Respondent when the reconnection was prevented by
refusal of the owner of the property through which the necessary
pipeline had to pass.

10. These are substantial gquestions which should first be fully
considered by the appellate body before Respondent is made to
suffer the immediate consequences of the penalty.

111, IMMEDIATE EXECUTION WOULD CAUSBE UNDUE
PREUDICE TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST.

11. Respondent occupies an elective local position and is presently
performing functions directly affecting the delivery of basic
services to the constituents. Her immediate suspension would not
affect Respondent alone; it would necessarily affect the continuity
and stability of local governance and public service.
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90-DAY ELECTION PERIOD FURTHER COUNSELS
AGAINST IMMEDIATE IMPOSITION OF SUSPENSION,

12, Section 62 { C ) of R.A. No. 7180, expressly provides that no
investigation shall be held within ninety (90) dayvs immediately
prior to any local election, and no preventive suspension shall be
imposed within the same period. Where preventive suspension had
already been imposed prior to the 90-day pericd, it is deemed
automatically lifted upon the commencement of that period.

13. While respondent recognizes that the provision specifically
refers to investigation and preventive suspension, rather than
expressly declaring every previously imposed final penalty of
suspension unenforceable during the election period, the provision
nevertheless reflects a clear legislative policy against the use or
continuation of suspension proceedings in a manner that may
interfere with the orderly conduct of local elections.

14, The policy is particularly relevant where, as here, execution is
being sought while the administrative decision remains under
appellate review.

V. THE EQUITIES FAVOR A STAY OF EXECUTION

15. Respondent has consistently maintained that she acted in good
faith, without corruption or personal gain, and in the course of
administering a basic public service.

16. It would be therefore be more consistent with fairness, public
interest, and orderly administration of justice to preserve the status
guo and allow the appeal to be resolved on its merits before the
decision is implemented.

VI. PRAYER

In view of the foregoing, Respondent respectfully prays for the
denial of the motion for execution, and in the interest of fairness,
public interest, and orderly administration of justice. Other
remedies just and eguitable, under the circumstances are likewise
prayed for.



Respectfully submitted on this 24% day of August 2026 in
Leyte

G
HON. CLEOFE SALIENTE
Barangay Chairman/Respondent
National ID No. 5975-1703-1472-1587

CERTIFICATION

1 hereby certify that copy of the foregoing Comment was furnished to
the Complainant, Meriam C. Parado-Devaras at her residencs in
Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte through registered mail per registry
receipt number on

HON, CLEOFE SALIENTE
Appellant/Respondent
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SANCCUNRIANG BAYAN
SB Session Hall, Mult-Purpose ﬁuﬁum
fare. Lev-f'@

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-
DEVARAS

o St el

Commplainant,

For: Dishonesty, Misconduct

- PETSUS ~

HON. CLEOFE C. SALIENTE.
PUNONG BARANGAY OF

in Office. COppression, and

ar
Abuse of Authority under
Section 60 (¢} and (e} of R.A

PARASAN, JARO LEY éﬁ No. 7160 {Local Government
espondent. v
Code of 1991}
e x
MOTION FOR EXECUTION PENMDING ¢

COMES MNOW, the undersigned Complainant, unfo this
Honorable Sangguniang Bayan, most respectfully states that

1. On Tune 19, 2026, this Honorable Sangguniang Bavan rendered
its Decision in the above-entitled administrative case, finding
Respondent HON. CLEOFE C. SALIENTE, Punong Barangay of
Barangay Parasan, administratively lable for Grave
Misconduct, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority.

2. By reason thereof, this Honorable Body imposed upon
Respondent the penalty of suspension from office for a period
of six {6} months without pay;

3. On July 13, 2026, Respondent filed a Motion for Reconsideration,
praying that the Decision be reconsidered and set aside;
4. After consideration of the grounds raised in the Motion for

Reconsideration, this Honorable Sangguniang Bayan, in its
Resolution dated August6, 2026, found partial meritin the same
and modified the June 19, 2026 Decision insofar as the
classification of the misconduct and the corresponding penalty
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were concerned. The pertinent portion of the Resolution
provides:

” Accordingly, while the finding that Respondent
committed 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 fo Simple Misconduct.

The Findings holding Respondent administratively
liable for Oppression and Abuse of Authority,
however, remain supported by substantial evidence

and are therefore AFFIERMED.

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 ikewise MODIFIED from 5ix
(6) Months Suspension from Office Without Pay to
Three {3) Months Suspension From Office Without
Fay.

SO ORDERED. August 6, 2026.7

Following the resolution of Respondent's Motion for
Reconsideration, the operative adjudication of this Honorable
Body is that Respondent is administratively liable for Simple
Misconduct, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority, with the
corresponding penalty of three (3} months suspension from
office without pay;

Under Secton 67 of Republic Act No. 7160, otherwise known as
the Local Government Code of 1991, decisions in adminisirative
cases rendered by the Sangguniang Bayan may be appealed to
the Sangguniang FPanlalawigan within thirty (30) days from
receipt thereof;

More importantly, Section 68 of the same law provides:

“Section 68. Execution Pending Appeal. - An
appeal shall not prevent a decision from becoming
final or executory. The respondent shall be
considered as having been placed under preventive
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10.

11.

12.

suspension during the pendency of an appeal in the
event he wins such appeal. In the event the appeal
results in an exoneration, he shall be paid his salary
and such other emoluments during the pendency of
the appeal.” (Emphasis supplied.)

If the law does not permit an appeal to stay execution, 4 fortiors,
the absence of any appeal cannot constitute a ground fo
withhold or indefinitely postpone the implementation of the

-

administrative penalty validly imposed by the disciplining
authority;

The Complainant respectfully submits that the present Motion is
therefore proper and timely. It merely seeks the implementation
of the penalty already adjudged and imposed by this
Honorable Body, following the full administrative proceedings
and the resolution of Respondent's Motion for Reconsiderationy

The finding of administrative Nability for Misconduct,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority was sustained, while only
the classification of the misconduct and the corresponding
penalty were modified. Consequently, there is no remaining
substantive issue before this Honorable Body that would
prevent implementation of the penalty imposed in the
Resolution;

The Supreme Court has recognized the special statutory rule
governing administrative sanctions against elective local
government officials. In Lapid v. Court of Appeals!, the Cowrt
discussed Section 68 of the Local Government Code and
recognized that the statute expressly provides for execution
pending appeal, such that the filing of an appeal does not stay
the execution of the administrative decision;

Thus, the said provision contemplates that the public official
concerned must comply with the penalty while any appellate
remedy is being pursued, subject {o the statutory consequence
that, should the official ultimately prevail or be exonerated on
appeal, the period of suspension is treated in accordance with
Section 68;

G E. No. 142261, Ture 29, 2000
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13.

14.

15.

16.

18,

Furthermore, in Mendoza, et al., v. Laxina, Sr.?, the Supreme
Court held that:

“The phrases "final and executory,” and "fnal or
executory” in Sections 67 and 68, respectively, of the
Local Government Code, are not, as erroneously
ruled by the trial court, indicative of the appropriate
mode of relief from the decision of
the Sanggunian concerned. These phrases simply

*

mean that the adminisirative appeals will not
prevent the enforcement of the decisions. The
decision is immediately executory but fthe
respondent may nevertheless appeal the adverse
decision to the Office of the President or fo
the Sangguniang Panlalawigan, as the case may

be.” (Emphasis supplied.}

The Complainant therefore respectfully submits that there is no
legal basis for the belated implementation of the three-month
suspension imposed upon Respondent;

Immediate execution is likewise consistent with the fundamental
constitutional principle that public office is a public frust.
Public officials are required to remain accountable to the people,
act with responsibility, integrity, lovalty, and efficiency, and at
all Hmes serve the public with utmost responsibility;

Where an administrative investigation has been duly conducted,
the respondent has been afforded an opportunity to be heard,
the issues have been adjudicated, a Motion for Reconsideration
has been resolved, and a definite administrative penalty has
been imposed, the resulting sancton should not be rendered
inutile by unnecessary delay in its implementation;

In the present case, the administrative proceedings have already
afforded Respondent the opportunity to answer the allegations,
participate in the proceedings, submut evidence, seek
reconsideration, and obtain a ruling on her Moton for
Reconsideration;

The modification of the original penalty from six (6} months o
three (3) months further demonstrates that this Honorable Body
considered Respondent's arguments and exercised ifs

2GR, No. 146873, fulv 14, 2002
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adjudicatory authority with due regard to the circumstances of
the case;

19. The Complainant therefore respectfully seeks that the Resclution
of August 6, 2026 be given full force and effect and that
Respondent's three (3)-month suspension from office without
pay be immediately implemented in accordance with Section 68
of Republic Act No. 7161,

20. Accordingly, the Complainant respectfully submits that the
implementation of the suspension is not a matter of continuing
discretion but a ministerial consequence of the subject
Resclution of this Honorable Body and the express command
of Section 68 of the Local Government Code, subject only toany
lawful order of 2 competent appellate authority staying or
otherwise modifying its execution;

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Complainant most
respectfully prays that this Honorable Sangguniang Bayan:

1. GIVE DUE COURSE to the present Motion for Executiony;

2. ORDER AND  DIRECT THE  IMMEDIATE
IMPLEMENTATION of the Resolution dated August b,
2026, insofar as it finds Respondent HON. CLEOFE (.
SALIENTE administratively liable for Simple Misconduci,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority with an imposed
penalty of THREE (3) MONTHS SUSPENSION FROM
OFFICE WITHOUT PAY; and

3. GRANT such other reliefs just and equitable under the
foregoing circumstances.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED.

August 17, 2026, Jaro, Levie

MERIAM CABIDOG FARADO-DEVARA
Complainant




Copy furnished:

Hon. Cleofe €. Saliente
Brgv. Hall, Parasan, Jarc, Leyte
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TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BEAYAN

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Complainant,

Administrative Case No.
01-2026

For: Dishonesty, Misconduct
in Office, Oppression, and
Abuse of Authority under
Section 60 (c) and (e} of
Republic Act No. 7160 (Local
Government Code of 1991)

versus-

HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE,
Punong Barangay, Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte
Respondent.

X---- T X

RESOLUTION

Before this Sangguniang Bayan is the Motion for Reconsideration filed
by Respondent, Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente, seeking the reconsideration
and setting aside of the Decision dated June 19, 2026, which found her
administratively liable for Grave Misconduct, Oppression, and Abuse of
Authority. The dispositive portion of which states, to wit:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Sangguniang Bayan
Jfinds Respondent, HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE, Punong Barangay of
Barangay Parasan, administratively liable for GRAVE MISCONDUCT,
OPPRESSION and ABUSE OF AUTHORITY, and hereby imposes the
penalty of suspenswn from office for Six (6) months.
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The charge for DISHON]

>IY is hereby DISMISSED jor lack of

substantial evidence.

Antecedent Facts

On June 19, 2026, this Sangguniang Bayan rendered its Decision in
the instant administrative case finding Respondent administratively
liable for Grave Misconduct, Oppression, and Abuse of Authornity after
evaluating the evidence presented by both parties. Conseguently,
Respondent was meted the penalty of Six (6) Months Suspension from

Office Without Pav.

Aggrieved, Respondent tumely filed the present Motion for
Reconsideration dated July 13, 2026, praying that the Decision be
reconsidered and set aside on the ground that the findings of fact and

conclusions of law allegedly lack factual and legal basis
The Motion is now submitted {or resclution.
We resolve.

After a thorough review of the Motion for Reconsideration, the records
of the case, the evidence on record, and the applicable laws and
Jurisprudence, this Sangguniang Bayan finds the Motion is impressed

with partial merit.

in the case of Civil Service Commission v. Ledesma, the Cowrt definsed

misconduct as follows:

Misconduct s a transgression of some established and definite
rule of action, more porticulariy, uniawjful behavior or gross
negligence by a public officer. The misconduct is grave if it involves

any of the additional elements of corruption, wiliful intent o viciate

Ty

the law or to disregard established rules, which must be



established by substantial evidence. Otherwise, the misconduct is
only simple. A persen charged with grave misconduct may be held

lable for simple misconduct if the misconduct does not muolve Gy

of the additional elements to gualify the misconduct as grave. ?

After a meticulous review of the records, this Sangguniang Bavan fGnds
that while Respondent's acts constitute misconduct in the discharge of
official functions, the evidence on record doss not establish that
Respondent acted with corruption, a clear intent to violate the law, or a
flagrant disregard of an established rule. Neither was there substantial
evidence showing that Respondent weas motivated by a wrongful or
unlawiul purpose or that the acts complained of were attended by anv

corrupt consideration.

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

to Bimple Misconduct.

The indings holding Respondent administratively liable for Oppression

and Abuse of Authority. however, remain supported by substantal

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 proportonalty,
the penalty previously imposed is likewise MODIFIED fom Six (&)
Moanths Suspension from Office Without Pay tc Three (3] Months
Suspension From Office Without Pay.

80 ORDERED. August 06, 2026,
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58 Member

HON. ZANDRO{T. MORABE
SE Member/LIGA FED.-President

SB Merser/SK FED.-President

;i

HOHN. PEDR:
Municipal Vice Mayor
SB Presiding Officer
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01-2026

Complainant,

For: Dishonesty, Misconduct
in Office, Oppression, and
Hﬂ}‘? CLEOFE C_Eﬁi‘ﬁm’ Abuse of Authority under
PUNONG BARANGAY OF Section 60 {c) and ge} of R.A.

- UEFSUs ~

PARASAN, JARO LEYTE No. 7160 {Local Government
Respondent. n
Code of 1991}
b X
COMPLAINANT'S COMMENTS AN

OPPOSITION
{on Respordent’s Mafsm for Recounsideration, dated July E@%é )

COMES MOW, the undersigned Complainant, unto this
Honorable Sangguniang Bayan, most respectfully submits her
Comments and/or Opposition to the Motion for Reconsideration on
the Decision dated June 19, 2026 of the above-entitled case and in
support thereof avers that:

L PRELIMIMARY STATEMENT

1.  Far from demonstrating any palpable error of fact or law
committed by this Honorable Sangguniang Bayan, Respondent
merely repackages the very same defenses previously raised in
her Verified Answer. Defenses which were already squarely
considered, thoroughly evaluated, and ultimately rejected in the
assailed Decision dated June 19, 2026

2. The Motion for Reconsideration identifies no newly discovered
evidence, 0o supervening event, and no controlling
jurisprudence overlocked by this Honorable Body that would
warrant the modification, much less the reversal, of its Decision.

AT £33y L{r=ee



Instead, Respondent simply reiterates her previous claims that
the Barangay Parasan Water System (BPWS) was collectively
managed by the barangay officials, that she allegedly acted in
good faith n adopting the billing practices of the Levie
Metropolitan Water District (LMWD) and PrimeWater
Infrastructure Corporation (PrimeWater), that no corrupfion or
personal enrichment was shown, and that the disconnection of
Complainant's water service was supposecly justified by non-
payment.

Administrative liability under Section 60 of Republic Act No.
7160 (Local Government Code of 1991) does not depend on
whether a public officer lined her own pockets. It rests on
whether public authority was exercised in flagrant disregard of
established legal rules, without legal authority, and In a
retaliatery and oppressive manner against a conshifuent The
Honorable Sangguniang Bayar's finding of Grave Misconduct,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority is firmly anchored on
substantial evidence and settled jurisprudence.

II. GROUNDS FOR CPPOSITION

The Meotion for
Reconsideration Presents No
Ground Warranting _ the
Reversal or Modification of
the Decision

A motion for reconsideration is a procedural remedy infended to
afford the deciding fribunal an opportunity fo correct errors of
fact or law which materially affect the judgment rendered. It is
not designed to permit an unsuccessful litigant to merely
reiterate arguments previously raised, considered, and rejected,
nor to reargue matters already passed upon in the hope of
obtaining a different result.

A careful comparison between the Verified Answer previously
filed by Respondent and the present Motion for Reconsideration
reveals that the latter merely reproduces the same defenses that
were already thoroughly addressed by this Honorable Body in
its Decision.

The finding of Grave

Misconduci is Fully
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13.

Sumported by Substantial
Evidence and Law

Respondent argues that the administration of the BPWS is a
collective undertaking under a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with LMWD and PrimeWater, and that she did not act
with corruption or perscnal gain;

This argument is unmeritorious. While corruption is one
qualifying element of Grave Misconduct, jurisprudence settied
by the Supreme Court consistently holds that Grave Misconduct
is likewise committed when the act is attended by clear intent to
viclate the law or flagrant disregard of established rules?

The Supreme Court has consistently held that Grave Misconduct
exists where any one of the qualifying circumstances is
established by substantial evidence, namely: (2) corruption; (b)
clear intent to violate the law; or (¢} flagrant disregard of
established rules;

The law does not require that all three quelifying elements
concur before administrative liability for Grave Misconduct may
arise. The presence of anty one of these circumstances is sufficient
to elevate simple misconduct into grave misconduct;

Conseguently, Respondent's discussion on the alleged absence
of corruption does not, by itself, defeat the findings of the
assailed Decision. In fact the assailed Decision did not
principally anchor Respondent's liability upon corruption or
unlawful enrichment;

Rather, the Decision categorically found that Respondent
committed Grave Misconduct because, while acting in her
official capacity as Punong Barangay and President of the BPWS,
she caused the impeosition and collection of additional charges
from consumers without any showing of legal authority,
ordinance, resclution, or competent governmental
authorization, thereby departing from the standards of legality
expected of every public officer;

Thus, the principal issue is not whether Respondent personally
profited from the questioned collections but whether
Respondent knowingly exercised governmental authority in

i Imperial, Ir. vs. G515, G.R. No. 191224, Cictober 04, 2071
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18.

19.

disregard of established legal requirements governing the
imposition and collection of charges from the public;

Throughout these proceedings, Respondent failed to present any
barangay ordinance, barangay resclution, administrative
issuance, or other competent legal authority authorizing the
questioned collections;

Respondent's inability to identify any legal authority
authorizing the guestioned collections is itself a substantial
circumstance supporting the Decision's finding that she acted in
disregard of established rules governing public administration;

At the gutset, Respondent proceeds from an erroneous premise
that because other persons participated in the operation of the
BPWS, she canmot be held admindstratively lable for acis
committed in the discharge of her own official functions. Such
reasoning finds no support either in law or in administrative
jurisprudence;

Administrative lability is personal. Public officers answer for
their own official acts and omissions. The mere participation of
subordinate officials, members of the Sangguniang Barangav, or
even third persoms does not extinguish the independent
accountability of the public officer who authorized, approved,
implemented, or allowed the questioned acts to be carried out
under her authority;

Significantly, Respondent herself never denied that she served
as Punong Barangay, President of the Barangay Parasan Water
System, and Collecting Officer during the period material to this
controversy. Neither did she deny that the guestioned billing
practices, collections, tariff adjustments, maintenance charges,
water loss charges, consumer disconnections, and
implementation of BPWS policies all occurred during her
administration;

Indeed, the records consistently identify Respondent as the
official exercising primary authority over the BPWS. The
Decision expressly found that Respondent acted "in her capacity
as Punong Barangay and President of the Barangay Parasan
Water System” when she caused the implementation of the
guestioned collections. These findings were based rwot upon
speculation but upon the documentary evidence presented by

“gétsi:—;
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Complainant and Respondent's own admissions contained i
her Verified Answer;

Respondent’s reliance upon the MOA with LMWD and
PrimeWater is likewise misplaced. The MOA merely established
the framework through which bulk water would be supplied to
Barangay Parasan. It did not vest upon LMWD or PrimeWater
the responsibility of admiristering the internal affairs of the
BPWS;

As correctly recognized in both the Position Paper of the
Complainant and the assailed Decision, the functions of LMWD
and PrimeWater are limifed to supplying bulk water pursuant fo
the MOA. The internal management of the BPWS, including the
preparation of individual consumer billing statements,
collection of payments, imposition of addifional charges,
maintenance assessments, implementation of tariff increases,
enforcement of collection policies, consumer disconnections,
reconmections, and the day-to-day administration of the system,
remained under the authority of the Barangay officials
administering the BEWS;

Respondent herself exercised precisely these functions. She
cannot invoke her authority when imposing charges upon
consumers and, af the same Hme, disclaim responsibility once
those same official acts become the subject of admindstrative
TEVIeW!

More importantly, nowhere in the Motion for Reconsideration
does Respondent identify any specific provision of the MOA
authorizing LMWD or PrimeWater to impose upon Barangay
consumers the separate "12% VAT the "Maintenance" charge,
the additional Php2.00 per cubic meter increase, o1 the "Water
Loss" assessment. The Motion is therefore conspicuously silent
on the very authority upon which Respondent now attempts o
rely.

Even assuming that the BPWS incurred legitimate expenses for
maintenance, repairs, labor, or system losses, Respondent was
still duty-bound to ensure that any collection from consumers
was supported by proper legal authority, implemented with
transparency, and accompanied by appropriate accounting
mechanisms;

Naw P Lvwy,
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Residents repeatedly demanded transparency regarding the
"12% VAT," later relabeled as "Maintenance,” yet Respondent
never addressed the substance of these concerns. Instead, the

evidence shows that the questioned charge simply reappeared
under a different designation after consumers began questioning
its legality during the barangay assembly;

Such circumstances reinforce, not weaken, the conciusion
reached by this Honorable Body that Respondent failed to
observe the standards of legality, wWansparency, and
accountability expected of a public officer entrusted with the
administration of a public utility;

The assailed Decision therefore committed no reversible error in
concluding that Respondent, by causing the imposition and
collection of charges without competent legal authority and by
exercising official authority conirary to established rules
governing public administration, incurred administrative
Hability for Grave Misconduct;

Respondent likewise ctes Samonte v. Jammosk, Ombudsman 7.
Espina, Palasia v. Ombudsman, and related cases in support of her
position. Respectfully, these do not warrant reconsideration;

Nomne of these cases establishes the rule that a public officer mav
lawfully impose charges upon the public without legal
authority, refuse to provide an accounting despite repeated
demands, disregard the procedural rights of affected consumers,
and thereafter escape administrative liability merely because
personal enwichment was not proven;

On the contrary, these cases simply reiterate the seftled principle
that administrative liability must rest upon substantial evidenice
which was fully satisfied in the present case;

The assailed Decision was not based upon corjecture or
suspicion but upon Respondent’s own admissions, documentary
evidence, the undisputed billing statements, the absence of any
enabling ordinance, the ¢ chronology of events, and Respondent’s
admitted implementation of the questioned policies;

Ultimately, Respondent asks this Honorable Body to reweigh the
same ewden{:e already considered in the assailed Decision and

glez
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arrive at a different conclusion without presenting any new
evidence or demonstrating any palpable error of fact or law;

This, however, is not the office of a motion for reconsideration.
Having failed to establish any reversible error in the factual or
legal findings of the Decision, Respondent's challenge to the
finding of Grave Misconduct necessarily fails.

Resvondent’s contention
that the finding of
QOppression _and Abuse of
Authority is unsupported by
the evidence is comtradicted
by the records of the case.

Respondent next contends that this Honorable Body allegedly
erred in finding her administratively liable for Oppression and
Abuse of Authority, insisting that the disconnection of
Complainant's water service merely implemented a uniformly
applied policy against delinquent consumers and was therefore
neither arbitrary nor oppressive. Thi= deserves scant
consideration;

The Motion for Reconsideraiion merely reiterates the same
defense previously raised in Respondent's Verified Answer, that
the disconnection resulted from Complainant's alleged non-
payment of water charges. This defense, however, was already
carefully considered and squarely rejected in the assailed
Decisiong

The Decision did not hold that Respondent could never
discommect a delinquent consumer. Rather, the Decision
recognized that disconnection of water service may be justified
under appropriate circumstances;

What the Decision condemned was the arbifrary manner by
which Respondent exercised such authority, namely, the
implementation of the disconnection without observance of the
minimum standards of procedural fairness required of every
public officer;

Respondent has never produced any written demand, notice of
delinguency, notice of intended disconmection, proof of service,
or any documentary evidence showing that Complainant was

TiFz
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first notified that her water service would be permanently
disconmnected;

Neither does the Motion for Reconsideration identify any
portion of the record establishing compliance with these
elementary procedural safeguards;

Instead, Respondent merely asserts that the disconnection was
supposedly part of a policy uniformly applied to ail delinquent
consumers. Such bare assertion does not constitute substantial
evidencs;

Even assuming that such policy existed, Respondent failed to
prove either its existence or its lawful adoption. No Barangay
Resolution, Barangay Ordinance, written policy, administrative
issnance, or official guideline governing consumer
disconnections was ever presented before this Honorable Body;

Consequently, Respondent's claim of a "uniformly applied
policy" remains entirely self-serving and unsupported by the
evidence on record. More importantly, uniform application of
an unlawful or procedurally deficient practice does nof render
the practice lawful;

Every consumer, regardless of the amount allegedly owed,
remains entitled to fair notice before being deprived of access to
an essential public service;

Respondent’s relignce npon
the alleged refusal of the
landowner constitufes on
entirely new factual defense
that cennot be considered on
veconsideration.

Even more telling is Respondent's attempt to justify her failure
to reconmect Complainant's water service after execution of the
Compromise Agreement;

For the first time in these proceedings, Respondent now alleges
that recormection supposedly became impossible because the
ownier of the property through which the pipeline passed
refused to grant permission for the installation of the water line;
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This allegation deserves no evidentiary weight. It was never
raised during the course of this administrative case, even after
the herein Complamant, through her letter dated April 8, 2016,
informed the Sangguriang Bavan regarding the Respondent's
non-compliance with the Compromise Agreement, despite the
Complainant’s full payment of her unpaid water bill and
reconnecton fees. Accordingly, it was never presented before
the case was submitted for decision;

Respondent likewise failed to submit any affidavit from the
alleged property owner, any written refusal, any
correspondence, certification, sketch, or documentary proof
establishing that such circumstance actually existed;

The allegation therefore constitutes an entirely new factual
matter raised only after Respondent had alveady received an
adverse Decisiony

It is wellsettled in jurisprudence that a motion for
reconsideration is not intended to afford a party the opportunity
to present new factual defenses which could have been raised
during the original proceedings but were not;

A litigant cannot remain silent throughout the proceedings,
allow the tribunal to decide the case on the evidence presented,
and thereafter introduce an entirely different factual theory only
after judgment has been rendersd;

To permit such practice would make lifigation interminable and
would render administrative proceedings vulnerable to
piecemeal presentation of defenses;

Accordingly, Respondent's newly-invented explanation
regarding the alleged refusal of the landowner deserves no
considerationy

Even assuming purely for the sake of argument that difficulties
later arose regarding reconnection, such circumstance does not
erase Respondent's own undertakings under the Compromuse
Agreement;

The Compromise Agreement was not imposed upon
Respondent, rather, the records unequivocally establish that

SlZzze
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Respondent voluntarily agreed to facilitate and cause the
immediate recormection of Complainant's water SeTViICe;

As expressly recognized in the assailed Decision, Complainant
fully paid the amount required under the Compromise
Agreement. Respondent, however, failed to perform the
reciprocal obligation she voluntarily assumed;

It was precisely this unjustified non-performance that prompted
Complainant o inform this Honorable Bedy of Respondent's
continued refusal to reconnect the water service, thereby
necessitating the resumption of the administrative proceedings;

Significantly, Respondent never informed this Honorable Body
during the pendency of the investigation that reconnection had
allegedly become impossible because of a third party's refusal.
Had such circumstance genuinely existed, ordinary prudence
would have dictated that Respondent immediately disclose it to
this Honorable Body and seek appropriate relief;

Instead, Respondent remained silent throughout the
proceedings and invokes the alleged obstacle only after an
adverse Decision had already been rendered. Such conduct
substantially diminishes the credibility of the explanation now
advanced in the Motion for Reconsiderationy

The existence of
Complainant's alleged
alternative source of waiter is
wholly inunaterial

Equelly unavailing is Respondent’s assertion that Complainant
supposedly had access to a deep well and later obtained a
separate water connecton from another barangay. This
argument is legally irrelevant;

The existence of ancther possible source of water neither
validates the arbitrary disconnection nor excuses Respondent's
failure to comply with the Compromise Agreement;

Administrative liability is determined by the legality of the

official act complained of, not by the victim's ability to mitigate
its consequences;

TN ;} . S Yy
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Otherwise, every arbitrary governmental act could be justified
by showing that the injured party eventually found another
means of coping with the harm inflicted. Such reasoning finds
no support in law;

It is precisely because of Respondent’s persistent refusal to hionor
her obligations under the Compromise Agreement that the
Complainant was compelled, out of necessily, to resort to
alternative sources of water for the daily needs of her household.
The Complainant's efforts to mitigate the consequences of
Respondent's wrongful acts cannot be used to exculpate
Respondent from administrative Hability;

Whether Complainant later obtained water elsewhere does rot
erase the fact that Respondent exercised governmental power in
a manner found by this Honorable Body to be arbitrary,
unreasonable, and inconsistent with the standards expected of a
public official;

Jlimately, Respondent has failed to identify any palpable error
in the assailed Decision. Instead, she merely repeats defenses
already considered and rejected while simulianecusly
infroducing new factual allegations unsupported by any
competent evidence and raised only after judgment had been
rendered;

The Decision correctly concluded that Respondent's acis,
considered collectively, including the disconnection without
prior nofice, the faflure to observe procedural faimess, and the
unjustified non-compliance with the Compromise Agreement,
constituted Oppression and Abuse of Authority under Section
60 of the Local Government Code;

There being no showing of any reversible error of fact or law, the
findings of this Honorable Body on these charges must be
sustained;

The alleged publication of
the Decision are collateral
miatters that cannot serve as
grounds for reconsideration.

In the concluding porton of the Motion for Reconsideration,
Respondent departs entively from the substantive issues decided

i1lfzges



69.

70.

71.

by this Honorable Body and raises, for the first time, allegations
concerning the supposed publication of the assailed Decision on
social media. Respondent claims that such publication exposed
her to public embarrassment and allegedly viclated the
confidentiality provisions of Ordinance No. 28, Series of 2026;

With due respect, these allegations deserve no consideration in
resolving the present Motion for Reconsideration. The sole issue
before this Honorable Body is whether the assailed Decision
dated June 19, 2026 conteins any reversible exror of fact or law
warranting its modification, reversal, or setting aside;

Whether the Decision was subsequently shared by any person
has absolutely no bearing upon the correciness of the factual
findings, the appreciation of the evidence, or the legal
conclusions reached by this Honorable Body. It neither
disproves Respondent's misconduct nor diminishes the
substantial evidence supporting the administrative sanctions
imposed;

Tn any event, Complainant, without admitting any viclation of
Ordinance No. 28, Series of 2026, has since voluntarily
removed the subject social media post to avoid further
controversy and in deference to the authority of this Honorable
Sangguniang Bayan. Consequently, Respondent's allegations
regarding the publication have become moot and academic,
there being no continuing act requiring the intervention of this
Honorable Body in these proceedings;

More importantly, the issue of the alleged publication is wholly
collateral to the merits of this administrative case. Assuming
arguendo that Respondent believes the confidentiality provisions
of the Ordinance were violated, such allegation neither affects
the validity of the assailed Decision nor constitutes a legal
ground for its reconsideration. It does not negate the factual
findings of Grave Misconduct, Oppression, and Abuse of
Authority, nor does it diminish the substantial evidence upon
which those findings were based;

Accordingly, the alleged publication should not be permitted to
divert this Honorable Sangguniang Bavan from the only issue
properly before it, whether the Motion for Reconsideration
demonsivates any reversible error of fact or law. Clearly, it does
ot
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PRAYER

WHEREFORE, Complainant respectfully prays that the Motion
for Reconsideration dated July E@%@ filed by Respondent Hon.
Clecfe C. Saliente be DENIED for utter lack of merit, and that the
Decision dated June 19, 2026 finding Respondent administratively
liable for GRAVE MISCONDUCT, OFPRESSION, and ABUSE OF
AUTHORITY, and imposing upon her the penalty of 5ix (6) Months
Suspension Without Pay, be AFFIRMED IN TOTO.

Complainant likewise prays for such other reliefs and remedies
as are just and equitable under the premises.

RESPECTT

TLLY SUBMITT

August 6, 2026, Jaro, Leyte.

| %’H%\Lﬂ ) iégh évi/a\*}\ﬁ"\-é\é
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Copy furnished:

Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente
Brgv. Hall, Farasan, Jaro, Leyte



Republic of the Philippines
Province of Leyte
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO

TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BAYAN

July 15, 2026 e
f‘*? B OFFICE)
(S Bunyaresy |
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS CERTIFIZD £y Ll f
Complainant L e ;
Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte 1DAT %,
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Dear Ms. Devaras,

This refers to your request received by this office last July 7, 2026 for the immediate execution of
the suspension imposed upon the respondent Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente, Punong Barangay of
Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte.

After due consideration, please be informed that the Sangguniang Bayan cannot yet implement
the execution of the Decision.

Section 23 of the Rules of Procedure in the Conduct of Administrative Investigation by the
Sangguniang Bayan of Jaro, Leyte expressly provides that:

"The decision of the Sangguniang Bayan shall become final and executory after the lapse
of thirty (30) days from the receipt of a copy thereof by the complainant or the respondent,
as the case may be, unless a motion for reconsideration is filed within the said period. in
-~ —exceptionally meritorious cases, only one motion for reconsideration by any one party shall
be allowed which shall suspend the running of the thiry (30)-day reglementary period.”

Records show that the respondent timely filed a Motion for Reconsideration on 13 July 2026,
well within the reglementary period. Consequently, pursuant to Section 23 of the Rules, the filing
of the Motion for Reconsideration has suspended the running of the thirty (30)-day period for the
Decision to attain finality. Accordingly, the Decision has not yet become final and executory and,
therefore, cannot yet be implemented.

Moreover, with respect to preventive suspension, the same is not a matter of right on the part of
the complainant. The recommendation of preventive suspension is discretionary on the part of
the Sangguniang Bayan and may be resorted to only when justified under the applicable law.
rules, and the attendant circumstances of the case. It is a-preventive measure and not a penalty,
and its issuance rests upon the sound discretion of the Sangguniang Bayan.

In view of the foregoing, your request for the immediate execution of the suspension is respectfully
DENIED for being premature, without prejudice to the execution of the Decision once it has
attained finality in accordance with the Rules.

For your information and guidance. ?_‘DIJ
' [25ac

A
HON. PEDRCB-TANALA JR.

Presiding Officer/Vice Mayor %IJ S [( G[o( / C{ 6/ Of,;_,_,,. /_f:

Copy furnished:

HON. GLEOFE S. SALIENTE, M % . OLJQ Gk

Respondent
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MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS,
Complainant,

-versus- ADM. CASE NO.

HON. CLEOFE SALIENTE,
Respondent.

FOR: DISHONESTY, MISCONDUCT IN
OFFICE, OPPRESSION, AND ABUSE
OF AUTHORITY UNDER SEC. 60 (C)
AND (E ) OF REPUBLIC ACT NO. 7160
LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE OF 1991.

X /

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

RESPONDENT respectfully moves for the reconsideration of the
Decision dated June 19, 2026 finding her administratively liable for
Grave Misconduct, Oppression and Abuse of Authority. The
dispositive portion of which states, to wit:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Sangguniang Bayan finds
Respondent, HON. CLEOFE C. SALIENTE, Punong Barangay of
Barangay Parasan, administratively liable for GRAVE MISCONDUCT,
OPPRESSION and ABUSE OF AUTHORITY, and hereby imposes the
penalty of suspension from office for a period of six (6) months without pay.

The charge for Dishonesty is hereby DISMISSED for lack of substantial
evidence.

So, ordered. June 19, 2026.



INESS OF THE MOTION

The instanit motion is timely filed under Secfion 23 of Ordinance
Number 28, Series of 2026, having been filed within 30 days from
Respondent’s receipt of the Dedsion on July 3, 2026.

. GROUNDS RELIED ON THE MOTION FOR

RECONSIDERATION

A. The finding that the respondent unilaterally impoeses and

collect charges from consumers absent clear legal basis or
duly enacted local authorization thereby holding her Hable
for Grave Misconduct has no factual basis.

. The record shows that the BPWS is a public utility established

and operated pursuant to0 a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
with the Levte Meropolitan Water District (LMWD) and with
the PrimeWater Infrastructure Corporation, through a joint
Venture Agreement. Respondent signed the agreement as
representative of the barangay which means that the BPWS was
not under her sole authority or confrol, being a mere
represeniative,

2. To rule that Respondent unilaterally imposed and collected the

guestioned charges has no factual basis because the
administration and management of the BPWS is a collective
undertaking by the Barangay Chairman, the Barangay Coundil
and the LMWD /PrimeWater Infrastructure Corporation.

. The finding that Respondent is guilty of Grave Misconduct

when the elemenis of corruption, clear intent fo violate the
law, or flagrant disregard of established rule are absent.

. The parameters on the acts that constitufes misconduct were

defined by the Supreme Court as follows, to wit!

Misconduct is a ransgression of some established and definite
rule of action, more partculerly, uniawful behavior or gross
negligence by the public officer. It is the intentional
wrongdoing or deliberate violation or a rule of law or standard
behavior.

1 Besmnonte vs. Nationa! Police Commission, 952 Fhil 583 (2024}
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In adodnistrative cases, misconduct can be classified as either
simple or grave. Simple misconduct has been defined as an
unacceptable behavior which transgresses the established rules
of conduct for public officers, work-related or not. On the other
hand, in grave misconduct, the elements of corruption, clear
intent to violate the law, or flagrant disregard of an
established rule maust be manifest.

The Complainar
corTuption.

it failed to prove that Respondent acted with

The assailed Decision cannot be sustained because the
complainant utterly failed o establish, by substantial evidence,
that respondent acted with corruption.

Corruption as a qualifying element of Grave Misconduct, has
been defined by the Supreme Court as the unlawful or
wrongful use of one’s official position to procure a benefit for
oneself or for another. Thus, corruption necessatily
contemplates the existence of a personal, pecuniary, or
improper benefit derived from the questioned act”

. In the present case, the complainant failed to adduce any

evidence that respondent personally received, appropriated,
retained, or benefited from any portion of the collechons.
Neither was there any showing that respondent caused the
collections to be diverted to her own use or to the benefit of any
private individual.

The records are likewise bereft of evidence that respondent
enriched herself or acguired any financal or material
advantage by reason of the guestioned collection.

On the contrary, the evidence shows that the collections formed
part of the operational funds of the barangay-operated water
systemn and were utilized to defray the actual expenses incurred
by the barangay and in maintaining the continued operation of
the water systemn for the benefit of the barangay residents.

Significantly, this horniorable body dismissed the charged of
Dishonesty against Respondent, thereby implicitly recognizing
the absence of frand, misappropriation, or unlawhal conversion
of the collections. This finding further negates any inference

3 Cial Service Comrmission vs. Belagan , 483 Phil 801, 523 (3004)
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that respondent unlawfully used her office to obtain a personal
benefit

10.Absent substantial evidence that respondent used her official

position to procure an improper benefit for herself or another,
the essential element of corruption is wanting. Consequently,
one of the indispensable requisites of Grave Misconduct is
absent, and the finding of administrative lability cannot be
sustained.

11.Respondent did not act with clear intent to viclate the law or

with flagrant disregard of established rules.

The second and third gualifying elements of Grave
Misconduct-a clear intent to violate the law and flagrant
disregard of established rules-are likewise absent.

The Supreme Court has consistenitly held that these qualifving
circumstances must be established by substantial evidence and
cannot be presumed from the mere comumission of an mreguiar
act

12.In the present case, the complainant failed to present any

evidence that respondent deliberately or knowingly viclated
the law. There is likewise no evidence that respondent was
aware that the questioned cost-recovery measure was expressly
prohibited by law and intentionally proceeded with the
collection in defiance of such prohibition.

13. On the contrary, the evidence establishes that respondent,

acting jointly with the BPWS administration, acted under the
honest and reasonable belief that they could actually recover
from consumers the actual operational costs necessarily
incurred in maintaining the system.

14 Indeed, there is no evidence that respondent ignored any prior

legal opinion, audit disallowance, divective, or judicial ruling
specifically informing her that the questioned collection was
unlawful. Neither is their evidence that she persisted in the
collection despite knowledge that it violated a settled rule. In
the absence of such proof, it cannot be reasonably concluded
that respondent acted with a clear intent to viclate the law of
vith flagrant disregard of established rules.



collection despite knowledge that it violated a settled rule. In
the absence of such proof, it cannot be reasonably concluded
that respondent acted with a clear intent to viclate the law of
with flagrant disregard of established rules.

15.Notably, this honorable body dismissed the charge of
Dishonesty against the Respondent, thereby recognizing the
absence of fraud and deceif and use of funds for her personal
gain. This finding further negates any conclusion that
respondent acted with a deliberate intent to violate the law.

16.Accordingly, the complainant failed to establish, by substantial
evidence, the second and third qualifying elements required for
Grave Misconduct.

17. In several cases involving public officials with charges of grave
misconduct, the Supreme Cowt made the following
pronouncement, 1o wik

a. To be disciplined for grave misconduct or any grave oifense,
the evidence should be competent and must be derived from
direct knowledge. There must be evidence, independent of the
petitioner’s failure to comply with the rules, which lead to the
foregone conclusion that it was deliberate and was done
precisely to procure some benefit for themselves or for another
person.”

b. Neither cant Espina’s act be considered misconduct, grave or
simple. T

(he records ave bereft of any proof that Espina was
motivated by a premeditated, obstinate or deliberate intent of
violating the law, or disregarding any established rule, or that
he wrongfully used his position to procure some benefit for
himself or for another person, conirary to duty and the rights of
others.*

c. Indeed, while substantial evidence suffices to hold one
administratively liable, it does not authorize any conclusion o
be made as long as there is any evidence to support if; it does
niot excuse administrative agencies from taking into account
countervailing evidence from fairly detracts from the evidence
supportng z finding.”

5. SEMONTe Ve, Jumewak, G.R. No. 242135, January 11, 2023
4. Ombudsman ve. Espina, G.B. No. 213508, darch 15, 2017
5. Palafiz vs. Ombudsman, G.8. No. 240301, dugust 12, 205
5. Germar vs. Legasy, ©.R. Mo, 232532, Uoiober 1, 2018
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others , in the instances where there had been open defiance of
a customary rule; in the repeated voluntary disregard of
established rules in the procurement of supplies; in the practice
of illegally collecting fees more than what is prescribed for
delaved registration of marriages; when several viclations or
disregard of regulations governing the collection of
government funds were committed ; and when the employee
arrogated unto herself responsibilities that were clear beyond
her given duties .

The common denominator in these cases was the employee's
propensity to ignore the rules as clearly manifested by his or
her actions.”

C. The finding that Respondent is guilty of Oppression and

Abuse of Authority is not supported in facts and in law.

18.The finding of Oppression and abuse of authomty is not

supported by substantial evidence. The disconnection of
complainant’s water service was not arbiirary or motivated by
malice but was affected pursuant to the barangay’s established
policy that all consumers who fail to pay their water bills are
subject to automatic disconnection. This policy was uniformly
applied to all delinquent consumers. Complamant was not
singled out or subjected to discriminatory treatment.

19 Likewise, the alleged failure to immediately reconnect

complainant’'s water service despite the parties’ compromise
agreement cannot be atiributed to respondent as an act of
oppression or abuse of authority. The delay in the reconnection
resulted from circumstances beyond respondent’s conirol, as
the owner of the property where the pipeline was to passed
refuses {o grant permission.

20.Respondent had no legal authority to compel the property

owner to allow the installation of the pipeline, as doing so
would infringe upon the owner's property rights. Respondent
cannot be held administratively liable for circumstances that
were beyond her control and which she had no lawful
authority to override. Moreover, Complainant was not
completely deprived of access to water because she had an
existing deep well as an alternative source of water and
subsequently caused the installation of a separate water
connection in the adjacent barangay.

5. Germar vs. Legaspl, G.R. No. 232532, October 1, 2018
7. tmperial, br. Vs, §SIS, G.R. Ho. 181224, Qoisber 4, it 1A



21.Absent proof that respondent exercised her authority in an
arbitrary, capricious, or oppressive manner, or exceeded bonds
of her lawful authority, the charges of oppression and abuse of
authority cannot be sustained.

11, CLOSING STATEMENT AND PRAYVEERE

22 Ultimately, the assailed Dedsion is unsupported by both the
evidence on record and settled jurisprudence. The complainant
failed to discharge the burden of proving, by substantial
evidence, that respondent acted with corruption, a clear indent
to viclate the law, or a flagrant disregard of established rules.
Neither was their substantal evidence proving that Respondent
acted arbitrarily, oppressively, or with bad faith to warrant the
findings of oppression and abuse of authority.

23.The evidence instead demonstrated that respondent acted
openly, transparently, and in good faith, motivated solely by
her earnest desire to presence the continued operation of the
BPWS and to ensure the uninterrupted delivery of potabie
water to residents.

24 The disconmection of complainant’'s waler service was
implemented pursuant o a uniformly appled policy on
delinquent accounts, while the delav in reconnecion was
brought about by circumnstances beyond respondent’s control.

s

25 WHEREFORE, premises considered, respondent respectfully
prays that the assailed Decision be reconsidered and set aside,
and that the charges for Grave Misconduct, Oppression and
Abuse of Authority be dismissed for failure of the
complainant to establish the elements of the offense.

<

26. Aside from the foregoing, Respondent likewise respectfully
informs this Honorable Office that a copy of the decsion was
subseguently posted on social media. The public dissemination
of the Decision has exposed respondent to unnecessary ridicule,
embarrassment and public humiliation, causing prejudice to
her reputation as an elected public official and as a2 member of
the commumnity.



27 Respondent respectfully submits that such publication appears
1o be contrary to Section 22 of Ordinance No. 28, Series of 2025,
which prohibits the unauthorized disclosure or publication of
decisions and records covered by its confidentiality provisions.
While respondent does not, at this time, seek any determination
of liability in these proceedings with respect to the
unauthorized publication, she deems it proper to bring this
matter to the attention of this Honorable Office for ifs
appropriate consideration.

28.The unauthorized dissemination of the assailed Dedsion
likewise undermines the integrity and orderly administration
of this proceeding by exposing a party to public judgment and
condernnation before the Dedsion has attained fmality.
Administrative due process includes the opportunity to seek
reconsideration and, where available, judicial review. Public
circulation of a non-final decision f{rustrates this remedies by
subjecting the respondent fo unwarranfed public opindon
before the proceedings have been conclusively terminated.

29. In view thereof, Respondent further prays that this Honorable
Office take notice of the foregoing circumstances and take
action as it may deem necessary regarding the unauthorized
dissemination of the assailed Dedsion.

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

HON. CLECFE SALIENTE
Barangay Chairman/Respondent
National ID No. 5975-1703-1472-1587



CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that copy of the foregoing Motion was
furnished to the Complainant. Meriam C. Parado-Devaras at
her residence in Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyie through
registered mail per registry receipt number on

&

HON. CLEOFE SALIENTE
Respondent



—~_

~——r

mw; Messenger .
a

v Facehook com

Data mode @ Buy data
<
Meriam Parado Devaras = °* Join °°*
Taga-Parasan kami!
Juld « @

Adi na po an decision han Jaro Sanggunian
Bayan regarding han amun reklamu regarding
han water supply ha Brgy Parasan, Jaro, Leyte...

O0% 11 325 Comments

dYH 1 () 325 &2

Open app

0 <



S

L X ]

<4

oy

Data mode (@ Buy data

<

| Taga-Parasan kami! « Join
Meriam Parado Devaras  Jul4 = (3

Adi ha po an decision han Jaro Sanggunian
Bayan regarding han amun reklamu regarding
han water supply ha Brgy Parasan, Jaro, Leyte...
TR DA A R O O AT 13

Q WENICPALITY OF JAmE

BERAN § AROD A EADS B0V ARLE

Mwsimirisulive Cive W
EIE

WO CLBOFE § SALIEATE,
vyt e e (haryripry [ussen b, Lo

e b

O0% 11 325 Comments
ks i & Q) 325 2

@ ®  Answer as Cris @ ® @@

= O 1 <J




July 06, 2026
THE HONORABLE MEMBERS
Sangguniang Bayan
Municipality of Jaro, Leyte
SB Session Hall, Multi-Purpose Building
Jaro, Leyte

THRU: HON. PEDRO B. TANALA, JR. o7 / 7 fa.aacp 1€ AM

Municipal Vice Mayor
SB Presiding Officer 0¥

RE: Request for the Immediate Execution of Suspension Against Hon. Cleofe
C. Saliente (Administraive Case No. 01-2026)

Dear Honorable Members of the Sangguniang Bayan:

This formal letter is submitted to respectfully request the immediate execution and
implementation of the suspension order rendered against HON. CLEOFE C. SALIENTE, Punong
Barangay of Barangay Parasan.

As explicitly shown in the attached Decision of this Honorable Body dated June 19, 2026,
Respondent Saliente was found administratively liable for GRAVE MISCONDUCT,
OPPRESSION, and ABUSE OF AUTHORITY. Consequently, the Sanggunian imposed the
penalty of suspension from office for a period of six (6) months without pay.

Under Section 68 of Republic Act No. 7160, otherwise known as the Local Government
Code of 1991, it is explicitly mandated that:

“Section 68. Execution Pending Appeal. - “An appeal shall not prevent a
decision from becoming final or executory...” .

In view of this clear statutory mandate, any potential or pending appeal filed by the
Respondent does not stay or halt the execution of the penalty imposed by this Honorable Body.
The decision remains immediately executory to safeguard the integrity of public office and
prevent any further disruption or abuse within Barangay Parasan.

Accordingly, 1 humbly urge the Honorable Body to immediately coordinate with the
appropriate executing authorities, including the Department of the Interior and Local
Government (DILG) and the Local Government of Jaro, Leyte, to enforce the six-month
suspension without pay without further delay.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter of urgent public interest and for your
unwavering commitment to accountability and good governance.

Respectfully yours,

Tuny -

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS

Complainant
Copy furnished: —r T Em————
Pl }l g B ~’ BT fen {:-T‘ 5 e
MUNICIPAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS OFFICER (MLGOO) !"‘ff - } SIEN AupTeracy
Department of the Interior and Local Government (DILG) SR PRV L T

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN - VISAYAS
Tacloban Regional/Satellite Office
3/F LY Building, Fatima Village, Barangay 77, Tacloban City

i
Jazo, Leyte IJ .
|
{




Republic of the Philippines

Province of Leyte p os [m/m H:18AM
Municipality of Jaro
SANGGUNIANG BAYAN T
SB3 OFFICE

CERIIFIED PY ;7“353;?;
DAT E: /D Q/Qsig
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SB Session Hall, Multi-Purpose Building ’
Jaro, Leyte |
!

Complainant,
For: Dishonesty, Misconduct

- versus -
HON. CLEOFE C. SALIENTE in Office, Oppression, and
: % Ab f Authority 4

PUNONG BARANGAY OF M. 0L CORRAEEY THRIE
Section 60 (c) and (e) of R.A.

PARASAN, JARO LEYTE g i

Respondent. 0. 7160 (Local Government

Code of 1991)

i X

COMPLAINANT’S POSITION PAPER

COMES NOW, the undersigned Complainant, unto this
Honorable Sangguniang Bayan, most respectfully submits this
Position Paper for the above-entitled case and in support thereof avers
that:

L TIMELINESS

1.  On May 6, 2026, the Complainant received the Order to submit
a Position Paper, dated May 5, 2026, of the Honorable
Sangguniang Bayan. From receipt thereof, the Complainant has
fifteen (15) days to file the said pleading or until May 21, 2026.
Ergo, this Position Paper is timely filed;

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS

2.  OnFebruary 4, 2026, the Complainant filed a Verified Complaint
against the Respondent, Hon. Cleofe S. Saliente, incumbent
Punong Barangay of Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, for
Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of
Authority under Section 60 (c) and (e) of Republic Act No. 7160
(Local Government Code of 1991);

OI/UZM/’-*@MMA . e

m
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The complaint stemmed from the irregular managemem by the
Respondent of the Barangay Parasan Water Svstem ("BFY %S g
as its President and Collecting Officer. The Respondent impose @
and collected a “12% VAT from consumers, despite BPW5n

being a VAT-registered entity, which was later é‘ecepﬁ ely
relabeled as “Maintenance”” fees;

Furthermore, the Respondent unilaterally increased water tariffs
by Php 2.00/m® and impesed an arbitrary "water loss™ charge
without an enabling barangav ordinance;

On October 30, 2025, the Complainant, together with twenty-six
§’?é§} constituents of Barangav Parasan, signed and submitted a

ormal cemplaint to the %gxm&i of the Interior and EGIEL
Gm ernment (DILG ) which detailed the Gf%&i“aﬁ{:eg raised b
residents Barangay Parasan, _pesmca%é}n the 12% VAT zﬂﬁpﬁgﬁd
by the Eif‘&%b under the R%S’;:@ﬂdaﬁ’é leadership, the

unexplained surge in water consumption charges (including th
Php 2.00/m? increase), and the demand for a comprehensive
audit of the 12% VAT collecHons from 2019 to the present
However, instead of addressing these queries with transparency
or staying the imposition of fees, the BPWS, under Respondent's
direction, unilaterally increased the water tariff;

%?

]
ok
L
(A

Instead of answering the questions raised by the residentis
through the DILG, the Respondent, without serv -
Disconnection to the Complainant, @rgwwé cla
handwritten "Memorandum of Agreement” dated \«a&a*r%zer 18,
20255 to summarily and permanently disconnect the
Complainant’s water connection;

Ei"i

(m
S
2,
g
]
h
<
g

During the pendency of this administrative case before the
Honorable Sangguniang Bavan, the Complainant and the
Respondent entered into and signed a Compromise Agreement®
on March 24, 2026, under the following terms:

The Re&gonﬁem &g}'ﬁeé to facilitate and/or cause the
immediate reconnection of the water service of the

- : . s TP
Anmex "B and series” of the Leﬁmmm& ‘s Verifed Complaint

¥ anmnex "C7 of the %Gﬂ?i&xﬂaﬂﬁ s Veriffed C @mgﬁi-ﬁi:

[

u 4&

L]

Annex "D of the Complainant’s Verifled Complaint

Annex ”E” of the Complainant’'s Verified Lﬁmp; ]
ATHeN Of TN LAEmPIainants verified Coinpiain

Exchibit” %

YApay P EIYY Y
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complainant, subject 0 compliance with the conditions
therein stated;

b. The Qﬁ?mpéammf: agr

obligations, including any unpaid water bill and

-+

reconnection fees; and

agreed to setile all oulstanding

Lo

¢. Upon compliance with the terms thereof, the agreemen
shall constitute a full and final settlement of the dispute
between the parties thereby waiving any further claims
arising therefrom

In compliance with her obligations under the &Ciﬁpi"w mise
Agreement, the Complainant fully settled and paid her
mﬁsﬁ@tdmg pavables in the tofal amount of Php ;:i'f}” ud, as
evidenced by a handwritten proof of pavment’ signed bv the
Barangay Secretary, Jariyn Diola, on March 30, 20Z6;

£

However, despite Complainant's faithful compliance, the
Respondent failed and refused to faqlitate or cause the
immediate reconnection of Complainant’s water service, in clear
viclation of the Compromise Agreement;

Consequently, the Complamant i
mmugh a letter dated April 8, 20268 ?Egaf{ﬁéﬁg the Fespondent's
non-compliance with the Compromise Agreement;

Due to the unresclved issues and Respondent's conbinued

r@fma; to reconnect Complainant's water service, the Honorable
Sangguniang Bayan issusd an Order éa@ed May §; y 3

the parties to submit their respective Position Pa

L  IS5UE

ab

m

Whether the Respondent should be held administratively Labi
for Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office, -’"”*pp
Authority under Sections 60(c) and 60(e} o

7160,

P ’%" "y

o, and Abuse o

S5i0
of Republic Act ?“ﬁ

T EXTUDE T
% Exhibit " C7

(A%}

Ml f. it
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V., ARGUMENTS AND DISCUSSIONS

RESPONDENT'S DEFENSE REGARDING ALLEGED NON-
OINDER OF INDISPEMNSABLE PARTIES ISWITHOUT
MERIT,

The argument of the Respondent that the Complaint allegadly
failed to implead indispensable ;aﬁﬁes be h
implementation of the BPWS involved other barangayv officials
and entities pursuant to the “‘@«E@mu}mé@zﬂ of A o

Levte Metropolitan Water District (LMWD) and Primewater
deserves no merik;

Jurisprudence dictates that in administrative proceeding
technical rules of procedure and evidence are not sizictly 2 y}ﬁ&d}
and administrative due process cannot be fully equated with due
process in its sirict judicial sense”;

1 - FZ Lo . 4
ole marbies’ iz a congept In IV

The rule on “indispensar 1
procedure and is not controlling in administzative cases absent
express aﬁ@pi‘mﬁ. In other w@z‘ds, admmg'??a%’i Ve P

are not governed by all technical rules applicable

courts;

yodk 4

P

The fact that other barangay 1

management of the BFWS éu es not preclude the filing of an
administrative complaint solelv against ixeﬁ‘g;@micm especially
where the acts complained of were undertaken under her
authority and leadership as the BTWDS T}yeﬁmem and Coliecting
Otficer;

fficials have participated in the
1

RESPONDENT COMMITTED DISHONESTY AND
DUCT IN OFFICE THROUGH THE UNAUTHORIZED

Pt

COLLECTION OF CHARGES WITHOUT LEGAL BASIS
TRANSPARENCY, AND ACCOUNTABILITY.

The records indubitably show that Respondent, ¢
capacity as Punong Barangay and as Presicent/ C{}ﬁ%cﬁ}; g
Officer of the BPWS, caused the collection of charges
denominated as “12% VAT” from consumers as shown in BPWS5
water billing statements despite the fact that the BPWS is not a
VAT-registered entity and does not issue BlR-authorized othicia

% v' i
Pj)
)
Y
o

Cf“é}
%
fiyod
e
[§1]
F3

fe{zezpisg,

4 Palac v, Florenting Internatonal, Inc, G.R. No. 186967, January 18, 2017

N
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Respondent attempts to evade Hability by claiming that the issue
invelves interpretation and enforcement of tax laws allegedly

'y
iaﬁ:im& excl ;zsweé% within the authoritv of the Bureau of Internal
Fevenue (BIR}. Such argurnent is wdsplaced;

The principal issue in this administrative case is not whether the
BIR should assess taxes or determine tax deficiencies in relation
to the operation of BPWS, but whether Respondent, as a public
official, comumitied dishonesty, misconduct, oppression. and
abuse of authority in the exercise of her officiai functions;

The Complaint merelv points ouf fachual circumstances

demonstrating irregularity and bad faith, namely: the collection

of charges denominated as 1

consumption charges. The Complainant argue

%:%*&8 "tax" is entirely lmproper, considering that the B
VAT-registered entity and does not issue BlR-accrediied

receipts to support collection of taxes in the guise of "12% VAT

;\

Significantly, Respondent herself @dmm@d in her Verified
Answer that the separate imposition of the “12% VAT upon
consumers was eventually discontinued after LMWD
rewgrefsemam es clarified ;%"s,zmw the September 4, 2025 assembly
that VAT was already In zs:mui&,& n the bulk water charges billed
by Primewater to the BFWS. Such admission effectively confirms
that the separate imposition of 2 “12% VAT upon individual
COMSUMErs was Improper and unnecessary;

More importantly, the Resp ~ndent failed to address the issue
repeatedly raised by the consumers of BPWS which is the
absence of transparency, liquidation, and accounting of
collections, particularly the “12% VAT component which was
later relabeled as “Maintenance”. The mere relabeling of the
charge does not cure the frregularity surrounding its collection;

The Respondent’s invocation of good faith deserves scant
consideration. Even assuming ﬁwemi that the initial
imposition of the “12% VAT” was patterned after the billing
structure of ILMWD and Primewater, the Rasp@ﬁd@ﬁis
nevertheless continued collecting substantially similar charges
under another Ea’b&i name }? “Maintenance,” after the
questioned “VAT” collections were exposed auwring the
barangay assemnbly;

i
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The Respondent failed to provide

A
3 - e i S [
ransparency regarding the us 5 i

show whether it was actuall

;wm{
)
ﬁg
s

considersed for a refund to é‘e consumers atter its separate
imposition was discovered tc be improper;

The Respondent likewise admitted the imposition of
maintenance fees and increases allegedly to cover operational
expenses such as repairs, maintenance. labor, and svstem
The Complainant does not dispute that a water distribution
systern necessarily incurs operational expenses. However, the
existence of operational expenses does not authorize Res :
to  arbitrarily impose charges without proper ordi
zi}f&ﬁggsaﬁeﬁ“}g Gr az:a-&m?érmg such as in the present case;

o]
(#
) el
- ?
U
L
D
o

m
W
1

As a public us‘fﬁf cial, Regp@ﬁden?{ is mandated to obs

fransparency and accountability. The active refusal to provide a
iguidation or Riﬁé}m‘*mm of the K»tf collections, later
s undue njury to

@Cﬁéﬁﬁ?@?ﬂ"’ relabeled as K;mzﬁﬁﬁm | cause

the consumers of Barangay Parasan. This lack of @:a;:azsg;afe Y,

coupled with the @z:%}w&ﬁ relabelin g of funds, strongly suggesis

a viclation of Section 3*8’3 of Republic Act No. 3019 ( :%azzmﬁfazi‘ﬁ
‘:‘} i -

s
nd Corrupt Practices Act), which prohibits public

e D 5 1 P .

aamSuig any undue Injury to amf party through manifest
1a3 t bad faith or oross inexcusable o F D e e
partiality ovident bad faith, or £TOss inexcusabie negigende;

Under the RA. 7610 (Local Government Code of 1991}, anv

A

imposition of taxes, fees, or charges, must be implemented

I S TS A
22 enacied By fhe

i;;,(

i

through a valid Barangay Ordinance « )
Sangguniang Barangay and subiected fo ; ublic hearings.
Respondent’s unilateral imposition of the 12% 1t
2.00/ m? tariff increase, and the "water loss” charges were done
without the benefit of any ordinance, making these collections
ultra vires and legally infirmy;

Furthermore, residents repeatedly
and accounting of the collection
Instead of providing firansparency,
scolded the reszdanég mé ven stated:
komo.”, and further de: clareq “Axc o it w%" fﬁ@fi dire z*g‘
kensumidor, Salit pautod naiz it dive nasugot.”

&3}
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These statements unmistakably ﬁemf‘mﬁméﬁ Respondent's

ar%*ﬁ:aﬁ and xe‘{aimmm* attitude toward consumers guestionin
the Qﬁ@aﬁ‘g@&

Ki

;:.5

s

Respondent likewise aﬁﬁm?% to disclaim responsibility by
arguing that the BPWS was implemented pursuant to a MOAT
mwolving LMWD as gf@ ;ﬁm@wai@, and that the barangav did
not exercise compiete or 61(1%5:{% control over the water svstem.
This argument is misleading;

The ¢ participation of LMWD and Primewater is limited to the
supply of bulk water to Barangay Parasan pursuant to the m@ﬁ,
Their participation does not extend to the internal management
and ﬁpiﬁ?&.ﬁﬁﬁ of the BPWS, which include the individual billing
to consumers, collection of pavments, maintenance f
disconnection and reconnection, eﬁm‘ce"z‘zw t of policies, and the
daily operations of the BPWS;

31, Respondent herself exercised authority
and erdorcement of th
invoke such authori Ty when imposing charees  and

e gue 5@3 ned ps::maes 5&@«: CaTTIOT THOW

disconnecting consumers, then disown responsivility when
admﬁﬁszrf&ﬁwe accountability is sought;

o

A

Kespondent likewise inwokes the presumpiion of regularity in
ﬁ*‘aae g}@ﬁ@fﬁ'&aﬁ{e of ;;9%5;— ial «;:Lix ies. me ever, m{:;; gﬁﬁ@m ption
%

evidence 5&@@@1&% arbi %:f ariness, bregularity, %rﬁi bad ;%raz*z?:z.

Inn the instant case, substantial evidence exisis showing: the

(O8]

imposition of s:?gm;r ges without the corresponding ordinance
approving the same; absence of proper zocouniing
Hguidation with ::’%g@{;é: to the “12% VAT
“Water Loss” charges; retaliatory conduct aj

consurmers; and arbifrary ;L;igggmﬁﬁtﬁﬁﬁf& of qisconneciios

without due notice o the concerned Cconsum
Complainant. These circumstances sufficien
presumption of reguiarity;

RESPONDENT COMMITTED OPPRESSION AND ABUSE
OF AUTHORITY WHEN SHE CAUSED THE
DISCONNECTION OF COMPLAINANT'S WATER

“Armex TAT of the Com

M

d
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SERVICE WITHQUT DUE PROCESS ANDI REFUSED
RECONNECTION DESPITE THE COMPROMISE
AGREEMENT.

The disconnecton of Eemyéamami"s water service was carried
out without prior written notice and without affordine
Complainant an opportunity to be heard;

Respondent attempts to justify the disconnection by dlaiming
that it resulted from non-payment. Such defense is it COID }8 e
and misleading;

The Verified Cﬁmpgmm expressly alleged that Complainant
manifested willingness to pay her actual lawful :
consumption c‘"m’g@g but Respondent refused to
paﬁ;mﬂz‘i urless the disputed and unauthorized charges w
likewise inclu de

More importantly, granting that unpaid obligations existed,
Respondent still failed to observe procedural due process prior
to disconnection considering that the Complainant wa:

formally served a written Notice of Disconnection nor afforded
any meaningful opportunity to contest the questioned charges;

Water is a basic human necessity and access to it ;i;& a W@*e:i’:g‘;
right. In Ardiente v. Pastorfide, ¢ 3
*%“ha}t even if a utility operator h as a righ’é: to {:é isconmnect service,
such right must be exercised with i

faith. Disconnection without prior m@-@ii-‘i
disconnecton out of malice, constitutes a viais
of the MNew Civil Cede.

Instead, the Respondent approved a  handwritien

“Memorandum of Agreement”!¢ dated November 18, 202>
purportedly a&;“&'&ﬁf‘é?jﬂﬁ the permanent disconnection of
Complainant’s water connection. Said meeting was conducted
without notice to or participation by the Complainant

The disconnection cccurred immediately after the Complameant
and other residents sought intervention™ from the DILG and

4]



45.

46,

d@mmdeé an audit and accounting of the collections imposed
v the BFWS;

Rather than aé:gsﬁizeﬁsmg the concerns fransparently, Q&sp@ndﬁm&
s,z‘zgled ouf Complainant and caused the disconnection of her
water service;

The timing of the disconnection of Respondent’s water line in
violation of due process. occurring immediately after
Complainant sought intervention from the DILG for an audit,
clearly demonstrates that the act was not a legitimate
enforcement of water system rules but a retaliatory measure.
This act was specifically intended to harass, intimidate, and

,ﬁ\,

punish the Complainant for being vocal in demanding
accountability and transparency regarding the collection of fees
by the BPWS. Such a vindictive exercise of power is the very

essence of oppression as contemplated by Section 60 of the Local
Government Code.

Respondent’s bad faith became even more evident after the
execution of the Compromise Agreement dated March 24, 2026,
in which the Complainant faithfully complied with her total
cbligations and paid the amount of Php 1,707.0G;

Despite such compliance, Respondent still failed and refused t
facilitate or cause the reconmnection of (o m;;;z&zmnf s water
service. Thus, even assuming the OZ’EW"’%@& disconnection was
allegedly due to non-payment, such issue was already rendered
moot by the subsequent Compromise Agreement and
Complainant’s full compliance therewith;

Respondent’s continued refusal to reconmect the water service
despite full payment clearly demonstrates that the disconnection
was not merely about enforcement of payment cbligations, but
was tainted with bad faith, retaliation, oppression and abuse of
authority;

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE EXISTS TO ESTABLISH
RESPONDENT'S ADMINISTRATIVE LIABILITY

Dishonesty has consistently been defined in administrafive
jurisprudence as the concealment or distortion of truth in a
matter conmected with one’s office or the disposition to lie, cheat,
deceive, or defraud. It encompasses not onldy  outright

L% ¢



musappropriation  or personal enrichment but likewise
untrustworthiness, lack of integritv, lack of hon nesty, probity or
integrity in principle, ia'%: of fairness and sty mgﬁﬁm%ﬁmﬁe%
disposition to defraud, deceive or betray;

Respondent attempts tc evade lability by arguing that
Complainant aﬁe@eéf‘ fatled fo prove unlawiul eﬂﬁﬁhmhp
iversion of pﬂ;ﬁézﬁh funds, or personal appropriation of
collections. This argument is legally flawed;

A public officer may be held administratively liable for
dishonesty where the evidence demonstrates deliberate
misrepresentation, concealment of material facts, deceptive
conduct, or bad faith in the exercise of official functions;

The Water Billing Statements attached o the Verifiec
clearly show that the BPWS im;}@sam an additional charge

expressly denominated as "12% VAT on %tg:a;s £

actual water consumption charges. These bi Eﬁiwg staternents are

direct documentary evidence of the questioned collecti

Significantly, the Respondent herself admitted in her Verified
Answer that such separate “12% VAL QGmﬁﬁﬁeﬁi was
eventually discontinued after LMWD representatives clarified
during the E@péﬁmb@r 4, 2025 assembly that VAT was already
included in the bulk water charges billed to the BPWS;

This admission substantially corroborates Complainant
aliegation that the separate imposition of the "12% ﬁ—mi Lpon
individual consumers was improper;

Moreover, the billing statements likewise demonstrate that after
public objections were raised regarding the “12% VAL the
same charge merely reappeared under another denomination,
specifically “Maintenance”;

This circumstance supports the Complainant’s allegation that
instead of genuinely rectifving the questioned collections,
Respondent merelv d‘semmed the label of the charge without
addyessmg the mcﬁeﬁvmw issue of EANSPArency, acco untm;w
and legal basis. Instead of @aaaﬁmﬁm&v %&ﬁiaﬁ ng the nature.
computation, uiilization, and legal basis of the collections,

Ind %

o
iia

oy

ey

eferer on Secierioy and Safiry, Coure of Appeals v Diencg, of wl., Ao Nos AT 3T fuse 10,
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Respondent merely altered the label appearing on the bill
statements;

O
f"“\
FaF

Such conduct reasonably creates the i A?Etsﬁ n ii"ﬁ'g the chang
was intended not to correct the irregularity, but to avoid further
scrufiny while continuing substantially similar collections;
Thus, the billing statements constitute %@bﬁ&mﬁaﬁ evidence of
the uﬁaaﬁmméed and arbilrary Imposition of charges under
Respondent’s admindstration;
e refusal or failure to provide transparent accounting despite
repeated demands from residents demonstrates ¢
m@*’t&;ﬁem with good faith administration of pub
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Hence, totality of Respondent’s acts demonstrates a pattern of
deceptive and ézﬁlmneﬁi u}ﬁdi‘%at in the management and
implementation of the BPWS:

Taken collectively, the documentary evidence, Respondent's
own admissions, the chronology of @&“s::s:zfs and the surrounding

circumstances establish subs Lémmé dence sufficient to hold
Rmﬂﬁﬁﬁ@m administratively liable m’z*”’ﬁz Sections 60{c) and

60{e) of Republic Act No. 716l
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?f&zﬁipm that public office is a public trust. As Punong Barangay
and head of the hs{zarg : '
was duty-bound to exex W
fadrness, accountabilitv, aﬂd respect for the rights of her
constituents;

Instead of fostering trust and openness, the records show a
pattern of arbitrary imposition of charges, refusal to provids
proper accounting, retaliatorv ireatment &gam&z dissenting
consumers, and dmgeﬂafﬁ of due process and even of obligations
voluntarily umdema&»aﬁ through the Compromise Agreement;

J

Public officials are not vested with auth
suppress legitimate inguiries, or wi fi;fi pv.é:}ﬁé: powWer as an
mstrument of retaliation;
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62. The Constitution d m-‘,ﬁd;i from every public officer the highest
degree of integr z‘ﬁ?@ﬁgéﬁﬁﬁ:}; and accountability to the
@@ﬂ.’ie they serve. R nondent's actuations, viewed collechvely,
Cﬁﬁﬁ@%i@ a clear &@na%"% from these constitutional and
statutory standards, me@“@:?’*‘“ warranting the exercise by this
Honorable Sangguniang Bayan of its disciplinary authority
under the Local Government Code.

FRAYER

(“‘%‘

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Complainant
respectfully prays that after due consideration, judgment be rendered
by the Honorable Sangguniang Bayan:

2

1. FINDING Respondent Hon. Cleofe 5 Saliente
administratively lable for Dishonesty, Miscor ]
Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority under ﬁeiﬁ@na
60{(c) and 60(e) of Republic Act No. 7160;

et
Q¢
?"’}
e
Yook
o

b

IMPOSING upon  Respondent the  appropriate
admirdstrative 'Q@Q&Eﬁ@@ as warranted under ine
Circuim P»idﬁx%&z ard

MTING such other reliefs just and eguitable under the
oregoing crcumstances.

:\Jw)
2

-

b

RESPECTIFULLY SUBMITTED.

21 May 2026, jaro, Levie.

YL A0 P iy
MERIAM CABTDOG PARADO-DEVAR A5

Copy furnished:

Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente
Brgy. Hall, Parasan, Jaro, Levie

f
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VERIFICATION

I, MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS, Filipino, of legal
age, married, a resident of Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, after having
been duly sworn to in accordance with law do hereby state that:

1. Tam the Complainant in the above-entitled Position Paper;

2. Thave caused its preparation and have read and understood the
same and all the allegations contained therein are true and correct
out of my own personal knowledge and/or based on authentic
records;

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

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

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto affixed my signature,
this MAY 2 1 208 in TACLOBAN CITY

mMoin  F - delayy
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Affiant
PRC ID No. 0807675

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this

MAY 21 208 | affiant showing to me her competent proof of

identity and swore before me that she has fully understood the

contents and allegations in the foregoing instrument and that the same
is her free and voluntary act and deed.

Witness my hand and seal in the date and place above-written.
1is




EXHIBIT “A”

Republic of the Philippines
Province Of Leyte
MUNICIPALITY OF JARC

TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BAYAN

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS |
Complainant,

Administrative Case No. 01-2026

For: Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office.
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority

versus-

HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE,
Punong Barangay

Barangay Parasan Jaro. Leyte
Respondent.

X > 4

COMPROMISE AGREEMENT

UNDERSIGNED PARTIES, after undergoing Preliminary Conference before the
Sanggunian Bayan en Banc of Jaro, Leyte, herein parties hereby willingly and knowingiy
enter into Compromise Agreement, the terms and conditions of which are as follows:

1. The Respondent agiees to faciitate andfor cause the immediate
reconnection of the water service of the Complainant. subject to compliance
with the conditions herein stated;

2. The Complainant agrees to settle all outstanding cbiligations, including any
unpaid water bills and reconnection fees on or before March 25, 2026; and

3. Upon full compliance with the terms of this Agreement, particularly the
payment of dues and reconnection of service, constitute a full and final
settiement of the dispute between the parties concerning the subject matter
herein, and both parties hereby waive any further claims arising therefrom.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the Parties herete have mutuality and voluntarily agreed
to the above stipulations, and sign this Agreement at Sanggunian Bayan Legisiative
Building Jaro, Leyte on this 24" day of March 2026.

’I'N/vu / - Qs St
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE
Complainant Respondent
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- - EXHIBIT “C”

April 08, 2026

THE HONORABLE MEMBERS
Sangguniang Bavan

Municipality of Jaro, Leyte

5B Session Hall, Multi-Purpose Building

Jaro, Levte
- oylisfacne  aoePH
THRU: HON. FRANCISO R. ALTRES og'”‘-i
Presiding Officer
RE: Violation of the Compromise Agreement relative to Administrative

Case No. 01-2026

Dear Honorable Members of the Qangguniang‘ﬁa}rant

[ am writing to formaily bring to the attention of this Honorable Body the non-
compliance of the Respondent, Hon. Cleofe S. Saliente, with the terms of the Compromise
Agreement signed and approved on March 24, 2026.

Pursuant to Item No. 2 of the said agreement, | have fully fulfilled my obligation to
settle all outstanding payables. I paid the unpaid water bills and other charges on March 28
and 30, 2026, totaling Php 1,707.00. Attached to this letter is a copy of the proof of payments
as concrete evidence of my full compliance with the financial requirements of the agreement.

However, despite my compliance, the Respondent has failed to fulfill the reciprocal
obligation stated in Item No. 1, which is to cause the immediate reconnection of my water
service. As of this date, my water line remains disconnected. This inaction constitutes a clear
and willful violation of our signed agreement.

In view of this breach of faith and contract, | most respectfully urge the Sangguniang
Bayan to: ‘

1. Declare the Compromise Agreement nuilified due to the Respondent’s failure to

perform her mandated obligations therein; and
2. Proceed with the hearing of Administrative Case No. 01-2026 for Dishonesty,
Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority.

1 look forward to your immediate action on this matter to ensure that justice is served
and my access to basic services is restored without further delay. '

Respectfully yours,

Ty P Ay

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Complainant




£
*7’ Republic of the Philippines
g 2 Province of Leyte
Ncy & MUNICIPALITY OF JARO

TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BAYAN

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADU-DEVARAS

Complainant,
Administrative Case No. 01-2026
For: Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office, Oppression,
and Abuse of Authority under Section 60 (c) and (e}
of Republic Act No. 7160 (Local Government Code

of 1991)
versus-
HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE,
Punong Barangay, Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte
Respondent.
X X
ORDER

1

Records show that the parties previously entered into a ComprOmise Agreement
dated 24 March 2026 in an effort to amicably settle the case. However, it appears that the
terms and conditions of the said agreement were not fully complied with, thereby
necessitating the continuation of these proceedings.

In observance of the fundamental requirements of due process, this Honorable
Sangguniang Bayan hereby directs both parties to submit their respective Position Papers
to aid in the just and expeditious disposition of this case.

Accordingly, the Complainant and the Respondent are hereby ORDERED to submit
their respective Position Papers, which shall contain:

A clear and concise statement of facts;

The issues for resohition;

Arguments and applicable laws or jurisprudence; and

Supporting evidence, including affidavits of witness/ess and other relevant
documents.

Both parties are hereby given a non-extendible period of fifteen (15) days from receipt
of this Order within which to submit their Position Papers before this Honorable Body.

Failure on the part of either party to comply within the prescribed period shall be
construed as a waiver of their right to submit the same, and this case shall thereafter be
deemed submitted for resolution based on the available records.

SO ORDERED.

Jaro, Leyte, Philippines. S5 May 2026.
N\

HON. PEDRO B. TANALA JR.
Presiding Officer/Vice Mayor

Copy furnished:

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Complainant

CLEOFE S. SALIENTE,

s Recases Fuy
e



Republic of the Philippines
Province Of Leyte
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO

TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BAYAN

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS

Complainant, )
Administrative Case No. 01-2026
For: Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority
versus-
HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE, —_—_——r———
Punong Barangay EE”B; OFFiICES
Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte ; g CIDISD PUrYemamy, |
Respondent. A !'” AL LR ,
x —x |OAT E: 16 ‘?LQ).‘M'

i

BY:
L,

COMPROMISE AGREEMENT

UNDERSIGNED PARTIES, after undergoing Preliminary Conference before the
Sanggunian Bayan en Banc of Jaro, Leyte, herein parties hereby willingly and knowingly
enter into Compromise Agreement, the terms and conditions of which are as foliows:

1. The Respondent agrees to faciitate and/or cause the immediate
reconnection of the water service of the Compiainant, subject to compiiance
with the conditions herein stated;

2. The Complainant agrées to settie all outstanding obligations, including any
unpaid water bills and reconnection fees on or before March 25, 2026; and

3. Upon full compliance with the terms of this Agreement, particularly the
payment of dues and reconnection of service, constitute a full and final
settlement of the dispute between the parties concerning the subject matter
herein, and both parties hereby waive any further claims arising therefrom.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have mutuality and voluntarily agreed
to the above stipulations, and sign this Agreement at Sanggunian Bayan Legislative
Building Jaro, Leyte on this 24™ day of March 2026.

p *
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE
Complainant Respondent
__ Approved by: e e

E o~

.ALTRES

HON. FRAN St~ A'E ~ D]
iding Officer - 02)24) 200, fhepp
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April 08, 2026 sf
THE HONORABLE MEMBERS g
Sangguniang Bayan '
Municipality of Jaro, Leyte
SB Session Hall, Multi-Purpose Building
Jaro, Leyte
THEL: HOMN. FRANCISO R, ALTRES
Presiding Officer
RE: Viglation of the Compromise Agreement relative to Administrative
Case No. 01-2006

Dear Honorable Members of the Sangguniang Bayary

1 am writing to formally bring to the attenion of this Honorable Body the nom-
complance of the Respondent, Hon. Cleofe 5. Saliente, with the terms of the Compromise
Agreement signed and approved on March 24, 2026.

Pursuant to ltem No. 2 of the said agreement, [ have fully fulfilled my obligation te
settle all outstanding payables. I paid the unpaid water bills and other charges on March 28
and 30, 2026, totaling Php 1,707.00, Attached o this letter is a copy of the proot of payments

as concrete evidence of my full cornpliance with the fnencial requirements of the agreement.

However, despite my compliance, the Respondent has failed fo fulfill the reciprocal
obligation stated in Mem Neo. 1, which is to cause the immediate reconnection of my water
cervice, As of this date, my water line remains disconnected. This inaction constitutes a clear
and willful viclation of our signed agreement.

Tn view of this breach of faith and coniract, I most respectfully urge the Sangguniang
Bavan to:

<

1. Declare the Compromise Agreement nulilified due to the Respondent’s failure to
perform her mandated obligations therein; and

3. Proceed with the hearing of Administrative Case No. (1-2026 for Dishomesty,
Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authorify.

S

1 ook forward o your mmediate action on this matier o ensure that justice is serve
ansd my access to basic services is restored withont further delay.

Respectiully vours,

ERIAM CABIDOG FARADO-DEVARAS
Complamant
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Republic of the Philippines EJU LLL E'
Province Of Leyte
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO

TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BAYA/

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS

Complainant,
Administrative Case No. 01-2026
For: Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority

versus-

HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE,
Punong Barangay

Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte
Respondent.

X X

COMPROMISE AGREEMENT

UNDERSIGNED PARTIES, after undergoing Preliminary Conference before the
Sanggunian Bayan en Banc of Jaro, Leyte, herein parties hereby willingly and knowingly
enter into Compromise Agreement, the terms and conditions of which are as follows:

1. The Respondent agrees to facilitate and/or cause the immediate
reconnection of the water service of the Complainant, subject to compliance
with the conditions herein stated;

2. The Complainant agrees to settie all outstanding obligations, including any
unpaid water bills and reconnection fees on or before March 25, 2026; and

3. Upon full compliance with the terms of this Agreement, particularly the
payment of dues and reconnection of service, constitute a full and final
settlement of the dispute between the parties concerning the subject matter
herein, and both parties hereby waive any further claims arising therefrom.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have mutuality and voluntarily agreed
to the above stipulations, and sign this Agreement at Sanggunian Bayan Legislative
Building Jaro, Leyte on this 24™ day of March 2026.

p .
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE
Complainant Respondent
Approved by: [

o2 ‘3?/2% 122 10 P42




Repubilic of the Philippines
Province Of Leyte
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO
Comer Real and Del Carmen Street
-000-

TANGGAPAN NG SANGGUNIANG BAYAN

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS

Complainant,
Administrative Case No. 01-2026
For: Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority

versus-

5B OFFICE

- ¢
et CERTIFIED PHOTOCOPY |
Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte ' I
Respondent.

X X

MINUTES OF THE PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE OF THE SANGGUNIA
EN BANC OF JARO, LEYTE HELD AT THE SB SESSION HALL LEGISLATIVE BUILDING
ON MARCH 24, 2026.

PRESENT:

HON. PEDRO B. TANALA, JR. -Municipal Vice Mayor

HON. REY P. AURE -SB Member

HON. LANULFO M. BORJA -SB Member

HON. FRANCISCO R. ALTRES -SB Member

HON. RAUL A. MACANDA -SB Member

HON. BENJAMIN H. GARIANDO, JR. -SB Member

HON. TEOFILO CABELLO -SB Member

HON. CARMENCITA G. TANALA -SB Member

HON. ALMA A. TAMAYO -SB Member

HON. ZANDRO T. MORABE -SB Member/LIGA Fed.-President
HON. VIANCA MAE N. FAMILAR -SB Member/SK Fed.-President

RECORDS OF THE PROCEEDINGS:

L CALL TO ORDER

The preliminary conference was called to order at 9:32 in the morning by the

The Presiding Officer declared that the preliminary conference pertains to
Administrative Case No. 01-26 for Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and
Abuse of Authority under Section 60 (c) and (e) of Republic Act'No. 7160, filed by Meriam
Cabidog Parado-Devaras against Punong Barangay Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente.

Presiding Officer, Hon. Francisco R. Altres. é

The Presiding Officer emphasized that the conference was conducted pursuant to

the Local Government Code of 1991 and applicable rules on administrative cases against
local officials. It was further stated that the purpose of the conference is to clarify the
issues, identify the parties, expiore the possibility of settiement, and set the schedule for

formal hearing, and not to hear the case on the merits. ‘ é



Page 2 of 4 Pages

MINUTES OF THE PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE OF THE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN
EN BANC OF JARQ, LEYTE HELD ON MARCH 24, 2026,

H. INTRODUCTION OF PARTIES

The Presiding Officer directed the parties to identify themselves; the following are

present:

» Complainant: Meriam Cabldog Parado-Devaras

T s

. Respondent (Punong Barangay): Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente

The Presiding Officer noted that all parties were properly notitied anc reminded

sveryone 10 cbserve decorum and confidentiality.
. PRESENMTATION OF COMPLAINT

The complainant presented the allegations, including relevantfacis, dates, andihe

relief sought.

The Presiding Officer acknowledged receipt of the complaint and supporting

documents by the Sanggunian members and Inquired whether there were clanifications
~ needed. Hearing none, the Presiding Officer instructed the respondent to give her

defenses.

. RESPONSE FROM THE PUNCHNG BARANGAY

The Presiding Officer invited the respondent, Hon. Clecfe C. Saliente, to state her

oreliminary position.

The Presiding Officer noted that the statements made shall form part of the record

for purposes of the preliminary conference.

W, IDENTIFICATION OF ISBUES

The Presiding Officer identified the following issues:

( ;_% \\ 1. Whether the Punong Barangay acied with dishonesly in official transactions;
¥

%

2. Whether there was misconduct in office affecling proper govemance;
3. Whether acls of oppression were commitied against the complainant
4. ‘AWhether there was abuse of authority In the exercise of official powers;

5 yhather these acis constivte administrative violations under Section 80 (g}

and (e) of RA No. 7180

)

L




Page 3 of 4 Fages
MIHNUTES OF THE PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE OF THE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN
EN BANC OF JARO, LEYTE HELD ON MARCH 24, 2026,

The parties were asked if there were addiional issues to be raised.

Mr. Devaras raised the legality of the VAT imposed by the respondent in the waler
bill. The Presiding Officer clarified that it is not within the jurisdiction of the Sanggunian
Bayan to identify the legality of the taxes imposed because it is within the authority and
function of the Bureau of Internal Revenue.

The Presiding Officer declared that the identified issues shall guide the formal
hearing.
¥i. POSSIBILITY OF SETTLEMENT

The Presiding Officer encouraged the parfies io explore the possibility of
settiement or voluntary compliance.

After undergoing Preliminary Conference before the Sanggunian Bayan en Banc
of Jaro, Leyie, herein parties hereby willingly and knowingly enier into Compromise
Agresment, the terms and conditions of which are as foliows:

t. The Respondent agrees fo facilitale andior cause the immedizle
reconnection of the water service of the Complainant, subject to compliance

with ihe conditions hersin stated;

2 The Complainant agress to settie all outstanding obligations, including any

unpaid water bills and reconnection fees on or before March 23, 2026; and

3. Upon full compliance with the lerms of this Agreement, parficulary the
pavment of dues and reconnection of service, constitute 2 full and final
settiement of the dispute belween the parties concaming the subject madier

herein, and both parties hereby waive any further claims arising therefrom.

TTERS AND SCHEDULING

Vil PROCEDURAL

In view of the parties’ agreement 10 enter infc a compromise agreement, the

Presiging Officer no longer scheduled the formal hearing of the case.

Vi, ADJOURNMENT

There being no further matiers to discuss, the preliminary conference was

!

adioumned at 11:38 AM.

AA A

é}L

1 HERERY CERTIFY, to the correciness of the jgfegoin

LY

NATO OBIRA
Achng Sscre%ar% o the Sangguniang Bayan

DEMO 1V /




Page 4 of 4 Pages

BEINUTES OF THE PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE OF THE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN
TN BANC OF JARC, LEYTE HELD ON MARCH 24, 2028,

HON. PEDRCE TANALA, JR.
Municipal Vice Mayor

éﬁ%ﬁ‘f KL
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Republic of the Philippines
PROVINCE OF LEYTE
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO
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March 19, 2026
TO : HON. CLEOFE C. SALIENTE
PUNONG BARANGAY
BARANGAY PARASAN
JARO, LEYTE
FROM : THE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN MEMBERS

SUBJECT : PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE

. . e e e e i T S S S S o L D AOUS TRL TH  TES S T T T e o o e e S S T, s
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Dear Honorable Saliente,

You are hereby invited to aftend the Preliminary Conference regarding THE
ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 01-26 FOR: DISHONESTY, MISCONDUCT IN
OFFICE, OPPRESSION, AND ABUSE OF AUTHORITY UNDER SEC. 60 (C) AND
(E) OF RA. NO. 7160 (LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE OF 1991) FILED AGAINST
YOU, on March 24, 2026 (Tuesday) @ 9:00 o’ clock in the morning at the
Sangguniang Bayan Session Hall, Legislative Building.

Thank you and God Bless.

Respectiully yours,

un .
HON. PEMANALA, JR.

Municipal Vice — Mayor
SB Presiding Officer
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March 19, 2026

TO : MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO -~ DEVARAS
COMPLAINANT

FROM : THE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN MEMBERS

SUBJECT : PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE
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Dear Maam Devaras,

You are hereby invited to attend the Preliminary Conference regarding THE
ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 01-26, FOR: DISHONESTY, MISCONDUCT IN
OFFICE, OPPRESSION, AND ABUSE OF AUTHORITY UNDER SEC. 60 (C) AND
(E) OF RA NO. 7160 (LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE OF 1991) AGAINST HON.
CLEQFE C. SALIENTE on March 24, 2026 (Tuesday) @ 9:00 o’ clock in the
morning at the Sangguniang Bayan Session Hall, Legislative Building.

Thank you and God Bless.

Respecifully yours,

i
HON. PE@TANALA, JR.

Municipal Vice — Mayor
SB Presiding Officer
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Republic of the Philippines
PROVINCE OF LEYTE
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO
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March 17, 2026

HON. JASSIE LOU TANALA

Municipal Mayor

Jaro, Leyie

THE HONORABLE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN MEMBERS

Sir,

In compliance with proper procedures and for your esteemed information, we hereby
transmit for your reference a copy of the verified complaint filed by Meriam C. Parado
— Devaras and the corresponding answer filed by Hon. Cleofe C. Saliente before the
Sangguniang Bayan of Jaro.

The documents transmitted include:

- Verified complaint filed February 4, 2026; and
- Verified answer filed on March 16, 2026

We respectfully submit the foregoing for your review and appropriate action, if deemed
necessary.

Thank you.

PREPARED BY:

REN B. OBINA
; ary to the Sangguniang Bayan

PEDROB-TANALA, JR.
Municipal Vice — Mayor
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Republic of the Philippines =
Province of Leyte | QFRFICE!

Municipality of Jaro

SANGGUNIANG BAYAN ‘i R C t v E D

SB Session Hall, Multi-Purpose Building ! DATE: 2] je{acat L M L" F AN

Jaro, Leyte RY:
/
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADQO-DEVARAS, AD ’ba_i. CASE NO.
Complainant,
3 Tes~ny P LM
~Versiis- H mh r 0 wm
2 E14

PUNONG BARANGAY OF PARASAN, JARO, LEYTE, l
HON. CLEOFE C.SALIENTE FOR: DISHONESTY,

MISCONDUCT IN OFFICE, OPPRESSION,

AND ABUSE OF AUTHORITY UNDER SEC.

60 (C) AND (E)OF R.A. NO. 7160 (LOCAL

GOVERNMENT CODE OF 1991).
X 4

ANSWER WITH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
Respondent respectfully states:
1. Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the complaint is admitted in so far as the
personal circumstances of the parfies is concern. However, the

complaint failed to include indispensable parties.

THE COMPLAINT DID NOT JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTIES

1L The acts complained of allegedly arose from the implementation of
the water distribution and billing system in the barangay pursuant ©
a Memorandum of Agreement with the Leyte Metropolitan Water
Districc (LMWD) and with the Primewater Infrastructure
Corporation, through a Joint Venture Agreement. Said agreement
was entered into by Respondent in her official capacity as Barangay
Chairperson and its implementation necessarily involved the
participation of barangay officials responsible for the administration,
collection, and management of the barangay water system in
coordination with the Leyte Metropolitan Water District (LMWD)
and Primewater Infrastructure Corporation.

II. Despite these circumstances, the present complaint improperly
singles out Respondent. Under the rules on indispensable parties, a
case cannot proceed when persons whose participation is necessary
for a complete determination of the controversy are not impleaded.

' .1 '\v
REC-?A‘J‘?'-'
e A

Tt
CEeYc

1 __:‘ R Ty SO
sy 2y 1gr gt



THE INTERPRETATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF TAX LAWS
IS WITHIN THE AUTHORITY OF THE BUREAU OF INTERNAL
REVENUE

IV. Paragraphs 3 and 4 is derued, the allegations involves the
interpretation of of the provisions of the National Internal Revenue
Code (NIRC) and other tax laws, which is within exclusive and
original jurisdiction of Commissioner of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue subject to review by the Department of Finance. *There is no
BIR assessment, ruling, or determination declaring that the barangay
violated VAT laws. Under the docirine of primary jurisdiction, the
Honorable Body must defer to the BIR on tax matters. Absent a BIR
finding, the complaint is premature and speculative.

V. Paragraph 5 to 8 is admitted.

VI Paragraph 9 is denied in the sense that the barangay also
shouldered legitimate operafional expenses in maintaining the water
distribution systern, including but not Hmited to: repair of pipes and
connectons, maintenance of water lines, labor and operational costs,
water system losses resulting from leaks and distribution inefficiency.
These expenses are inherent in the operation of a localized water
distribution system managed at the barangay level.

THE BARANGAY OFFICIALS DID NOT EXERCISE COMPLETE
OR EXCLUSIVE CONTROL OVER THE MANAGEMENT AND
OFPERATION OF THE WATER SYSTEM.

V1L Paragraph 10 is denied In 2 sense that, the management of the
Barangav Parasan Water Systermn (BPWS) is under close supervision
by the LMWD now Primewater Infrastructure Corporation. The
water distribution svstem within the barangay operates pursuant o a
Memorandum of Agreement entered info with the Leyie
Metropolitan Water District (LMWD). The source of water supply,
billing structure, and other operational policles were primarily
determined by LMWD, while the barangay merely assisted in the
jocal admirdstration and collection of water charges from residents
pursuant to the Memorandum of Agreement.

VIIL Respondent and the barangay officials relied in good faith on
the policies and billing framework provided by LMWD and
Primewater. Any perceived Irregularity in the billing structure
carmot therefore be atiributed solely to Respondent. who merely

1 Section 4, R.A. 8424
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IX. carried out her duties in accordance with the exisfing agreement
and in coordination with the concerned government water district.

X.Paragraph 11 is admitted , however the respondent billing
structure and other operational policies is determined by the
LMWD/ Primewater.

X1, As to Paragraphs 12-15 in the complaint, Respondent states that
while the water billing issued to consumers reflected a 12% VAT
component, the barangay did notimpose VAT as a tax nor represent
itself as a VAT-registered entity. The amount reflected in the billing
merely corresponded to the VAT component already included in the
charges issued by the LMWD. Respondent and the barangay officials
relied In good faith on the billing structure provided by the
LMWD/Primewater in the implementation of the water distribubion
system within the barangay.

XI1. Upon being informed that a separate VAT component should no
longer be reflected In the barangay billing because the VAT was
already incduded in LMWD's/Primewater’s charges, Respondent
immediately caused the discontinuance of the practice. This
circumstance clearly demonstrates that Respondent acted in good
faith and without any intent to deceive, defraud, or unlawfully collect
taxes from the residents.

IANCE OF

PRESUMPTION OF REGULARITY IN THE PERFORM

OFFICIAL DUTIES

XL It is fundamental principle in administrative law that public
officials are presumed to have regularly performed their duties.
Respondent, as a Barengay Chairperson, performed the acts
complained of in the discharge of her official functions in relation o
the barangay’'s water distribution systenm.

XIV. Absent clear and convincing evidence showing bad faith, fraud ,
or corrupt motive, the presumption of regularity must prevail. Under
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. In the present case, the complainant failed
to present substantial evidence showing that Respondent acted with
fraudulent intent or deliberate violadon of the law. The acis
complained of were performed in relation to the barangay’s effort to
adrinister the water distribution system source from the
LMWD/Primewater and to recover legitimate operational cost.



A1V, The mere allegation that VAT was reflected in the billing does
not, by itself, overcome the presumption that Respondent acted in the
honest belief that such practice was consistent with the billing
structure imposed by LMWD.

AINTENANCE FEE AND THE INCREASE WAS IMPOSED
D SYSTEM EXPENSES

TO COVER OPERATIONATL AN

XV. As to pavagraphs 16-21 is concern, the Respondent states that the
maintenance fee and the increase was imposed to cover operational
expenses and losses. The maintenance fee was not a tax. Rather, it
was meant to cover legitimate operational expenses incurred by the
barengay, including but not limited to labor and operational cost,
water system losses resulting from leaks and distribution inefficiency.

XVL Paragraphs 22- 24 is denied for lack of sufficient knowledge as
to the fruth or falsity thereof.

DISCONMECTION WAS DUE TO NON-PAYMENT

XVIL. As to paragraphs 25-32, Respondent states that complainant’s
water connection was disconnected due to non-payment. In support
thereof, I herein attached as Annex “1” the Joint Affidavit of Jerry
Parado and Jarlyn Diola, whose statement can be summarized as
follows, o Wit

1. The complainant’s water service was disconnected due to failure to
pav her water bill.

2. Disconmecton for non-paymernt is a standard enforcement measure.
3. It was not retaliatory, arbitrary, or malicious.

The complainant was treated in the same manmer as other delinquent
COTSUIMETS.

ADMINISTRATIVE LIABILITY CANNOT BE BASED ON MERE
ALLEGATIONS: SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE IS REQUIRED

XVIL Admindstrative Hability cannot rest on mere accusations,
speculations , or conclusions of the complainant. In administrative
proceedings, the quantum of proof required is substantial evidence;
or such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to support a conclusion. *

7. Leanila Paredes Montero v. Monorable Office of the Cmiludsran and sugustin Joribel, G.R. No. 233827, Julv 27,
Z

2022



XIX.In the present case, the complaint merely alleges that
Respondent imposed a 12% VAT without authority. However, the
complainant failed to present any competent evidence showing that
Respondent acted with intent to deceive; uniawfully appropriated
the collected amounts, personally benefited from the collections; or
deliberately viclated the tax laws.

XX. The records instead show that the barangay merely relied on the
billing structure of the LMWD/ Primewater which already mcluded a
VAT compenent pursuant 1o the NIRC. Upon learning that reflecting
a separate VAT component might not be proper. Respondent
immediately caused the cessation of the practice. Such conduct is
inconsistent with dishonesty and instead demonsirates good faith
and willingness to comply with the applicable regulations. Without

substantial evidence establishing the essential elements of dishonesty,

the complaint canniot prosper.

LACK OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF DISHONESTY
MASCONDUCT, OPPRESSION, AND ABUSE OF AUTHORITY

XX1. Paragraphs 33-41 is stwongly denied. The complaint fails to
establish the essential clements of the administrative offenses
charged under Republic Act No. 7160, particularly Section 60 (¢ j and
(e } , which penalize acts of dishonesty, misconduct in office,
oppression, and abuse of authority. The Supreme Court of the
Philippines in the case of Light Rail Transit Authority v. Salvafia,

defined dishonesty as the disposition to lie, cheat, deceive, or defraud.

Respondent did not derive any personal benefit from the water bill
collections. All amounts collected were used solely for the operation
and mainfenance of the barangay water distribution system. The
complainant failed to allege, much less prove that Respondent:

A. Appropriated public funds
B. Diverted collections for personal use; or
C. Unlawfully enriched herself

The complaint alleges dishonesty based on the supposed improper
imposition of 12% VAT, However, it fails to allege the essential
elements of dishonesty:

A Intent to deceive
B. Bad faith

C. Fraudulent design
D, Personal gain

3. 736 Phild23, 151, 2014
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It merely concludes that VAT was “improperly imposed” without
factual allegations of fraud, concealment, or unlawful enrichment.

4. A complaint containing mere conclusions of law and not ultimate
facts states no cause of action.

XXIL Neither can Respondent be held fiable for misconduct in office.
The Supreme Court rules in the case of Ganzon v. Arlos® held that
misconduct is an intentional wrongdoing or deliberate violation of a
rule of law or standard of behavior and o constitufe an
administrative offense, the misconduct should relate to or be
connected with the performance of the official functions and dutes of
a public officer. In the present case, Respondent merely performed
her duties in implementing the barangay water distribution system
pursuant to the Memorandum of Agreement with the LMWD,
relying on the billing structure provided by said government water
district. Upon learning that the barangay should no longer reflect a
separate VAT component, the practice was immediately discontinued,
clearly demonstrating good faith rather than willful viclation of the
law.

XIV. The allegations likewise fail to constifute oppression or abuse of
authority. The records dlearly show that Respondent merely
implemented the barangay water billing system in coordination with
LMIWD/ Primewater and in accordance with the existing agreement
governing the operation of the water systemn. The act of BGWS in
disconnecting her water connection was due o non-payment.

XV. Absent proof of fraudulent intent, corruption, arbitvariness, or
wilful violation of the law, the administrative charges cannot prosper.
At most, the allegations involve a misunderstanding in the
implementation of the billing system which was immediately
corrected upon clarification from the concerned water district Such
circumstance negate the presence of dishonesty, misconduct,
oppression, or abuse of authority , and therefore fail to establish any
administrative liability on the part of the respondent.

PRAYER
WHEREFORE, premises considered, Respondent respectfuily pravs
that the instant administrative complaint be dismissed for lack of

jurisdiction, want of merit and for faflure to establish the essential
elements of the offense charged.

&720 Phil 104,113 {2013)



(Other reliefs, just and eguitable under the circumstances are likewise

praved for.

Respectfully submitted.

March 13, 2026, Jaro, Leyte.

CLEOFE C. SALIENTE
Respondent
National ID No.5975-1703-1472-1587

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

VERIFICATION WITH CERTIFICATION OF NON-FORUM

SHOPPING

I, CLEOFE C. SALIENTE, of legal age, Filipino, married, and a
resident of Barangay Parasan, Jarc, Leytie, after having been duly
sworn 1o in accordance with law, depose and say:

1.
2.

Led

That I am the Respondent in the above-captioned case;
That [ have caused the preparation of the foregoing
Arnswer and have read, understood the same and all the
allegations contained therein are frue and correct of my
own personal knowledge and/or based on authentc
records

That I have understood that the factual allegations
contained therein have evidentiary support or, if
specifically so identified, will likewise have evidentary
support after a reasonable opportunity for discovery.

That I have not comunenced any action proceeding
involving the same issue in any court, tribunal or quasi-
judicial agency and, to the best of my knowledge, no such
other or claim is pending therein;

Should I learn that the same or simnilar action, ciaim or
proceeding has been filed or pending, I shall report that
fact within 5 days from discovery thereof.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand on this
in Jaro, Leyte.

pe 0. 114 =
e -2t !
CLEOFE C.SALIENTE
Affiant/Respondent

National ID No.5975-1703-1472-1587

Subscribed and sworn to before me, Notary Public, by the above-
name affiant, she exhibited to me her National ID as competent
evidence of her identity, known to me to be the same person who
executed this Answer and acknowledged to me that the same is her
own free act and deed. Witness my hand and seal on this ____
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Doc No._3(¢ ATTY. JARESS AYON AMORES-NERI
PageNo. ) _ Wiin jurisdicigi#fj;éa}i%acloban City
Book No. Lixll S

- Series of 2026. 5P ogoil.;iaaagau;;.TITN;CASBQ.ES,TE?:%;;er

PTR No. 1077021/ 1-5-2026 | Alangalang, Leyte
MCLE VI-0012026/2-24-2022Pasig City

Copy furnished:

MERIAM C. PARADO-DEVARAS
Complainnt
Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte



v-Up on Veritied Lomplaint Filed on Tebroary 4, 2026 agamsi
; ente of Barangay Parasan. Jars,. Levle
F s o

[Dear Honorable Members of the Sangguniang Bayarn:

This is 4o formally follow up on the Verified Complaint I fiied with your Honorable
Office on February 4, 2026, against Hon Cleofe 5. Saliente, Puniong Barangay of Barangay
Paresan, for Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority.

The aforementioned complaizit sought the initiation of appropriste adminisbre
proceedings pursuant to Section 61(c} of Republic Act Ne. 7160 (Local Government Codeof
1991), and prayed, among others, for the conduct of a formal investigetion and the inumediaie
restoration of my water service conmection which had been summarily disconnected without
prior notice.

As of this date, more than thirty (30) days have elapsed since the filing of the
complaint but the undersigned has yet to receive any nofice regarding the status of the case
or eny order requiring the Respondent to file her verified answer.

Tn wiew thereof, ] would like to respectfully remind this Honorable Body that Section
2 of the same Code mandates that within seven {7} days after an administrative complaint
is filed, the Sanggunian shall reguire the respondent to submir 2 verified answer within
fifteen (15} days from receipt thereof and commence the investigation of the case within
tent (10) days after receipt of such answer from the respondent. This provision vests a
ministerial, not discretionary, duty upon the disciplining authority concerned.

The wrgency of this matter cannot be overstated as my household remains deprived of
s water connection, which is a fundamerdal humen right. The Respondent's summazry
discormection, coupled with the lack of a formal investigation into the alleged Hegal "12%
VAT collections and unauthorized tarif increases, causes ongoing infury not only to my
family but to the public interest of the residents of Barangay Parasan.

In view of the foregoing, I most respectfully pray that this Honorable Body exercise
sts authority and mandate under the Local Govermment Code with dispatch. I request a
formal update on the actions taken regarding my complaint and whether proceedings have
been initiated in accordance with the law.

Furthermore, [ respectfully request to be furnished with coples of any orders,
resolutions, or directives that may have been and/or will be tssued relative to this case.

]ﬂl%"’“’“d f B m%% Pagelofl



Thank vou for vour kind attention to this matter in the interest of justice,
accountability, and fransparency.

Respectfully vours,

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Complainant

Copy furnished:

MUMICIPAL LOCAL GOVERMMENT OFERATIONS OFFICER {(MLGOG)
Departrnent of the Interior and Local Government {DILG)
jaro, Leyvie

OFFICE OF THE CMBUDSMAN ~ VISAYAS
Tacloban Regional/Satellite Otfice

3/F LY Building, Fatima Village, Barangav 77,
Tacioban Gty

Pagelofl



Republic of the Philipp s
- Province of Levie Tob. 4, Zagb 104
Municipality of jaro {;f(
SANGGUNIANG BAYAN
5B Session Hall, Multi-Purpose Building
faro, Levte

Administrative Case No.

IN RE: VERIFIED
ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINT

MERIAM CABIDOG  PARADO-
DEVARAS, . .. __
. . For: Dishonesty,
Caompiainant, ‘s . ) o
: Sisconduct in Office,
- TWFSLES - Oppression, and Abuse of
Authority under Section 60

(¢} and {&) of R.A. No. 716l
(Local Government Code

of 1991)

PUNONG BARANGAY OF
PARASAN, JARO LEYTE, HON.
CLEOFE C. SALIENTE

Respondent.

VERIFIED COMPLAINT

COMES NOW, the undersigned Complainant, unto thus
Honorable Sangguiniang Bayan, most respectfully states:

L THE PARTIES

The Complainant, Meriam Cabidog Parado-Devaras, is of legal
age, married, and a resident of Barangay Parasan, jaro, Levte,

"
where she mav be served with notices;

2. The Respondent, Hon. Cleofe 5. Saliente, 1s the incumbent

Punong Barangayv of Barangay Parasan. faro, Levte. She mav be

served with notices at the Barangay Hall of Parasan, Jara, Levie;

JURISDICTIONAL BASIS
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rified administrative complaint filed pursuant t
yoal Government Loge
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This is a veri
Section 61(c) of Republic Act No. 7160 (L¢

Bk

4
) . oy G A £ s
TR CEAS AL



U

LR

b

00

of 1891 vhich vests jurisdicionovera  rustrative compiaints
against glective barangav officials in fhe Sangguniang Bavan
concerned;

The acts and complained of against the respondent constitute
grounds for disciplinary action, specifically Dishonesty,
Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authorty

under Secton 60 (¢} and (e} of the same Code;
III. STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS

Barangavs Parasan and Palanog, Jaro, Levie, are within the
territorial service jurisdiction of %:%‘ze} o Water District ("JWD )
However, ITWD's water services have not been extended fo or
made available to said barangays due to operational and
infrastructure limitations. Considering that the geographic
location of Bam}ﬁga}’ ?amcgﬁz and Paian@cr is in close proxamity

to the water source of the Levie Metropolitan Water Uisirict
(“LAMWD"} in Pasixaﬂa Levie, JWD expressly authorized
LMWD to supply water to the said ba*““ fgavs.

Tn 2017, a Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA™) was executed

”‘"3 o

S
between LMWD, TWD, an a:‘i Barangavs Parasan and Palanog
(“BLGUS") for the construction of a water ii’z‘j"?pgfi ;3 ipeline from
Barangav ?mg’; . Pastrana, Levte, fo the jurisdich ional
boundaries of the BLGUs. A copy of the said Z‘w%i@- . is aftached

herefo as Annex "Af".

Under the said MOA, LMWD undertook to sell and supply
water to the BLGUs through a Metered Bulk Sale arrangement,
wherein the gpbia}-‘mg component of the project was
implemented sometime between 2017 and 2018, which was
funded through the "SALINTUBIG ?:;@g?‘am ?@?‘ the Vvaterless
Barangays® of the ‘Seﬂaﬁm@ﬂi of the I
Government {(“DILG”), secured by the BE.C?LS.
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In 2019, a single mother meter was 1 installed by LMWD under a
ioint account under the two BLGUs, at w hich fime LMWD's

<

water supplv operations were already being handled bv
Primewater Infrastructure Corporation pursuani 0 & Toint

PRS-

Venture Agreement.

Thereafter, individual household service connections with
Barangav Parasan were installed, the costs of whicn were
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entirel' ~ yrne by the residents themsel . Herein Complainant
obtamned her indivi "* ual water service conmection in fune 2024,
and has since been subject to billing under the barangav-
managed water distribution syvstem or formally calied the
Barangay Parasan Water System {“BPWS”), as evidence by th
herein Water Billing Statements, attached heretc as Annex "”E”
and series.

The BPWS is managed and operated by barangav officials,
Respondent, H@ﬂ. Cieaéa S, Saliente, actir ng as its President and
Collecting Officer, exercising confrol over ?s:e_ém g. collection, and
enforcement of pavments, while Barangay LO&L{}ﬁGE Jerrv
Parado and Barangav Secretary Jarbvn © o, . Dicla act as the meter
readers.

U"]
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LMWD bills the BLGUs under one account ledger, while
ouseholds wﬁ% individual service connections in Barangav
Pamsaz zre billed by the BPWS:

’::r‘

From the commencement of ifs operations in 2019, the BFWS,
under the management and control of Respondent, consistently
included in its %}gﬁiﬁ@ statements to individual consumers in
Barangay Parasan an ‘additional charge denominated as “12%
VAT”, imposed on top of the &;a.”ﬁé;&i water consumphion
charges. This is notwithstanding the fact that the bulk water
suﬂpke'; by Primewater to the BLGUs is already subjecttoa 12%
WV ameu%mdeci Tax:

It is crucial to note that the BPWS is not a VAT-registered
business entity under the Bureau of Internal Revenue (BIR), nor
has if ever issued BIR-accredited official receipts to its
COTSUITErs.

On September 4, 2025, a joint barangav assembly meeling was
conducted by Barangays Ei? lanog and Parasan, jaro, Levte, with
representatives from Frimewater Levte Metro, namelv Ms.
Y Eennda Perlla and Ms. Delieza Diaz, and from the Levte
Metropolitan Water District, n amely Mz Gerundio Calabia and
Eﬁ-ﬁ“-’ Bernardo M. Devaras, who is also my husband.
meeting was held to address concerns regardin
sd&eduﬁezﬁ, pilling, and t%e 1mpssms-z ofall% V.
.
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During he said assembly meeting, © resentatives from the
Levte Metropolitan Water District categorically stated that the
BPWS should notimpose a 12% VAT, as doing so would amount
to double taxation, considering that the bulk water sold bv
Primewater to the BLGUs is already subject to a2 12% VAT,
When | received my water bill statement for the monih of
September 2023, I noticed that the “12% VAT, as reflected n all
prior monthly water bill stafements, was crossed out and
replaced as “Maintenance”. A copy of my September 2025 Water
Billing Statement is hereto attached as Annex "C".

On October 18, 2025, during an assembly aftended by the
Sangguniang Bavan headed by the Vice Mavor, Respondent
Hor. Cleofe S. Saliente was asked about the 12% VAT during the
oper: forum. She responded: “It dire nasugot, pautod nala
kamo.” (" These whe do not agree should just have their water lines

cit )

Respondent stated that there must be a water tariff increase
imposed to cover water losses and added that she had to
personally shoulder the cost of such waler losses from her own

pocket.

During the same open forum, residents requested a formal
accounting of the fotal 12% VAT collected from 2019 to the
present, as well as updates on water svstem maintenance and the
remaining fund balance. However, rather than addressing these
inquiries with transparency, the Respondent scolded the
residents and refused to provide the requested information.

In the heat of scolding, Respondent emphasized that barangayv
Parasan was onlv able to implement the water svstem through
her efforts, arrogantlv retorting: “Ake la it naka MOA
IMemorandum of Agreement], dire it mga konsumidor. Salit
pautod nala it dire nasugot”. (I am tie only on cred the
MOA, not the consumers. Se, those who do not agree should just hare
their water service cut.)

In the October 2025 bill, Respondent arbitrarily increased therate

per cubic meter by Two Pesos (Php 2.00) and addec a Php 3 23,00
charge labeled as “loss,” increasing Complainant’s bill by more

it
than 50% without anv supporting ordinance to this effect. A copy
of said bill is attached as Annex “D".

o
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On October 25, 2025, Barangav Cc ancilor Jerrv 5. Parado,
informed me and my husband that no liguidation reports exist
forthe 12% VAT collected between ;.E}EM and 2023. He noted tha

liguidation will only be provided for the vears 2023 to 25,?;:13,

Consequently, on October 30, 2025, the Complainant, o
with twentv-six (26) constituents of Barangav Farasan, signed
and submitted a formal complaint to the DILG, dated Qaefé}ez
24,2025, attached hereto as Annex “E”, which was also furnished
to the Municipal Mavor's Office on November 20, 2025,

)
PRy
w
D
_) b

The said complaint submitted to the DILG detailed the
grievances raised bv the residents, specifically: the 12% VAT
imposed by the Bl FWS under the Respondent’s leadership, the
uv'aax&amed surge in water consumption charges (including the
Php 2.00/m?® increase), and the demand for a comprehensive
audit of the 12% VAT collectons from 201Y to the present
However, instead of addressing these gueries with fransparency
or staving the imnposition of fees, the BPWS, under Re apuﬂueﬂ?
direction, unilaterally increased the water tariff. As a result, th
residents requested the DILG to conduct a formal investigation
into these matfers.

On November 23, 2025, Com p"“; ant obtained, via a phone
image sent by a nezgh%}@z emﬂ? ed at zhe DELU a copy « af 2

dated November 18, 2@‘325. which ?:zaa :m:*mmei 'Zte.; "ﬁ\_ $3 qi
office. A copv of this document is hez“e to attached as Annex “F7

([)

Sazid document, signed as ™ Approved” by the Respondentin her
official capacity as Punong Barangav, together i:z-'zﬂ'z the
signatures of the two (2) lot owners where Complainant’s water
meter and pipeline raverse, declares that the Ci‘}ﬁsuiﬂe’f}f% and

barangay officials of ?Ba;aﬁgav Parasan have agresd 10

smﬁzﬁzﬁv disconnect mﬁpiaiﬁmi’ water connection due to
alleged non-payvment for the month of October 2025. Cruciaily,
the document further states that even upon payment the
cormection would not be restored on the g;em‘zd that the lot

.7

owners purportedly no longer permit the passage of ihe

pipeline.

This "Memorandum of Agreement” was executed on November
18, 2025, during a meeting with water consumers of Baran
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Parasas > which Complainant was ne  r invited, nor was she

iven the opportunity to participate. Furthermore, no formal
minutes of said meeting were prepared or made avallable to
evidence the actual di.zsg&ssmm or the basis for such a drasfic
resolution.

Prior to the actual disconnection, Complainant was never served
a Wotice of Disconnection nor provided any formal notice from
the BPWS regarding the matter, depriving Complainant of her
right fo pmcedm& due process which constitutes a flagrant
violation of her basic human right to access potable water.

On November 26, 2025, Complainant submitted a follow-up
letter to the DILG, attached here as Annex “G”, reiterating the
request for immediate action on the grievances of the Barangay
Parasan waler consumers.

In said follow-up, Complainant explicitly manifested her
willingness to pay her actual water consumption while the
dispute over the guestioned charges remained pending.
However, Respondent refused to accept the payment on the
sole ground that it did not include the unauthorized Php 2. 00/ m?®
tariff increase and the Php 343.00 "water loss” charge, the latter
amounting to more than 30% of Complainent's actual
consumption of Php 600.00 for the month of October 2025.

- =

The Respondent's act of excluding Comp?amaﬁ% from the

November 18, 2025 meeling, coup: gai with the simultaneou

issuance of a directive for permanerd disconmmecton without

notice, constitutes evident bad faith, @ppxe%smn and a gross
d O

(")
u

abuse of authority. _{espﬁnue'ﬁi clearlv Smg led out’ the
Complainant as an act of retaliation for being a vocal critic of the
BPWS's arbitrarv and illegal imposition of £ Le S,

Cn December 12, 2023, upon followmg up w vith the DILG Qifice

in Jaro, Levte, the Municipal Local Government Operations
Officer (MLGOO), Mz ‘?de Allan 5. Villero, advised

Complainant that the DILG lacks jurisdiction to adjudicate the
ongoing dispute between "ze consumers and the barangay

officials. Lonsegu ently, Mr. ¥V llero recommended the Gling of 2

K’Qm’rs.e& Complaint with the Sengguniang Bayvan as the proper
sciplining authority, hence the initiation of the instant action.

i
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w. C OUNDS FOR ADMINSTRA VELIABILITY

A. Dishonesty and Misconduct in Office

ye

. The Respondent caused and allowed the collection of an
additional charge denominated as “12% VAT" from water
consumers of Barangay Parasan beginming in 2019, despite the
fact that the BPWS is not a VAT-registered entity with the
Bureau of Internal Revenue (BIR) and does not issue BIR-

authorized official receipts.

~
=

¢

34, The collectHon of a tax under the guise of “VAIY bv a non-

zegﬁsi&zeé entity constitutes a patent violation of the Natonal
Internal Revenue Code (NIRC) and amounts fo an illegal

exaction of funds from the public.

[
an

Bv misrepresenting an unauthorized collection as 2 statufory tax,
Respondent cornmitted an illegal exaction of funds from the
public. Such act constitutes Dishonesty, defined as the
"disposition to lie, cheat, deceive, or defraud’.

36. As a public offical, Respondent is mandated 10 observe
ransparency and accountability. The active refusal 1o provide a
liguidation or accouniing of the "VAT" collections, later
deceptively relabeled as "Maintenance”, causes undue injury to
the consurmers of Barangay Parasan. This lack of ransparency,
coupled with the arbitrary relabeling of funds, strongly
suggests a viclation of Section 3{e} of Republic Act No. 3019
{Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Actj, which prohibits public
officers from causing any undue injury to any pany through
manifest partiality, evident bad faith, or gross inexcusable

He

negligence.
37 Under the R.A. 7610 (Local Government Code of 19%91). any
imposibion of taxes, fees, or charges, must be imy lemenied

through a valid Barangay Ordinance duly enacted by the
Sangguniang Barangay and subjected o public hearings. The
Respondent’s unilateral imposition of the 12% "VAT," the Php
2.00/m? tariff increase, and the "water loss" charges were done
without the benefit of any ordinance, making these collections

nltra vires and legally infirm.
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B. Oppressio “nd Abuse of Authority

38.

LH
A

40,

£1.

The summary disconnection of Complainant’s water service
without prior notice or a formal hearing is an act of Oppression.
Access to water is a vital basic human right, and ifs termination
requires strict adherence to due process. Respondent’s approval
of a clandestine handwritten “Memoranduam of Agreement” to
permanently deprive Complainant of water is a manifest abuse
of her power as Punong Barangay.

In the case of Ardientz v, Pastorfide, et al.’, the Supreme Court held
that even when a party or utility has a confracitual or legal right
relating to service termination, such right must be exercised
with justice, honesty, and good faith, and that disconneciion
without prior notice and/or without just cause is actionable
and may support damages, pursuant to Article 19 of the New
Civil Code which states that “every person must, in the exercise
of his rights and in the performence o of his duties, act with jusiice,
give everyone his due, and observe honesty and good faith.”

Respondent is therefore guilty of violating these fundamental
legal principles through her calculated omissions and bad faith.
Her failure to provide a formal discormection notice, and her
categorical refusal to allow Complainant the opportunity fo pav
her actual consumption charges CGﬁSui"u&: a clear case of
oppression and abuse of aufhority. In her dual capacity as
Punong Barangay and President of the BPWS, Res ;ona ent used
her aﬁﬁw not to serve her constituent, but to summarily deprive
her of a vital resource and basic human right as a form of
administrative punishment, which is patently illegal and
actionable under Section 60 of the Local Government Code.

Moreover, the fiming of the disconnection of Respondent’s water
line, occurring immediately after Complainant sought
intervention f’rezfs the DILG for an audif, clearlv demonsizates
that the act was not a legifimate enforcement of water svstem
rules but a retaliatory measure. [his act was specifically
intended to harass, intimidate, and punish the Complainant for

vocal in demanding accountabilitv and fransparency
ding the coliection of fees by the BPWS. Such a vindictive
exercise of power is the very essence of a?p&e\ﬁ i as

—

contemplated by Section 60 of the Local Government Code.
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PRAYER

WHEREFORE, premises considered, it is most respectfully
praved of this Honorable Sangguniang Bavan that

1. The Verified Complaint be GIVEN DUE COURSE and 2
formal investigation be commenced;

2. An ORDER be issued DIRECTING the Respondent fc
IMMEDIATELY RESTORE Complainant’s water service
connection, without prejudice to the Complammants
willingness to pav her actual and lawful water consumption

charges;

3. FIND  Kespondent  Hom Clecfe 5. Saliente,
administratively Lable for Dishonestv, Misconduct in
Cffice, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority, in violation of
Sections 60(c) and 60(g) of Republic Act No. 7160 (Loca
Government Code of 1991) and IMPOSE the approp

&
adminisirative penalties therefor, as mav be warran i‘eé ;

w—u

riate

All other reliefs just and eguitable under the foregoing

circumstances are likewise praved for.

ESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED.

02 February 2026, Jaro, Levte.

WAy Pardgs  Lrwad

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADG-DEVARAS
Complainant

Copy furnished:

Hon. Cleofe C. Salier
Brgv. Hall, Para
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VERIFIC/ "'“é{{}% AND CERTIFICATION TF NON-FORUM
- SHOPPING '

I, MERIAM CABIDOGPAR ADO-DEVARAS, Filipin o, of legal
age, married, a resident of Barangav Parasan, Jaro, Levie, after having
been duly sworn to in accordance with law do hereby state that:

1. T am the Complaint in the above-entitled Verified Complain

. I have caused its preparation 2d have read and understood the
same and all the allegations contained therein are frue and correct
out of mv own personal knowledge and/or based on authentic
records;

3 ] have understood that the pleading is not filed to harass, cause
unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation;

i 1 heve understood that the factual allegations therein have
evidentiary support or, if specifically 50 iﬁeﬁﬁﬁeq will likewise
have evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for
discoverv;

. 1 have not wmvﬁe‘@ged any action or proceeding involving the
same issue inany court, fribumal or quasi-judicial agency and, to the
best of my kniow Eémue no such other action or claim is pending
therein;

6. Should 1 learn that the same or similar action, claim or
proceeding has been filed or pending, I shall report that fact within
five (3) davs from discovery the ereof.

Q‘w WITNESS WHEREOF, T have hereunto affixed mv signature,
ban, Philippines.

this 20¢ gav of Februarv 2026 in the City of Taci

4]

WM Lam_ Possds — Goiamay
MERIAM CABIDOG PARADQO-DEVARAS
ﬂ_fﬁ( i1E
PRC ID No. 0807673

SUTBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO beforemea \wezaw Pu ﬁ‘i
and in the City of Ia clpban, Philippines this Rl R,
affiant showing to me her competent proof of identity and swore
before me that “she has fully understood the contents and allegations

ER



inthefores ginstrumentand thatthesar s her free and voluntary
act and deed.

Witness myv hand and seal in the date anii;yéaec\@ibm:ewﬁ
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Article {1, Hespansibaiities of the Parites

rexan gna LA -Pelumey or LG Ds sili

wie wihnical asdistance from LMWD with respect to the preparation of the
Program of Work {FOW ) and Nictailed Cost BEstimates for the proposed prosent

Implement the construction of the alter-the-meter pipeline ftom the location of e
mter send i the boundasies of Vingih, Pustrana and Porasan, fare, Levie (o is
crd point as prescribed i3 the PO

Lnter ie a service connechion contract with and pay the corresponding levs and
charges o MWD at us main office located at Barangay 74 Lower Nulatula
Facloban Citv vnace the afler-the-meter prpeline has aiready  been  debs
constructedimple

Operate and mainin the affecthe-meter waler fcilities including all maitees
COTETIERE waker supply disinbution.

Formadly orgamee o Yoo Uhens Association uod ologt e desied oliloes wh

shall be responsibie o the opemiun of the water st the sysiomstic and somd

disiboiion of water between LLGU-Parssas ond LGU-Palaneg. the needed

repair and mamicnance of the rvice commectrons afier the meter. the collection
E

wf il {oes Tom ameng water wawrs. legal represesation waih the L%

ornf

Hity wtiier conens retevon o sard waier st e ORI,

Pav ia LADWE the monthh waier comumption mdoaiod m the YWator il he
CiTUspOnding AUFChansys i Opse pavinent has Does made after te designated
Jue dete. and the ponglivoes o othe event any of e provisions of Prosidentuad
Drogree Muamber 804 pthersase Kpown 2s Woter Urss At sh > been
visdated of any ofher periinend laws conceming waler protection and wiliravon:

Aflow LBWED personnel (o disconnect the waler sorvice connection i the event
of fardure 1o pay fs (LG s monthly water consumplion as computedirefivcied
1w the Water Bl and to permmat MWD s Hepaw and Mamisnznos orew o

poriorm such works as may b doom meces SNV the waler SeOvVioe COnneCHan
mxw&ris on the mater stand and sonvice fme before the meter;

Frowide assastanee thal may b aoododroguested by LMWE such as bt oo

mied o profwetmie ond  safepuardime the senice conneglios fm o am

printentmnal inlentend domuge s or destrocton os waier nwter Tom oy oo

of prifecages that with affeet the actual-accurate regisiry of waler consumpiion
hereol: from any other jtegs! aot of water uiilization that will affect the pormal

Hlow or compromse the quatin of water, therehy adversely affect the interedt of
the PTUsand MWD
fmmedoieh report o LMWL any snfbomadon of e ciicumsinoes mentioncd
in the pm&:&dmg paragraph:

Inturm LYW D should “no. low. or turbid supply of water” will be expenenced
0 e waker sefsioe connection fof the atler £ mamodiate and appoopiic actuen,
Adbere wnd e bound et pobwszs. nudes sod regulasons of the LMW an gkt

ailers concermny he Bk setvige connecton of as the latier’s waer

convessionalre, and
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BRGY. PARASAN JARG, LEYEE

. MAME OF CONSUMER: WMONTH OF

Cam | Rate Per | TOTAL | 8%

DATE READ : _
el : o . Consumued . Coom ST AT

FROM | . 10

TUE DATE: - T AVWENT BECENED BY:

fﬁ,,pﬁé;%;»‘fv A
-

(PLEASE PAY ON (R BEFOHE DUE DATE) T
0k, CLEDTE C, SALIENTE
PAYMEST £0 ~

ey s T - -

BRGY. PARASAN JARO, LEYTE

WAME OF CONSUMER: Wioyin . DIVERES MONTR OF: 7 -
” - ' TRt Per | TOFAL . 13%

(i T el T Vs ' - oS IR
" TPAYMENT RECEIVED BY:

Eﬁ_gﬁ DATE:

- .. (PLEASE PAY ON Of BEFORE DLE DATE; sON. CLEGFE C. SALIENTE
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. __ | {onsEmed VAT
T RESENT | PREVIOLS :
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DLE DATE: o
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HOM. GLEGFE C. SALIENTE
PAYMENT COLLECTOR
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i’ » ANNEX “G”

|
§

November 26,2025

Maupay Nga Adiaw,

In behalf han Water Concessionaires ngan moiupyo han Brgy. Parasan,
Jaro Leyte nga nakapirma dida han amun surat nga ginpadangat ha iyu buhatan,
DILG munisipyo han Jaro, Leyte , dida han petsa 30 han Oktubre, tuig 2025 in

naghahangyo nga matagan hin immediate action han amun reklamo.

Samtang nga dire pa nasosclbar an amun mga reklamo, nag kaada la githapon ako hin
sinisiring nga willingness pagbayad han akun kunsumo han tubig pero waray karawta an akun
bayad ni kapitana Cleofe Saliente kay dire lakip an ira ginpataw nga kadugangan nga P2.00 nga
taripa ngan P343.00 nga kadugangan nga bayad han sinisiring nga water loss or NRW- Non
Revenue Water. "; Fies ¢ e D Heok mj (s ,-f' Y g Camogare L '" e et T4 ds o

Lugod an naging kabatunan han am aktibo nga Kapitana Cleofe Saliente . naghimu hiya
hin Memarandum Of Agreement nga pinirmahan niya dida han Novemnber 18, 2025 , nga amu

liwat an petsa han iya pagpatawag han meeting han mga water concessionaires , nga waray

man ini dida han minutes han iya meeting. Usa ako nga water concessionare ngan rehistrado

nga molupyo han Brgy. Parasan Jaro leyte, pero waray ako tagi hin letter of invitation him nga

meeting. Napapausa la kmi, kay ano MOA man an iya ginpadangat nganhi ha DILG office instead

nga minutes han meeting or resolution nga nag come up han ira mecting nga ginbuhat. Uida







Republic of the Philippines
Province of Leyte
MUNICIPALITY OF JARO

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS

Compilainant,
Administrative Case No. 01-2026
For: Dishonesty, Misconduct in Office,
Oppression, and Abuse of Authority

versus-

HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE,
Punong Barangay

Barangay Parasan Jaro, Leyte
Respondent.

X X

NOTICE TO FILE VERIFIED ANSWER

TO: HON. CLEOFE S. SALIENTE
Punong Barangay

Barangay Parasan

Municipality of Jaro, Leyte

GREETINGS:

You are hereby notified that a verified administrative complaint has been filed against you
by MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS with the Office of the Sangguniang Bayan of Jaro,
Leyte.

Attached herewith is a copy of the verified complaint, including its annexes and supporting
documents, for your information and guidance.

Pursuant to Section 62 of Republic Act No. 7160 (Local Government Code of 1991), you are
hereby directed to file your VERIFIED ANSWER to the complaint within FIFTEEN (15)
DAYS from receipt of this Notice.

Failure to submit your verified answer within the period prescribed shall be considered a

waiver of your right to present evidence in your behalf. The investigation shall proceed and
the case will be decided on the basis of the records and evidence on hand.

Issued this 10" day of March, 2026 at Jaro, Leyte.

M £
HON. PEDROB.TANALA JR.
Presiding Officer/Vice Mayor

Copy Fumished: QJ;WG\ a @,ﬁ(dof

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Brgy. Parasan Jaro, Leyte M
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VERIFIED COMPLAINT

COMES NOW, the undersigned Complainant, unto this
H@ﬁ@xﬁbﬁ@ u&fk%"_ﬁg}f& g 33?*@( et ?‘;:ﬁﬂﬁ:(‘%i??r statoar

I THE PARTIES

[

. The Complainant, Meriam Cabidog Parado-Devaras, is of legal
age, married, and a resident of Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Levte,
where she may be served with notices;

2. The Respondent Hon. Cleofe S. Saliente, is the incumbent
Punong Barangay of Barangay Farasan, Jaro, Leyte. She may be
served with notices at the Barangay Hall of Parasan, Jaro, Levie;

I[I. JURISDICTIONAL BASIS

3. This is a verified administrative complaint filed pursuant 1o
Section 61{c) of Republic Act MNo. 7160 (Local Government Code

IiFe
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£
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of 1991}, which vests jurisdiction over administrative complaints
against elective barangay officials in the Sangguniang Bayan
concerned;

The acts and complained of against the respondent constitute
grounds for disciplinary action, specifically Dishonesty,
Misconduct in Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority
under Section 60 {c) and {e} of the same Code;

IMI. STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS

Barangays Parasar and Palanog, Jaro, Leyte, are within the
territorial service jurisdiction of the Jaro Water District ("TWD").
However, JWIYs water services have not been extended to or
made available to said barangays due to operational and
infrastructure limitations. Considering that the geographic
location of Barangays Parasan and Palanog is in close proximity
to the water source of the Levte Metropelitan Water District
(“ILMWD”) in Pastrama, Leyte, JWD expressly authorized
LMWD to supply water to the said barangays.

In 2017, a Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) was executed
between LMWD, WD, and Barangays Parasan and Palanog
(“BLGUs") for the construction of a water supply pipeline from
Barangay Tingib, Pastrana, Leyte, to the jurisdictional
boundaries of the BLGUs. A copy of the said MOA is attached
hereto as Annex "A”.

Under the said MOA, LMWD undertook to sell and supply
water to the BLGUs through a Metered Bulk Sale arrangement,
wherein the pipelaying component of the project was
implemented sometime between 2017 and 2018, which was
funded through the "SALINTUBIG Program for the VWaterless
Barangays" of the Department of the Interior and Local
Government (“DILG”), secured by the BLGUs.

Tn 2019, a single mother meter was installed by LMWD under a
joint account under the two BLGUs, at which time LMWD's
water supply operations were already being handled by
Primewater Infrastructure Corporation pursuant to a Joint
Venture Agreement.

Thereafter, individual household service connections within
Barangay DParasan were installed, the costs of which were
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10.

11.

13.

14.

entirely borne by the residents themselves. Heren Complainant
obtained her individual water service connection in June 2024,
and has since been sublect to billing under the barangay-
managed water distribution system or formally called the
Barangay Parasan Water System (“BPWS”), as evidence by the
herein Water Billing Statements, attached hereto as Annex “B”
and series.

The BPWS is managed and operated by barangay officials, with
Respondent, Hon. Cleofe 5. Saliente, acting as its President and
Collecting Officer, exercising control over billing, collection, ard
enforcement of payments, while Barangay Councilor Jerry 5.
Parado and Barangay Secretary Jarlyn O. Diola act as the meter
readers.

LMWD bills the BLGUs under one account ledger, while
households with individual service comnections in Barangay
Parasan are billed by the BPWS;

From the commencement of its operations in 2019, the BFWS,
under the management and control of Respondent, consistently
included in its billing statements to individual consumers in
Barangay Parasan an additional charge denominated as “12%
VAT”, imposed on top of the actual water conswmpiion
charges. This is notwithstanding the fact that the bulk water
supplied by Primewater to the BLGUs is already subjecttoa12%
Value-Aaded Tax;

It is crucial to note that the BPWS is not a VAT-registered
business entity under the Bureau of Internal Revenue (BIR), nor
has it ever issued BIR-accredited official receipis to ils
CONSUINETs.

Om September 4, 2025, a joint barangay assembly meefing was
conducted by Barangays Palanog and Parasan, Jare, Leyte, with
representatives from Primewater Leyte Metro, namely Ms.
Melinda Petilla and Ms. Delieza Disz, and from the Levie
Metropolitan Water District, namely Mr. Gerundio Calabia and
Engr. Bernardo M. Devaras, who is also my husband. The
meeting was held to address concerns regarding meter reading
schedules, billing, and the imposition of a 12% VAT by the BFWS
on top of the charges billed by Primewater to the BLGUs.
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During the said assembly meeting, representatives from the
Levte Metropolitan Water Distzict categorically stated that the
BPWS should notimpose 2 12% VAT, as doing so would amount
to double taxation, considering that the bulk water soid by
Primewater to the BLGUs is already subject to a 12% VAT.

When | received my water bill statement for the month of
September 2025, I noticed that the “12% VAT", as reflected in all
prior monthly water bill statemenis, was crossed out and
replaced as “Maintenance”. A copy of my September 2025 Water
Billing Statement is hereto attached as Annex “C".

On Ociober 18, 2025, during an assembly attended by the
Sangguniang Bayan headed by the Vice Mayor, Respondent
Hon. Cleofe S. Saliente was asked about the 12% VAT during the
opent forum. She responded: “It dire nasugot, pautod nala
kamo.” (" Those who do ot agree should fust have their water lines
cut.”)

Respondent stated that there must be a water tariff increase
imposed to cover water losses and added that she had to
personally shoulder the cost of such water losses from her own
pocket.

During the same open forum, residents requested a formal
accounting of the total 12% VAT collected from 2019 to the
present, as well as updates on water system maintenance and the
remaining fund balance. However, rather than addressing these
inquiries with transparency, the Respondent scolded the
residents and refused fo provide the requested information.

In the heat of scolding, Respondent & nphasized that Barangay
Parasan was only able to implement the water system through
her efforts, arrogantly retorting: “Ake la it naka MOA
[Memorandum of Agreement], dire it mga konsumidor. Salit
pautod nala it dire nasugot”. (I am the only one who signed the
MOA, not the consumers. So, those who do not agree should just have
their water seyvice cut.)

In the October 2025 bill, Respondent arbifrarily increased the rate
per cubic meter by Two Pesos (Php 2.00) and added a Php 345.00
charge labeled as “loss,” increasing Complainant’s bill by more
than 50% without any supporting crdinance to this effect. A copy
of said bill is attached as Anmex “D7.
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On October 25, 2025, Barangay Councilor Jerry S. Parado,
informed me and my husband that no liquidation reports exist
for the 12% VAT collected between 2019 and 2023. He noted that
liquidation will only be provided for the years 2023 to 2025.

Conseguently, on October 30, 2025, the Complainant, together
with twenty-six (26) constituents of Barangay Parasan, signed
and submitted a formal complaint to the DILG, dated October
24,2075, attached hereto as Annex “E”, which was also furnished
to the Municipal Mayor’s Office on November 20, 2025.

The said complaint submitted to the DILG detailed the
grievances raised by the residents, specificaily: the 12% ¥AT
imposed by the BPWS under the Respondent’s leadership, the
unexplained surge in water consumption charges (including the
Php 2.00/m?® increase), and the demand for a comprehensive
audit of the 12% VAT collections from 2019 to the present
However, instead of addressing these queries with transparency
or staying the imposition of fees, the BPWS, under Respondent's
direction, unilaterally increased the water tariff. As a result, the
residents requested the DILG to conduct 2 formal investigation
into these matters.

On November 25, 2025, Complainant obtained, via a phone
image sent by a neighbor employed at the DILG, a copy of a
handwritten document entitled “Memorandum of Agreement”
dated November 18, 2025, which had been submiited to the said
office. A copy of this document is hereto attached as Annex “F”

Said document, signed as " Approved” by the Respondent in her
official capacity as Punong Barangay, together with the
signatures of the two (2) lot owners where Complainant’s water
meter and pipeline traverse, declares that the consumers and
barangay officials of Barangay Parasan have agreed to
surnmarily disconnect Complainant’s water connection due to
alleged non-payment for the month of October 2025. Crucially,
the document further states that even upon payment, the
cornection would not be restored on the ground that the lot
owners purportedly no longer permit the passage of the
pipeline.

This "Memorandum of Agreement” was executed on November
18, 2025, during a meeting with water consumers of Barangay
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30.

31.

Parasan to which Complainant was never invited, nor was she
given the opportunity to participate. Furthermore, no formal
minutes of said meeting were prepared or made available to
evidence the actual discussions or the basis for such a drastic
resolution.

Prior to the actual disconmection, Complainant was never served
a Notice of Disconnection nor provided any formal notice from
the BPWS regarding the matter, depriving Complainant of her
right to procedural due process which constitutes a flagrant
violation of her basic human right to access potable water.

On November 26, 2025, Complainant submitted a follow-up
letter to the DILG, attached here as Annex “G”, retterating the
reguest for immediate action on the grievances of the Barangay
Parasan water Consumers.

in said follow-up, Comgplainent explicitly manifested her
willingness to pay her actual water consumption while the
dispute over the guestioned charges remained pending
However, Respondent refused fo accept the payment on the
sole ground that it did not include the unauthorized Php 2.00/m?
tariff increase and the Php 343.00 "water loss" charge, the latter
amounting to more than 30% of Complainant’s actual
consumption of Php 600.00 for the month of October 2025.

The Respondent's act of excluding Complainant from the
November 18, 2025 meeting, coupled with the simultanecus
issuance of a directive for permanent disconnection without
notice, constitutes evident bad faith, oppression, and a gross
abuse of authority. Respondent clearly "singled out’ the
Complainant as an act of retaliation for being a vocal critic of the
BPWS's arbitrary and illegal imposition of fees.

On December 12, 2025, upon following up with the DILG Office
in Jarc, Leyte, the Municipal Local Government Operations
Officer (MLGOO), Mz Jude Allan S Villero, advised
Complainant that the DILG lacks jurisdiction to adjudicate the
ongoing dispute between the consumers and the barangay
officials. Consequently, Mr. Villero recornmended the filing ofa
Verified Complaint with the Sangguniang Bayan as the proper
disciplining authority, hence the inddation of the instant action.
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IV, GROUNDS FOR ADMINSTRAT

A, Dishonesty and Misconduct in Office

33.

34.

35.

37.

The Respondent caused and allowed the collection of an
additional charge denominated as “12% VAT" fom water
consumers of Barangay Parasan beginning in 2019, despite the
fact that the BPWS is not a VAT-registered entity with the
Bureau of Internal Revenue (BIR) and does not issue BIR-
authorized official receipts.

The collection of a tax under the guise of “VAT" by a non-
registered entity constitutes a patent violation of the National
Internal Revenue Code (NIRC) and amounts to an illegal
exaction of funds from the public.

By misrepresenting an unauthorized collection as a statutory tax,
Respondent committed an illegal exaction of funds from the
public. Such act constitutes Dishonesty, defined as the
"disposition to lie, cheat, deceive, or defraud”.

As a public official, Respondent is mandated to observe
transparency and accountability. The active refusal to provide a
iquidation or accounting of the "VATY collections, later
deceptively relabeled as "Maintenance”, causes undue njury io
the consumers of Barangay Parasan. This lack of transparency,
coupled with the arbitrary relabeling of funds, strongly
suggests a viclation of Section 3(e} of Republic Act No. 3018
(Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices Act), which prohibits public
officers from causing any undue injury to any party through
manifest partiality, evident bad faith, or gross inexcusable
negligence.

Under the R.A. 7610 (Local Government Code of 1991}, any
imposition of taxes, fees, or charges, must be implemented
through a valid Barangay Ordinance duly enacted by the
Sangguniang Barangay and subjected to public hearings. The
Respondent’s unilateral imposition of the 12% "VAT." the Php
2.00/m? tariff increase, and the "water loss” charges were done
without the benefit of any ordinance, making these collections
ulfra vires and legally infirm.
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B. Oppression and Abuse of Authority

39.

40.

41.

The sumumary disconnection of Complainant's water service
without prior notice or a formal hearing is an act of Oppression.
Access to water is a vital basic human right, and its termination
requires strict adherence to due process. Respondent’s approval
of a clandestine handwritten “Memorandum of Agreement” {0
permanently deprive Complainant of waterisa manifest abuse
of her power as Punong Barangay.

Tn the case of Ardiente v. Pastorfide, et al.%, the Supreme Court held
that even when a party or utility has a contractual or legal right
relating to service termination, such right must be exercised
with justice, honesty, and good faith, and that disconnection
without prior notice and/or without just cause is actionable
and may support damages, pursuant to Asticle 19 of the New
Civil Code which states that “every person must, in the exercise
of his rights and in the performance of his duties, act with justice,
give everyone his due, and observe honesty and good faith.”

Respondent is therefore guilty of violating these fundamental
legal principles through her calculated omissions and bad faith.
Her failure to provide a formal disconnection notice, and her
categorical refusal to allow Complainant the opportunity to pay
her actual consumption charges comstitute a clear case of
oppression and abuse of authority. In her dual capacity as
Punong Barangay and President of the BFWS, Respondent used
her office not to serve her constituent, but to summarily deprive
her of a vital resource and basic human right as a form of
administrative punishment, which is patently illegal and
actionable under Section 60 of the Local Government Code,

Moreover, the timing of the disconnection of Respondent’s water
line, occurring immediately after Complainant sought
intervention from the DILG for an audit, clearly demonstrates
that the act was not a legitimate enforcement of water system
rules but a retaliatory measure. This act was specifically
intended to harass, intimidate, and punish the Complainant for
being vocal in demanding accountability and transparency
regarding the collection of fees by the BPWS. Such a vindictive
exercise of power is the very essemce of oppression as
contemnplated by Section 60 of the Local Government Code.

1
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PRAYER

WHEREFORE, premises considered, it is most respectiully
prayed of this Honorable Sangguriang Bavarn that:

1, The Verified Complaint be GIVEN DUE COURSE and a
formal investigation be commenced;

2. An ORDER be issued DIRECTING the Respondent io
IMMEDIATELY RESTORE Complainant's water service
connection, without prejudice to the Complainants
willingness to pav her actual and lawful water consumption
charges;

3. FIND Respondent Hon Cleofe 5.  Saliente,
administratively liable for Dishonesty, Misconduct in
Office, Oppression, and Abuse of Authority, in violation of
Sections 60{(c) and 60{e) of Republic Act No. 7160 (Local
Government Code of 1991) and IMPOSE the appropriate
administrative penalties therefor, as may be warranted;

All other reliefs just and equitable under the foregoing
circumstances are likewise prayed for.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED.
02 February 2026, Jaro, Leyte.

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Complatnant

Copyv furnished:

Hon. Clecofe C, Saliende
Brgy. Hall, Parasan, Jaro, Levie



VERIFICATION AND CERTIFICATION OF NON-FORUM
SHOPPING

I, MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS, Filipino, of legal
age, married, a resident of Barangay Parasan, Jaro, Leyte, after having
been duly sworn to in accordance with law do hereby state that:

1. Iam the Complaint in the above-entitled Verified Complaint;

2. 1 have caused its preparation and have read and understood the
same and all the allegations contained therein are true and correct
out of my own personal knowledge and/or based on authentic
records;

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

4. T have understood that the factual allegations therein have
evidentiary support or, if specifically so identified, will likewise
have evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for
discovery;

5. I have not commenced any action or proceeding involving the
same issue in any court, tribunal or quasi-judicial agency and, to the
best of my knowledge, no such other action or claim is pending
therein;

6. Should I learn that the same or similar action, claim or
proceeding has been filed or pending, I shall report that fact within
five (5) days from discovery thereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, ] have hereunto affixed my signature,
this 2~ day of February 2026 in the City of Tacloban, Philippines.

MERIAM CABIDOG PARADO-DEVARAS
Affiant

PRC ID No. 0807675

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me a Notary Pgbiic for
and in the City of Tacloban, Philippines this _gg8 (1 piva :
affiant showing to me her competent proof of identity and swore

before me that she has fully understood the contents and allegations
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in the foregoing instrument and that the same is her free and voluntary
act and deed.
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i L. MWD Compound. Brzy 74. Nulatula. Tacloban Catw‘
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

" THIS AGREEMENT made and cntered mto this by and among.

The LEYTE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT. formed and created pursuant o the
provisions of Presidential Decree No. 198 as amended. and declared as a Government-
Owvned and Controlled Corporation by virtue of En Banc decision of the Supreme Court on
the case of Davao City Water District. etal. vs. Civil Service Commission (CSC) and
Cominission on Audit (COA} (G.R. Nes. 95237-38). promulgated on September 13 1991
with principal address a1 Motorpool Compound. Barangay 74. Nuia-Tula, Tacloban City.
represented i this act by MR. PASTOR A. HOMERES. in his capacity as General
Aanager. heremalier referved to as “LMWD.” collectively referred herein as “Parties” or

singularly as "Party.”

-and-

The JARO WATER DISTRICT. formed and created pursuant {o the provisions of
Pressdennal Decree No. 198 as amended. and declared as a Government-Owned and
Controlled Corporation by virtue of En Banc decision of the Supreme Court on the case of
Devao City Water Disirict, etal vs. Civil Service Commission (CSC) and Commission on
Aadit (COA) (GR Nos 935237-38). promulgated on September 13. 1991 with principal
address at Poblacion, Jaro. Levie. represented im this act by MR ANTONIO 6. SORIMA.

m s capucity as the General Managcr herewmafier referred to as “JWIL ™

-arui-

-~ i

-

the LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT OF BARANGAY PARASAN, Jaro, Levte formed
and created pursuani to the provisions of R A No 7160 as amended otherwise known as
he Local Government Code of the Phalippines represented in this act by Hen. CLEOFE C.
SAL IEN’T} in her capacity as the Punong Bamngm hercinafier referred 1o as LGE-
Parasan. or jointly called with LGV-Palaneg as "LGUS”

-ands

Ihe LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT OF BARANGAY PALANOG. Jaro, Leyie formed
and created pursuant to the provisions of R A No. 7160 as amended. otherwise known as
The local Government Code of the Philippines represented in this act by Hen.
BIENVENIDO T. SALANO n his capacity as the Punong Barangay. heremafier referred 10
as LGU-Palanog. or jointly called with LGU-Parasan as "LGUs™,
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Article I, Hesponsibilities of the Partien

A The LGU-Parmasn sad LGU-Palanep or LGS shall
b Secure wechnical assistance from LMWD with respect 1o the preparation of the
Program of Work (POW) and Netailed Cost Estimates for the proposed progect:
2 tasplement the constrection of the after-the-meter pipeline from the location of 1he

mester stand o0 the boundarres of Tingd, Pastrang apd Furasan, Jaro, i,;u: ey tin
end potni as prescribed i the POW,

o d

Uoter into 2 senvies connecbion contract with and pay the corresponding Tees and
chargss to LMWD at 1s main of¥ice located at Barengay 74. Lower MNulatula,
Taciohan Uity once the afler-tho-meter pipele has  afready  been  duiy
constructed/implemented: . .

+ Opevate and maintain the after-the-meter water facililies meluding all mattery
canceming water supply destedbution:

> Foumally orgamse 9 Water Uhers Associalion wad clegs the desred officers who
shall be responsible 10 1he operation of the water svstem. he systernatic and eowt
disinbutios of water botween LGU-Parasan and LGU-Palapeg. the nooded
veparr and mamienance of the service connections after the meter. the collection
of water fees rom among water asers. legal representation with the LAWY and
utte othier concer s relevant (o sard water seovipe sonnechion,

t. Pay w LATWED the mombly water consumpbion indicnied m the Water 1331 thw
corresponding surcharge’s 1n vase paymen! has been made aller the despnatod
due date, and the peaciivacs in the event any of the rovisions of Presidentd
fiecree Mumber 8041 otherwise hroewn as Water Crmes Act shall have been
viclated or any other pertinent laws conesrning water profection and wtilization;

7. Allpw LATW D personnel w disconsect the water service connection m the event

of fadure o pay its (LGS monthiy water consumption as computediretlocted

i The Water Bl and 1o permu LAIWD's Repnir and Maimenance crow o

ol perferm such works as may be deem meoessary on the waker service connegtion
% - particularly on the meter stand and serviee ling betore the mater:

R Provide assistance that may be meededirequested by LMWD such as but ma
Hmited e profecting and  safeguarding  the senvice cumnection from am
wintentonal ineendonal daemuge s or destruction, oy waler mcler from any fonn
of ptlierages that will affoct the acwalbaccumate registcy of waler consumption
thereod® from amy viher dlogal act of water uithization that waili affect the normal

& flow or compromse the gualin of water, thereby adversely affect the misrest of

ihe I4GUs and LMW DL

da 2
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g fmenediiely report o LRWTE s rformaton of e crcumstaboes mentoned
in the preceding paragranis.
10 Infprm LMIWE shoold Tne, low, or twrbid supply of water waill be expenenced
in (e waler servige connechion for the tatier's m“m:da&&.@, andd appropaaie action:
L Adbere and b boosd o the pobores, tules and regulations of the LW on ol
maiters concereRg e waler servive oonmochion o7 as the ialier's wailer
concessionairg and
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ANNEX “B-1”

BARANGAY PARASAN WATER SYSTEM
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ANNEX “B-2”
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ANNEX “B-3”
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ANNEX “B-4”
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ANNEX “B-5”

BARANGAY PARASAN WATER SYSTEM
BRGY. PARASAN JARO, LEYTE
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- ANNEX “C”

RARANGAY PARASAN WATER SYSTEM
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- " ANNEX “D”

BARANGAY PARASAN WATER SYSTEM
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WATER BILLING STATEMENT
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October 24, 2025

Maupay Nga Adiaw ;

ANNEX “E”

Hi kami nga mga tag kunsumo han tubig ha Brgy. Parasan, Jaro leyte nga nakapirma ha ubos,
naaru hin bulig tikang ha opisina hit Sangguniang Bayan, Munisipyo hit Jaro Leyte, han mga issue nga
dire gintatagad han nagkakapot ha amun patubig. Dida han Brgy. Assembly Day, petsa 18 han
Octobre, 2025, nag kamay ada meeting nga gindumara og gin atendiran han Vice Mayor ngan
Sangguniang Bayan Members.

An issue nga ginpakiana an masunod:

An 12 % VAT nga nakaduha gindugang ha amun water bill kada buian nga resulta han pag

hataas han amun kabaraydan.

Tigda nga pag hataas han amun kunsumec han tubig , nag agree nga mag meeting anay an
water supply officers par2 mabaru kami han resulta.
Amun ginrereklamo nga magka may ada AUDIT han kuarta ngan kanan 12 % VAT nga nakaltas
ha amun tikang tuig 2019 hasta ngada yana para masabtan namun an amun reklamo, lugod
kabaliktaran a2n solusyon, nagpahataas hira han taripa han tubig. It nagdudumara hit amun
patubig hi Kapitana Cleofe Saliente ngan it meter reader hi Gerry Parado ngan Brgy. Secretary

Gerlyn Diola.

Damu nga salamat ngan nag lalaum nga maimbestigahan ini nga amun concern.

Mga pirma han apektado nga kunsumedor ngan molupyo han Brgy. Parasan, Jaro Leyte:
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= iy ANNEX “G”

November 26,2025

Maupay Nga Adlaw, ' e

In behalf han Water Concessicnaires ngan molupyo han Brgy. Parasan,
Jaro Leyte nga nakapirma dida han amun surat nga ginpadangat ha iyu buhatan,
DILG munisipyo han Jaro, Leyte , dida han petsa 30 han Oktubre, tuig 2025 in

naghahangyo nga matagan hin immediate action han amun reklamo.

Samtang nga dire pa nasosolbar an amun mga reklamo, nag kaada la gihapon ako hin
sinisiring nga willingness pagbayad han akun kunsumo han tubig pero waray karawta an akun
bayad ni kapitana Cleofe Saliente kay dire iakip an ira ginpataw nga kadugangan nga P2.00 nga
taripa ngan P343.00 nga kadugangan nga bayad han sinisiring nga water loss or NRW- Non

Revenue Water. { Frase Cev 1 flacked wpy Sun wake bill g Hie ek 04 L)

Lugod an naging kabatunan han am aktibo nga Kapitana Cleofe Saliente , naghimu hiya
hin Memorandum Of Agreement nga pinirmahan niya dida han November 18, 2025, nga amu
iiwat an petsa han iya pagpatawag han meeting han mga water concessionaires , nga waray
man ini dida han minutes han iya meeting. Usa ako nga water concessionare ngan rehistrado
nga molupyo han Brgy. Parasan Jaro leyte, pero waray ako tagi hin letter of invitation hini nga
meeting. Napapausa la kmi, kay ano MOA man an iya ginpadangat nganhi ha DILG office instead

nga minutes han meeting or resolution nga nag come up han ira meeting nga ginbuhat. Dida
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nan vz MDA gin e niva nga uuldan na kmi han

s kemi naghavyad ngan an am meuro nakada hi

magpataud han meyo nagsarit anay kamik

ryna nga hiva Comnehio ML Cuarto ngan Lenilita 5. Sabente,

“ mccess Lo water is recognized as basic human right in the

hilippine Commission On Human Rights.”

Piz hin MOA ni Kapitana Clecfe Saliente dire na kmi (atagan hin
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Damu nga salamat ngan naglalaum,

An Matinshuron,
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