SPECIAL EIGHTH DIVISION
[ CA-G.R. SP No. 132018, May 09, 2014 ]

METROPOLITAN MANILA DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY,
PETITIONER, VS. JAIME S. ENRIQUEZ, ET. AL., RESPONDENTS.

DECISION
INTING, S. B., J.:[*]

The parties to this Petitionl1] seek this Court's approval of their Compromise
Agreement!?],

The facts:

Petitioner Metropolitan Manila Development Authority (MMDA) is a government
agency created under Republic Act No. 7924 while Respondents are all employees of
MMDA and officers and members of Kapisanan para sa Kagalingan ng mga Kawani
sa Kalakhang Maynila (KKK-MMDA).

This case arose from a Memorandum!3] dated July 6, 2012 issued by Lydia P.
Domingo, Director III of the Administrative Service of the MMDA which pertains to
rallies allegedly conducted by Respondents successively on June 28, 2012 and July
4, 2012 to express their grievances on the Collective Negotiation Agreement. The
dispositive portion of the Memorandum provides, to wit:

“In view of the foregoing circumstances, the Administrative Service is of
the belief that there is a probable cause to file an appropriate
administrative case against the key officials and members of the KKK
who participated in the said rally for nuisance and conduct prejudicial to
the best interest of the service. xxx”

On October 9, 2012, the Respondents were summoned[4] to appear before the
Investigating Officer of the Legal Office of the MMDA relative to the administrative
complaint filed against them for Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the

Service. On October 23, 2012, the Respondents filed their Joint Counter-Affidavitl>]
with the Investigating Officer. On October 29, 2012, Lydia P. Domingo and Edenison
F. Fainsan filed their Joint Reply-Affidavit in refutation of Respondents' explanation in
their Joint Counter-Affidavit. On November 9, 2012, Respondents filed their Joint
Counter-Affidavit.

On December 3, 2012, a Resolutionl®] was issued by the Investigating Officer, the
dispositive portion of which provides:

“Wherefore, premises considered, it is most respectfully recommended
that respondents be charged administratively with two (2) counts of
Conduct Prejudicial to the Best Interest of the Service, for the two
separate occasions of mass protest , as described above, punishable



under Section 46 (b) (27), Chapter 7, Book V of EO 292, in relation to
Section 46 (B) (8), Rule 10 of Revised Rules on Administrative Cases in
the Civil Service (RRACCS).

Further, pursuant to Section 25 and 26, Rule 7 of RRACCS, considering
that the charges against said respondents involve grave offenses , it is
further recommended that they be PREVENTIVELY SUSPENDED FOR
NINETY (90) DAYS, to take effect upon service of the Formal Charge. *

On the same date of December 3, 2012, a Formal Chargel’] was issued against the
Respondents, the dispositive portion of which provides:

“WHEREFORE, Jaime S. Enriquez and all the above named individuals are
hereby directed to answer in writing under oath the above-mentioned
charge within five (5) days from receipt hereof, attaching therewith the
sworn statements of their witness/es, if any. They should likewise state
therein if they elect a formal investigation of the charge against them or
waive their rights to such investigation. They are also advised that they
are entitled to assistance of a counsel of their own choice.”

On December 20, 2012, a Memorandum of Appeall8] was filed by the Respondents
before the Civil Service Commission (CSC) which was granted by the CSC in its

Decision[®] dated May 14, 2013, the dispositive portion of which provides, in part:

“WHEREFORE, the appeal of Jaime S. Enriquez, Lolita Leochico, Marcial
Araba, xxx xxx is GRANTED. Accordingly, the preventive suspension of
aforesaid MMDA employees is REVERSED and SET ASIDE. The MMDA is
hereby directed to reinstate Enriquez, et. al. to their former positions
with payment of back salaries and benefits due them from the time they
were preventively suspended until their actual reinstatement.”

On June 10, 2013, Petitioner filed a Motion for Reconsideration[10] which was denied

by the CSC in a Resolution[11] dated September 2, 2013, the dispositive portion of
which provides:

“WHEREFORE, the motion for reconsideration of MMDA is DENIED. Accordingly, CSC
Decision No. 130474 dated May 4, 2013, STANDS. The MMDA is hereby directed to
reinstate Enriquez et. al. to their former positions with payment of back salaries and
benefits due them from the time they were preventively suspended until their actual
reinstatement.”

Consequently, Petitioners filed before this Court a Petition for Review[!2] assailing
the said May 14, 2013 Decision!13] of the CSC and its September 2, 2013

Resolution[14], On December 2, 2013, the Court in its Minute Resolution[1>] referred
the instant case to the Philippine Mediation Center-Court of Appeals (PMC-CA) for
possible amicable settlement.

On April 29, 2014, the PMC-CA reported[16] that the parties executed a Compromise
Agreementl17] and that there was successful settlement between them.

In the aforesaid Compromise Agreement(18] dated April 22, 2014, the parties
stipulated, to wit:



