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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-92

A RESOLUTION RENDERING THE DECISION OF THE SANGGUNIANG BAYAN IN
ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2025-05: DIMAANO V. MANINGAS.

-

WHEREAS, records of the Office of the Sangguniang Bayan show that a Complaint dated
December 9, 2025 was filed by Annie M. Dimaano, a resident of 10607 B. Villanueva St., Barangay
Mayondon, Los Bafios, Laguna, against Hon. Rommel E. Maningas, Barangay Captain of Barangay
Mayondon, Los Bafios, Laguna, for alleged Dereliction of Duty;

WHEREAS, upon receipt of the complaint, the Administrative Investigating Committee
(AIC) convened on December 15, 2025 to evaluate the matter and thereafter issued a Notice to
File Verified Answer to the respondent on December 26, 2025, with the respondent subsequently
submitting his Verified Answer on January 10, 2026;

WHEREAS, the Administrative Investigating Committee (AIC) conducted subsequent

proceedings, including its meeting on January 12, 2026 and the issuance of Notices of Hearing to
both parties, wherein the complainant appeared during the hearing held on January 15, 2026,
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while the respondent failed to appear at the scheduled hearing on January 26, 2026 despite due
notice;

WHEREAS, further Notice of Hearing dated January 29 2026 was issued to the respondent
setting another hearing on February 3, 2026 in connection with the administrative case for
Dereliction of Duty;

WHEREAS, the complaint stemmed from the complainant’s exercise of her right as a
citizen and taxpayer to access information on matters of public concern, including official records
and documents used in governance, as guaranteed under Section 7, Article Ill of the 1987
Philippine Constitution, which upholds transparency and accountability in public service;

WHEREAS, on March 16, 2026, the Sangguniang Bayan of Los Bafios, Laguna held its 31%
Regular Session and after careful perusal and deliberations of the merits of the case, the
Sangguniang Bayan rendered its decision;

WHEREAS, upon due deliberation of the case, a votation was conducted by the
Sangguniang Bayan resulting in a majority vote of seven (7) in favor, namely: Hon. Miko C.
Pelegrina, Hon. Muriel Laisa B. Dizon, Hon. Leren Mae M. Bautista, Hon. Benedicto S. Alborida,
Hon. Rand Edouard R. De Jesus, Hon. Myla E. Alinsunurin, and Hon. Samantha Nicole A.
Banasihan-Ortega, and three (3) against, namely: Hon. Aldous Amiel B. Perez, Hon. Jay G.
Rolusta, and Hon. Gaudencio P. Macatangay, thereby constituting the decision of the body;

NOW THEREFORE, on motion of Councilor Myla E. Alinsunurin and concurred by majority
of the members present;

RESOLVED AS IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED, to approve and adopt the recommendation of
the Administrative Investigating Committee (AIC) as its Decision on Administrative Case No. 2025-
05: Dimaano vs. Maningas, as follows:

ANNIE M. DIMAANO
Complainant

FOR: Dereliction of Duty

-vVersus-

ROMMEL E. MANINGAS
Barangay Captain, Barangay Mayondon
Los Bafios, Laguna

Respondent
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DECISION

Records show that a Complaint dated December 9, 2025 was received by the Office of
the Sangguniang Bayan from Annie M. Dimaano, a resident of 10607 B. Villanueva St., Barangay
Mayondon, Los Bafios, Laguna, against Hon. Rommel E. Maningas, Barangay Captain of Barangay
Mayondon, Los Bafos, Laguna, for Dereliction of Duty.

On December 15, 2025, the Administrative Investigating Committee (AIC) convened its
first meeting to evaluate the complaint filed by Annie M. Dimaano. Thereafter, a Notice to File
Verified Answer was issued to the respondent on December 26, 2025 and on January 10, 2026,
the Committee received the Verified Answer of the respondent.

Thereafter, the Administrative Investigating Committee (AIC) held another meeting on
January 12, 2026 and sent a letter to the Complainant attaching a copy of the Verified Answer
from the Respondent.

A Notice of Hearing dated January 14, 2026 was issued to the Complainant, setting the
hearing on January 15, 2026 to discuss the matters regarding to the complaint filed. On the
scheduled date, the Complainant appeared.

Accordingly, another Notice of Hearing dated January 23, 2026 was issued to the
Respondent, setting the next hearing on January 26, 2026 requesting his appearance to discuss
the matter regarding the Administrative Case filed against the him. However, during the said
meeting, the Respondent did not appear without informing the committee of his inability to
attend the hearing.

On January 29, 2026, Notice of Hearing was issued to the Respondent informing him of
the scheduled gearing on February 3, 2026 in connection with the Administrative case filed against
him for Dereliction of Duty.

The present administrative case arose from the complainant’s exercise of her right as a
citizen and a tax payer, invoking the right of the people to information on matters of public
concern, including access to official records, documents, and research data used for policy
development. This right is subject to limitations provided by law, ensuring transparency and
accountability (Section 7, Article IIl of the 1987 Philippine Constitution). Wherein the respondent’s
alleged acts are claimed to constitute dereliction of duty.

THE VERSION OF COMPLAINANT

That as a citizen and inhabitant of Barangay Mayondon, Los Bafios, Laguna, the
complainant, ANNIE M. DIMAANO, invokes her right to information on matters of public
concern, including access to official records, documents, and research data used for policy
development.

i On November 4, 2025, the Complainant submitted a formal written request for
public transparency, specific investigation and checking for proper use of funds, etc. of the
following:

¢ Barangay Executive/Administrative Office payroll of from January to October 2025;
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e Accomplishment reports, DTR and other relevant documents for the honoraria
from July to October 2025; and
e Plantilla of personnel for 2025 and proposed Plantilla of personnel for 2026.

2. A letter-response from the Barangay dated November 10, 2025, signed by Hon.
Danilo V. Apolinario, Barangay Kagawad for Hon. Rommel E. Maningas and concurred by Ms. Ma.
Lea M. Cabarrubias, Barangay Treasurer, where sent to the Complainant requesting the same to
provide clarification as to the purpose of request.

3. The complainant, on November 11, 2025, sent a reply and clearly cited that the
same is for legal purpose for she is deeply concerned on how public funds are used which would
help if it would be validated in compliance to transparency and accountability. The complainant
invited their attention to DILG Opinion No. 63S. 2019 in relation to Section 5(3) of Republic Act

No. 6713 also known as the Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards for Public Officials and
Employee, that every citizen is entitled to access to barangay documents including Barangay
Payroll. However, since then, the Barangay failed to respond the Complainant's clarificatory letter
up to the filing of the complaint.

The complainant respectfully prays for the conduct of an investigation into the refusal of
Barangay Captain Rommel E. Maningas to comply with her request for payroll documents and to
grant access to public records in accordance with her right to information. The Complainant
further prays for the SUSPENSION of Barangay Captain Rommel E. Maningas for Dereliction of
Duty, citing violations of the laws on transparency and public access to information.

THE VERSION OF RESPONDENT

Respondent ROMMEL E. MANINGAS categorically admits and denies the following
allegations leveled against him in the instant administrative complaint set forth below as
presented and based on his understanding.

4. The respondent admits the allegations regarding his identity and position as
incumbent Punong Barangay of Barangay Mayondon, Los Bafios, Laguna as well as the receipt of
the letter-request dated November 4, 2025 and avers that a subsequent reply was sent on
November 10, 2025, through Barangay Kagawad Danilo V. Apolinario well within the reglementary
period for responding to public communications.

5. The respondent specifically denies the allegation of Dereliction of Duty as there
was no refusal to perform a mandated duty. The temporary suspension of the release of
documents was a result of the Respondent's faithful adherence to Republic Act No. 10173 (Data
Privacy Act of 2012). As the Personal Information Controller (PIC), the Punong Barangay has a
mandatory obligation to safeguard sensitive personal information contained in the requested
Payrolls and Plantilla to prevent identity theft and unauthorized profiling. Acting with prudence,
the Respondent even sought clarification, hence a reply letter to the Complainant to ensure that
any release would satisfy the criteria for “Legitimate Interest” under the Data Privacy Act” and to
allow time for necessary redaction considering as well the voluminous records in which the request
covers ten (10) months of multiple employees.
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6. It is also categorically denied that there exist unlawful withholding. It bears
emphasis that there is no law requiring the automatic, unconditional, or immediate release of
payrolls and personnel records upon mere demand, especially where such records contain private
and sensitive personal information of third parties who are not parties to this case. Any production
of documents, if at all, must necessarily be preceded by: (a) a lawful and specific written order of
this Honorable Body; (b) a clear definition of the exact scope of records to be produced; (c) express
instructions on mandatory redaction standards consistent with the Data Privacy Act and National
Privacy Commission issuances; and (d) sufficient safeguards to ensure that the Respondent shall
not be exposed to criminal, civil, or administrative liability arising from misuse, secondary
disclosure, or unauthorized reproduction of the records.

¥ In addition thereto, Respondent DENIES that the referral to the Commission on
Audit (COA) was intended to delay. It was a valid exercise of administrative referral for the COA
possesses-the audited, final, and official copies of the financial documents, whereas the Barangay
records are subject to post-audit adjustments. Directing the Complainant to the repository of final
records is an act of transparency, not obstruction.

8. The allegation on fund misuse are baseless and mere collateral attacks in which allegations
require substantial evidence. The complainant offers nothing but fact of a utility
disconnection without any proof or evidence of malversation in fact or law.

The respondent respectfully prays that the instant administrative complaint be DISMISSED
for lack of merit and prematurity and that the Respondent’s hesitation to immediately release
unredacted personal data constitutes a valid exercise of prudence under the Data Privacy Act of
2012 and seeks to be absolved of any administrative liability, as no unlawful refusal to perform
official duties occurred that would constitute an administrative charge of Dereliction of Duty.

FACTS OF THE CASE

This pertains to the administrative complaint filed by the Complainant Annie M. Dimaano,
resident of Barangay Mayondon, Los Banos, Laguna against respondent Rommel E. Maningas,
Barangay Captain of Barangay Mayondon, Los Banos, Laguna, for Dereliction of Duty.

The Complaint imputes acts and omissions allegedly committed by the Respondent which,
if sufficiently proven, may give rise to administrative liability for violations of existing laws, policies,
and regulations governing public officials. These alleged acts include failure or denial to access
the requested documents such as Barangay Executive/Administrative Office payroll of from
January to October 2025, Accomplishment reports, DTR and other relevant documents for the
honoraria from July to October 2025 and plantilla of personnel for 2025 and proposed Plantilla of
personnel for 2026.

In response, the Respondent filed a Verified Answer categorically denying the material
allegations in the Complaint and advancing defenses in opposition thereto. He maintains that the
charges lacks cause of action and a premature one, as such, are insufficient to establish
administrative liability.

To simplify a clearer resolution of the factual and legal issues raised, this body has
consolidated the matters for determination into one (1) distinct matter:
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ISSUE

Whether the Respondent is liable for Dereliction of Duty based on the acts and
omissions complained of?

RULING

In administrative cases, the quantum of proof necessary is substantial evidence or such
relevant evidence as a reasonable mind may accept as adequate to support a conclusion.

Moreover, it is provided in Section 2, Rule 15-Evidence of Resolution No. 2025-16 that:

SECTION 2. Substantial Evidence. - In cases filed before the Sangguniang Bayan
of Los Bafios, Laguna, a fact may be deemed established if it is supported by
substantial evidence, or that amount of relevant evidence which a reasonable
mind might accept as adequate to justify a conclusion.

After a careful and impartial evaluation of the verified pleadings, annexed documents,
pertinent records, and applicable laws, this body hereby renders the following findings and
conclusions:

Whether the Respondent is liable for
Dereliction of Duty based on the acts and
omissions complained of?

This issue concerns the Respondent’s alleged administrative violations arising from the
following acts:

[. Failure to Timely Act Upon and Release the Requested Public Documents in
Violation of the Right to Information and Transparency Laws

[I. Referral to the Commission on Audit (COA) as a Means to Unduly Delay the
Processing of the Request

[1I. Alleged Violation of the Data Privacy Act Due to Release of Documents

[V. Misuse of Barangay Funds Related to Utility Expenses

L Failure to Timely Act Upon and Release the Requested Public
Documents in Violation of the Right to Information and
Transparency Laws

This issue stems from the principal act attributed to the Respondent, mainly, the failure to
release the documents requested in the Complainant’s letter, to wit:

Respectfully requesting pursuant to Freedom of Information program, for
certified copy of the following:

e Barangay Executive/Administrative Office payroll of from January
to October 2025,
e Accomplishment reports, DTR and other relevant documents for
the honoraria from July to October 2025; and
e Plantilla of personnel for 2025 and proposed Plantilla of personnel
for 2026.
You may redact information contained in the requested documents that

may compromise privacy rights. pp
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It should be noted that following the Complainant’s letter dated November 4, 2025, the
Barangay responded within six (6) days, on November 10, 2025, to clarify the purpose of the
request and verify the Complainant's identity. The Complainant subsequently replied on
November 11, 2025, after which no further follow-up was made, and no additional updates
regarding the request were provided.

Section 7, Article IIl of the 1987 Philippine Constitution clearly embodies the right of the
people to information on matters of public concern, including access to official records,
documents, and research data used for policy development. This right is subject to limitations
provided by law, ensuring transparency and accountability.

The scope of this article Covers official records, papers, and transactions of government
agencies, along with data used for policy formulation. It ensures accountability and transparency,
allowing citizens to scrutinize government acts.

Section 5(e) of Republic Act No. 6713, also known as Code of Conduct and Ethical
Standards for Public Officials and Employees provides that:

Section 5. Duties of Public Officials and Employees. — In the performance of their
duties, all public officials and employees are under obligation to:

XXX XXX XXX

(e) Make documents accessible to the public. — All public documents
must be made accessible to, and readily available for inspection by, the public
within reasonable working hours.

In DILG Opinion No. 63, series of 2019, it states that:

“Barangay payroll is regarded as official record/document in the custody of
a government agency/official which must be accessible to the public"
[Emphasis supplied],

Applying the foregoing provisions of the law, it may readily gleaned that the documents
requested particularly the Barangay Executive/Administrative Office payroll of from January to
October 2025 and the accomplishment reports, DTR and other relevant documents for the
honoraria from July to October 2025 fall squarely within the class of public records contemplated
under DILG Opinion No. 63, s. 2019, which are required to be made accessible to the public. These
documents directly relate to the performance of official functions and the disbursement of public
funds, consistent with the standards of transparency and accountability mandated to Public
Officials and Employees under Republic Act No. 6713.

Moreover, the 1987 Philippine Constitution explicitly guarantees the people's right to
information on matters of public concern and ordains full public disclosure of all transactions
involving public interest, thereby reinforcing the obligation of government offices to allow access
to the requested records.

Further, it was alleged by the respondent that considering the voluminous records which
falls under the classification of “Highly Technical Application” or complex Transactions of Republic

Act No. 11032, also known as Ease of Doing Business Act”, it is defined as:
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Section 4. Definition of Terms

hh) Highly technical application or transaction - a transaction which
requires the use of technical knowledge, specialized skills and/or training in the
processing and/or evaluation thereof;

From the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the transaction requested by the
Complainant does not fall under the category of a highly technical transaction, as it does not
require the application of technical expertise, specialized skills, scientific methodology, or inter-
agency processes in the evaluation of the request.

However, the request may appropriately be classified as a complex transaction, given
that it involves a large volume of records spanning January to October 2025 and requires careful
review and verification of multiple documents, including payrolls, accomplishment reports, and
Daily Time Records (DTRs).

As provided under Republic Act No. 11032 (otherwise known as the Ease of Doing Business
and Efficient Government Service Delivery Act of 2018), the prescribed processing periods are
clearly defined in the following:

As expressly provided in the aforementioned Act:
Section 1. Citizen's Charter
XXX XXX XXX

Administrative and criminal liability shall arise only upon failure, without
due cause, to render government service within the prescribed processing time
of three (3) days for simple transactions, seven (7) days for complex transactions,
and twenty (20) working days for highly technical transactions or for applications
or requests involving activities which pose danger to public health, public safety
. public morals, public policy, as stated in Section 9 of this Act.

XXX XXX KXX
Section 3. Action of Offices

a) All applications or request for government service submitted shall be acted
upon by the assigned officer or employee within the prescribed processing
time stated in the Citizen's charter which shall not be longer than three (3)
working days in the case of simple transactions and seven (7) working days in
the case of complex transactions from the date the request or complete
application or request was received.

XXX XXX XXX

¢) In case of highly technical transactions that involve activities such as, but not
limited to, research, field trials, scientific methodology, inter-government actions,
the government agency or office may apply the multi stage system subject to the
approval of the Authority, provided that the total processing time for all
concerned agencies or offices shall not exceed forty (40) days.
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XXX XXX XXX

f) No application or request shall be returned to the applicant or requesting party
without appropriate action. The appropriate action is either to approve or
disapprove/deny the application or request for access to government service.

Further, the same law mandates that all applications or requests for government service
shall be acted upon within the prescribed processing time, and no request shall be returned
without appropriate action—meaning the agency must either approve or deny the application.

Accordingly, considering that the request at bar qualifies as a complex transaction, the
concerned office is afforded a maximum processing period of seven (7) working days from receipt
of the complete request within which to act thereon, subject to the presence or absence of
justifiable cause for any delay.

In sum, the documents requested by the Complainant are undeniably public records
covered by the constitutional right to information under the 1987 Philippine Constitution, the
mandate of accessibility under Republic Act No. 6713, and the express recognition in DILG Opinion
No. 63, s. 2019 that barangay payrolls are public documents.

The request does not constitute a highly technical transaction but, at most, a complex one
under Republic Act No. 11032, thereby allowing only seven (7) working days within which to act
upon the same. Absent justifiable cause for further inaction, the continued failure to release or
formally resolve the request runs contrary to the mandate of transparency and prompt public
service required by law.

1L Referral to the Commission on Audit (COA) as a Means to Unduly
Delay the Processing of the Request

The Respondent raises the defense that the referral was a valid exercise of administrative
referral as the Commission on Audit (COA) possesses the audited, final , and official copies of the
financial documents, as the Barangay records are subjected to post-audit adjustments.

In Section 2 par.1, Article IX-D of the 1987 Philippine Consitution:

SECTION 2. (1) The Commission on Audit shall have the power,
authority and duty to examine, audit, and settle all accounts pertaining to the
revenue and receipts of, and expenditures or uses of funds and property, owned
or held in trust by, or pertaining to, the Government, or any of its subdivisions,
agencies, or instrumentalities, including government-owned and controlled
corporations with original charters, and on a post-audit basis: (a) constitutional
bodies, commissions and offices that have been granted fiscal autonomy under
this Constitution; (b) autonomous state colleges and universities; (c) other
government-owned or controlled corporations and their subsidiaries; and (d)
such non-governmental entities receiving subsidy or equity, directly or indirectly,
from or through the government, which are required by law or the granting
institution to submit to such audit as a condition of subsidy or equity. However,
where the internal control system of the audited agencies is inadequate, the
Commission may adopt such measures, including temporary or special pre-audit,
as are necessary and appropriate to correct the deficiencies. It shall keep the
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general accounts of the Government and, for such period as may be provided by law,
preserve the vouchers and other supporting papers pertaining thereto.

In conclusion, while the Respondent contends that the referral of the requested
documents to the Commission on Audit (COA) constitutes a valid exercise of administrative
procedure, citing COA'’s authority over audited, final, and official financial records and the
possibility of post-audit adjustments, such a defense must be balanced against the obligations of
the Barangay to provide timely access to public records under the right to information and
transparency laws.

Accordingly, the 1987 Philippine Constitution clearly empowers the COA to examine and
audit government funds and property, including those of local government units, but it also
recognizes the necessity for agencies to maintain adequate internal controls and to preserve
supporting documents. Thus, any referral to COA should not serve as a blanket justification for
delay in releasing documents that are otherwise accessible to the public, particularly when such
records fall within the Complainant’s lawful request under the Freedom of Information program
and related transparency mandates.

118 Alleged Violation of the Data Privacy Act Due to Release of
Documents

One of the Respondent’s defense is the faithful adherence to Republic Act No. 10173, also
known as the Data Privacy Act of 2012. Being the Personal Information Controller (PIC), the
Punong Barangay has a mandatory obligation to safeguard sensitive personal information
contained in the requested Payrolls and Plantillas to prevent identity theft and unauthorized
profiling.

It is provided in Section 4 of Republic Act No. 10173:

SEC. 4. Scope. — This Act applies to the processing of all types of personal
information and to any natural and juridical person involved in personal
information processing including those personal information controllers and
processors who, although not found or established in the Philippines, use
equipment that are located in the Philippines, or those who maintain an office,
branch or agency in the Philippines subject to the immediately succeeding
paragraph: Provided, That the requirements of Section 5 are complied with.

This Act does not apply to the following:
(a) Information about any individual who is or was an officer or employee
of a government institution that relates to the position or functions of

the individual, including:

(1) The fact that the individual is or was an officer or employee of the
government institution;

(2) The title, business address and office telephone number of the

individual;
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(3) The classification, salary range and responsibilities of the position
held by the individual; and

(4) The name of the individual on a document prepared by the
individual in the course of employment with the government;

(b) Information about an individual who is or was performing service under
contract for a government institution that relates to the services performed,
including the terms of the contract, and the name of the individual given in
the course of the performance of those services; [Emphasis supplied]

It should be noted that the records requested does not fall and will not violate
the provisions of this act as it is clearly enumerated and explained that such
information is not considered as a sensitive personal information that might
violate once privacy. As it is defined under the same act that:

t Sensitive personal information refers to personal information:

1. About an individual’s race, ethnic origin, marital status, age, color, and religious,
philosophical or political affiliations;

2. About an individual’s health, education, genetic or sexual life of a person, or to
any proceeding for any offense committed or alleged to have been committed
by such individual, the disposal of such proceedings, or the sentence of any court
in such proceedings;

3. Issued by government agencies peculiar to an individual which includes, but is
not limited to, social security numbers, previous or current health records, licenses
or its denials, suspension or revocation, and tax returns; and

4. Specifically established by an executive order or an act of Congress to be kept
classified.

Applying the facts of this case, the release of the requested payrolls and plantilla does not
constitute a violation of the Data Privacy Act of 2012, as the information involved, such as
positions, salary ranges, and official names, is explicitly exempted from the definition of sensitive
personal information. Provided that any truly sensitive data is redacted, public disclosure of these
records complies with the law while upholding transparency and accountability.

IV. Misuse of Barangay Funds Related to Utility Expenses

While the complainant alleges possible misuse of Barangay Funds, such claims are not
supported by any factual or legal basis. In a long line of cases, it has been repeatedly stated that
the quantum of proof necessary is substantial evidence or such relevant evidence as a reasonable
mind may accept as adequate to support a conclusion.



12.00 Resolution No. 2026-92 03/16/2026

In LNS International Manpower Services vs. Armando C. Padua, Jr.,, the Court (G.R. No.
179792, March 05, 2010) stated:

“Bare and unsubstantiated allegations do not constitute substantial evidence
and have no probative value.”

Applying the facts of this case, the allegation of misuse of Barangay funds lacks both
factual and legal support. As consistently held in jurisprudence, mere unsubstantiated claims do
not constitute substantial evidence and carry no probative value. Without credible evidence, the
allegation cannot form a valid basis for liability and the burden of proof lies upon the party who
makes such allegations.

Considering the totality of the issues and facts presented, the sole matter for resolution is
whether Dereliction of Duty is established in this case.

In Ricardo O. Trinidad, Jr. vs. Office Of The Ombudsman And Field Investigation Office (G.R.
No. 227440, December 02, 2020), the Court ruled:

Dereliction of duty may be classified as gross or simple neglect of duty or
negligence. Simple negligence is defined as the failure of an employee to give proper
attention to a required task expected of him, or to discharge a duty due to
carelessness or indifference. On the other hand, gross negligence is characterized by
want of even the slightest care, or by acting or omitting to act in a situation where there
is a duty to act, not inadvertently but willfully and intentionally, with a conscious
indifference to the consequences, or by flagrant and palpable breach of duty. It denotes a
flagrant and culpable refusal or unwillingness of a person to perform a duty.

Gross negligence, thus, involves an element of intent, more than mere carelessness or
indifference to do one's duty. To be held liable for gross negligence, a public official must
have intentionally shirked his duty, fully aware that he is duty-bound to perform. Simply,
gross negligence involves consciously avoiding to do one's work [Emphasis supplied].

The Respondents failure to act on the request of the Complainant or to return to it without
appropriate action already constitutes an inaction, in which the Respondent is ought to function
and perform as a Personal Information Controller (PIC) of the records being requested.

Therefore, based on the foregoing discussion, it is respectfully submitted that the
Respondent may be held administratively liable for Dereliction of Duty - Simple Neglect of Duty.

RECOMMENDATION

Accordingly, after a thorough examination of the records, the pleadings of the parties, and the
applicable laws and regulations, the Committee, by authority of the Sangguniang Bayan of Los
Bafos, Laguna, hereby recommends the following:

1. A penalty of SUSPENSION from office for a period of (6) months without pay,
against Respondent Rommel E. Maningas, Barangay Captain of Barangay Mayondon, Los

Bafios, Laguna, for Dereliction of Duty;
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2. The Respondent is thereby ordered as well to release the necessary requested documents
for evaluation with redaction to protect the Privacy of the individuals in the list of Payroll,
DTR and Plantilla Personnel.

3. Inaddition, the Respondent is hereby STERNLY WARNED that any repetition of the same
or similar administrative violations shall warrant the imposition of a more severe penalty,
including longer suspension or removal from office, pursuant to the disciplinary authority
vested under the applicable provisions of law:

Rule 2, Resolution No. 2025-16- Grounds for Disciplinary Actions- An
elective barangay official may be suspended, on the following grounds:

1. Disloyalty to the Republic of the Philippines;

2. Culpable violation of the Constitution,

3. Dishonesty, oppression, misconduct in office, gross negligence, or
dereliction of duty;

4. Commission of any offense involving moral turpitude or an offense
punishable by at least prision mayor;

5. Abuse of authority;

Unauthorized absence for fifteen (15) working days;

7. Application for, or acquisition of, foreign citizenship or residence or the

status of an immigrant of another country; and

Such other grounds as may be provided in the Local Government Code

and other laws. "

o

o

And in relation to Section 60 of Republic Act No. 7160, or the Local Government Code of
1991 which states:

Section 60, Republic Act No. 7160 (Local Government Code of 1991):
"Grounds for Disciplinary Actions. — An elective local official may be disciplined,
suspended, or removed from office on any of the following grounds:

a) Disloyalty to the Republic of the Philippines;

b) Culpable violation of the Constitution,

¢} Dishonesty, oppression, misconduct in office, gross negligence, or
dereliction of duty;

d) Commission of any offense involving moral turpitude or an offense
punishable by at least prision mayor;

e) Abuse of authority;

) Unauthorized absence for fifteen (15) working days or more, except in
cases of force majeure and such other causes as may be authorized by
law;

g) Application for, or acquisition of, foreign citizenship or residence or the
status of an immigrant of another country; and

h) Such other grounds as may be provided in this Code and other laws. "

Let it be placed on record that this Decision shall form part of the collective action of the
Sangguniang Bayan of Los Bafios, Laguna, and shall be duly signed by all its members.
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14.00 Resolution No. 2026-92 03/16/2026

Let copies of this Decision be furnished to the Respondent, the Complainant, the Barangay
Council of Mayondon, and other concerned offices for their information and appropriate action.

So ordered.

RESOLVED FINALLY, that copies of this Resolution be duly furnished Annie M.
Dimaano, Punong Barangay Rommel E. Maningas, the Office of the Mayor and the MLGOO
for information, guidance and appropriate action.

CERTIFIED ADOPTED:




