G.R. No. 222822. October 13, 2021 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Stefani C. Sano vs. Subic Bay Metropolitan Authority

### Facts:

The case traces the events surrounding the seizure of a rice shipment consigned to Metro
Eastern Corporation at the Subic Bay Freeport in April 2012, which was seized by the
Bureau of Customs (BOC) for violating the Tariff and Customs Code. Stefani C. Sano, then
Senior Deputy Administrator for Business and Investment at the Subic Bay Metropolitan
Authority (SBMA), was implicated in the issue after a Senate investigation revealed his
involvement in introducing the shipper to the consignee and suggesting a warehouse for
storage. Following this, Safio was suspended for 90 days on charges of grave misconduct,
gross neglect of duty, dishonesty, and conduct prejudicial to the service.

The procedural flow progressed from Safno’s challenge to the suspension at the Civil Service
Commission (CSC), which found the suspension valid, to his unsuccessful appeal at the
Court of Appeals (CA). The CA supported the CSC’s decision, stating the preventive
suspension was a precautionary measure to prevent him from influencing witnesses or
tampering with evidence.

### [ssues:

1. Whether the petition has been rendered moot and academic due to the preventive
suspension’s period lapse.

2. Whether the CA gravely abused its discretion in affirming the CSC’s decision regarding
the preventive suspension’s validity.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Stefani C. Sano, finding that the formal charge and
preventive suspension were improperly issued without adhering to the Revised Rules on
Administrative Cases in the Civil Service (RRACCS). Consequently, these actions against
Sano were declared invalid and without legal effect. This decision was anchored on the
violation of due process due to the absence of a preliminary investigation, contravening
established procedural requirements.

The Court clarified that the lapse of the suspension period did not render the case moot,
emphasizing that resolving the petition’s merits could still serve a useful purpose,
particularly in determining Sano’s entitlement to back salaries for the suspension period.

### Doctrine:
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The significance of due process in administrative proceedings, especially in issuing formal
charges and preventive suspensions, was highlighted in this case. The Court underscored
that procedural steps, such as issuing a show cause order and conducting a preliminary
investigation before a formal charge and suspension, are crucial for safeguarding the
constitutional right to be heard.

### Class Notes:

1. Due Process in Administrative Proceedings: This case epitomizes the importance of
following prescribed procedural steps in administrative disciplinary actions, ensuring the
rights of the accused are protected.

- **Key Concept**: Preliminary investigation and show cause orders are indispensable for
ensuring fairness and transparency.

2. Preventive Suspension: Not a penalty but a precautionary measure to prevent potential
interference with the investigation process. However, it must follow proper procedural
issuance.

- ¥**Key Concept**: Conditions and grounds for issuing a preventive suspension must strictly
comply with the RRACCS.

3. Entitlement to Back Salaries: In instances where preventive suspensions are invalidated
due to due process violations, the individual is entitled to back salaries or leave credits for
the suspension period.

- **Key Concept**: The resolution of administrative violations affects entitlements,
emphasizing the repercussions of procedural missteps.

### Historical Background:
This case reflects the Philippine judiciary’s stance on administrative due process and the
repercussions of skipping procedural requirements. It underscores the judiciary’s role in
upholding constitutional rights even in administrative and disciplinary processes within
government establishments.
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