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AUSTRIA-MARTINEZ, J.:

Both filed by petitioner Light Rail Transit Authority (LRTA), G.R. Nos. 139275-76 assail the Decision dated
February 26, 1999, rendered by the Court of Appeals (CA) in the consolidated petitions docketed as CA-G.R. SP
Nos. 44220 and 44227;[1] G.R. No. 140949, on the other hand, questions the Decision dated November 12, 1999,
issued by the CA in CA-G.R. SP No. 52382.[2] These cases originated from the orders issued by the Regional

Tria Court of Pasay City (Branch 111) in Civil Case No. 97-0423.

The antecedent facts of these consolidated petitions were summed up by the CA in CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and

44227, asfollows:

On October 1, 1986, T.N. LAL & CO., LTD. (private respondent herein and hereafter to be referred to as LAL
for short) donated a stereo system to the LRTA, to provide music for relaxation and amusement in the 18
stations and &l the rail vehicles of LRTA aong its Line 1. On March 19, 1990, LAL and the LRTA entered
into an agreement whereby LAL was authorized to air commercial advertisements through the aforesaid stereo
system for a period of five (5) years and three (3) months from March 19, 1990, in consideration of a fee
equivalent to thirty percent (30%) of the gross sales of advertisements (less any agency commission) annually,
with minimum annual guaranteed fees. Subsequently, the period of the contract was amended to five (5) years

from April 1, 1992, or until March 31, 1997.

On March 31, 1997, LAL filed an action for reformation of contract and damages (with application for
preliminary mandatory & prohibitory injunction and Temporary Restraining Order) against LRTA with the
Regiona Trial Court at Pasay City, and the same was docketed as Civil Case No. 97-0423 and raffled to

Branch 111, presided over by the respondent judge.

The complaint alleged that vibrations and noises coming from the light rail vehicles caused disruptions in the
sound system, resulting in a sharp decline of advertisements aired over the said system. LAL requested for a
moratorium of the agreement until the said problem can be solved, but LRTA refused to grant such request.
Hence, the complaint prays that the contract be reformed by including therein a provision alowing a
moratorium in case of disruption affecting the system attributable to mechanical/technical problemsin the LRT
line or light rail vehicles, including a pro rata extension of the agreement. The complaint also prays for a
temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction ordering the defendant to maintain the status quo and
prohibiting it or any of its agents from disrupting, cutting, severing or disconnecting the electric power

supplied to the plaintiff’s sound system.

Upon receipt of the complaint, the respondent Judge issued a Temporary Restraining Order enjoining the
parties to maintain the status quo, and restraining the LRTA from disrupting, cutting, severing or disconnecting
the electric power supplied to LAL’s sound system installed in all the LRT stations and vehicles. The TRO

was to expire on April 20, 1997.
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On April 16, 1997, after notice and hearing, the respondent judge issued an Order, the dispositive portion of
which isasfollows:

WHEREFORE, with all the foregoing considerations, and subject to the condition of plaintiff posting abond in
the amount of Five Hundred Thousand Pesos (P500,000.00), Philippine Currency, conditioned to answer for
any damage which the defendant may suffer by reason of the injunction herein granted, let therefore, a Writ of
Preliminary Injunction be issued in favor of the plaintiff against the defendant who is enjoined from:

(a) Terminating or declaring as terminated the Agreement dated March 19, 1990 as amended on August 6,
1993 and to observe the status quo before March 31, 1997; and,

(b) As a consequence thereof, to desist from removing, disrupting, interfering, disconnecting or tampering the
power supply leading to plaintiff’s sound system, in all places, sites and locations within the defendant’s area
of responsibility for the duration of this proceedings, UNLESS THIS ORDER IS EARLIER RECALLED by
this Court.

SO ORDERED. (p. 57, Rollo)

On April 22, 1997, LRTA filed a Manifestation aleging that the failure of LAL to post a bond has rendered the
Order dated April 16, 1997 ineffective. On the same day, LRTA unplugged the electrical connection of the sound
system.

However, on April 25, 1997, LAL filed an injunction bond in the amount of P500,000.00, and the writ of
preliminary injunction was issued by the respondent judge. The same was served on LRTA on the same day.

On April 25, 1997, LAL filed a“Motion to Cite the Defendant in Contempt”, alleging that on April 22, 1997, in
defiance of the court’s Order of March 31, 1997 (sic), the defendant disconnected and cut off the power supply to
its sound system thereby disrupting and disturbing the regular programs and advertisements aired therein. The
motion was set for hearing on April 29, 1997.

On April 28, 1997, LRTA filed a motion for postponement which was granted and the hearing was reset to May
15, 1997. However, the respondent judge issued an order dated April 29, 1997, the dispositive portion of which is
asfollows:

WHEREFORE, pending resolution of plaintiff’'s ‘Motion To Cite Defendant In Contempt’ which is
calendared anew on May 15, 1997 at 8:30 A.M., defendant Light Rail Transit Authority as well as its counsel
are hereby ORDERED to comply with the Order of this Court dated April 16, 1997 to cause the complete
restoration of the sound system to its original status/condition immediately upon receipt hereof. Let this Order
be served for prompt implementation by the Sheriff of this Court who is directed to submit his report/return on
the action taken in this regard.

SO ORDERED. (p. 32, Rollo)
On April 30, 1997, the LRTA filed amotion for reconsideration of the said order.

On May 5, 1997, LAL filed another motion to cite Evangeline M. Razon, Geronima P. Anastacio and Atty.
Moises S. Tolentino, [Jr.] for civil contempt, for refusing to comply with the order of the court dated April 29,
1997. The motion was requested to be submitted for[to] the court for proper decision “immediately upon receipt
hereof”.

On May 7, 1997, LRTA filed an opposition to the two motions to cite in contempt.

On May 13, 1997, the respondent judge issued the herein assailed order the dispositive portion of which is as
follows:
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WHEREFORE, this Court finds the defendants guilty of indirect contempt for defying the Orders of April 16
and 29, 1997 and the Writ of Preliminary Injunction issued in this case. Since the act committed can still be
corrected or capable of being undone by the officers of the defendant corporation and/or its agents/operators
themselves, |et therefore a Warrant of Arrest be issued against the following persons, namely:

1) Evangeline M. Razon, Officer-in-charge, LRTA,;
2) Geronima P. Anastacio, Head of LRTA, Legal Department; and,
3) Moises S. Tolentino, [Jr.], General Manager, Metro Transit Organization, Operators of the LRT system.

for their apprehension and incarceration/imprisonment until such time when they have performed or cause to
be performed the act complained of in this case, by reconnecting, replugging or reactivating plaintiff’s sound
system at al LRT facilities and restoring them in the same state and condition asit was on April 16, 1997.

SO ORDERED. (p. 25, Rollo)

Accordingly, warrants of arrest were issued against the persons named in the order. Motions to quash warrants of
arrest were filed by LRTA, Evangeline M. Razon, [and] Geronima P. Anastacio. At the same time, the LRTA
filed amotion for the respondent judge to inhibit himself from further hearing the case. ...[3]

Atty. Moises S. Tolentino, Jr., General Manager of Metro Transit Organization (operators of the LRT system),
then filed a special civil action for certiorari and prohibition (CA-G.R. SP No. 44227) on May 21, 1997, assailing
the trial court’s order dated May 13, 1997, finding him, Evangeline M. Razon, and Geronima P. Anastacio, guilty
of indirect contempt and ordering the issuance of warrants of arrest against them. Atty. Tolentino contended that
the trial court issued the ordersin disregard of substantive and procedural due process.[4]

Petitioner LRTA, meanwhile, filed a special civil action for certiorari (CA-G.R. SP No. 44220) on May 28, 1997,
seeking the annulment of the following orders issued by the trial court: (1) Order dated April 29, 1997, ordering
petitioner to comply with thetrial court’s Order dated April 16, 1997; and (2) Order dated May 13, 1997, denying
petitioner’'s motion for reconsideration and finding Atty. Tolentino, Razon, and Anastacio, guilty of indirect
contempt and ordering the issuance of warrants of arrest against them.

CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and 44227 were thereafter consolidated as both involved related issues.[5]

On February 26, 1999, the CA rendered its decision in the above-mentioned cases, the decretal portion of which
reads:

WHEREFORE, the petitions filed in these cases are hereby GIVEN DUE COURSE, and judgment is hereby
rendered ANNULLING AND SETTING ASIDE the Order dated May 13, 1997 and the warrants of arrest in
connection therewith, issued by the respondent judge in Civil Case No. 97-0423.

SO ORDERED.[6]

While the CA annulled the Order dated May 13, 1997 and the warrants of arrest issued by the trial court in Civil
Case No. 97-0423, it nevertheless ruled that the writ of preliminary injunction issued by the trial court per Order
dated April 16, 1997, aswell as the Order dated April 29, 1997, isvalid and binding.[7]

Respondent then filed with the trial court a Motion to Enforce the Order dated April 16, 1997. Petitioner, on the
other hand, filed a Manifestation asking that the resolution of respondent’s motion be suspended on the ground
that there appears to be an inconsistency with the body and the dispositive portion of the CA’s decision.[8]

Notwithstanding petitioner’s manifestation, the trial court issued an order dated April 7, 1999, granting
respondent’s motion and ordering petitioner to immediately restore the power supply to respondent’s sound
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system within 24 hours.[9] Petitioner filed a motion for reconsideration but the trial court denied it in another
(second) order dated April 7, 1999.

On April 22, 1999, the trial court issued an order amending the second order dated April 7, 1999, to be dated
April 20, 1999.[10]

Thus, petitioner filed on April 22, 1999, another special civil action for certiorari (CA-G.R. SP No. 52382) with
the CA, contesting the trial court’s orders dated April 7, 1999 and April 20, 1999 (previously dated April 7,
1999).

Petitioner alleged that the assailed orders were issued with grave abuse of discretion, as these are not in
accordance with the CA’ s decision dated February 26, 1999.[11]

In the meantime, petitioner, on April 14, 1999, filed in CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and 44227 a Mation for
Clarification of Decision,[12] but it was denied by the CA per Resolution dated May 21, 1999.[13] Petitioner
sought reconsideration but it was also denied per Resolution dated July 9, 1999,[14] prompting petitioner to
institute on July 29, 1999, a petition for certiorari with this Court, docketed as G.R. Nos. 139275-76.

The CA then promulgated its decision in CA-G.R. SP No. 52382 on November 12, 1999, dismissing the petition
and affirming the assailed orders dated April 7, 1999 and April 20, 1999. Petitioner elevated the dismissal to this
Court via petition for review filed on December 20, 1999, docketed as G.R. No. 140949.

On February 21, 2000, the Court ordered the consolidation of G.R. Nos. 139275-76 and G.R. No. 140949.[15]

In G.R. Nos. 139275-76, petitioner raises the following issues:
|

IF THE BODY OF THE DECISION IN THE SAID CONSOLIDATED CASES IS IN CONFLICT WHICH
HAS BECOME FINAL CONFLICTS WITH THE DISPOSITIVE PORTION THEREOF, WHICH OF THEM
SHALL PREVAIL?

CAN THE LIFETIME OF AN EXPIRED CONTRACT BE EXTENDED BY A PRELIMINARY
INJUNCTION?[16]

In G.R. No. 140949, the following:

- CAN A BODY OF THE DECISION [WHICH DOES NOT HAVE ANY SUPPORT IN OR CONTRARY
TO THE DISPOSITIVE PORTION THEREOF] BE ENFORCED OR EXECUTED?

- WHETHER OR NOT THE ORDER OF THE TRIAL COURT A QUO DATED APRIL 7, 1999 AND THE
OTHER ONE ALSO DATED APRIL 7, 1999 [WHICH WAS LATER AMENDED BY THE TRIAL COURT
A QUO TO BE DATED APRIL 20, 1999 IN AN ORDER DATED APRIL 22, 1999] ENFORCING THE
BODY OF THE DECISION OF THE HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS DATED FEBRUARY 26, 1999
IN CA-G.R. SPNO. 44220 AND CA-G.R. SP NO. 44227 ARE NULL AND VOID.[17]

Petitioner’ s argument rests mainly on its adamant belief that the discussion of the CA in the body of its Decision
dated February 26, 1999, rendered in CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and 44227, is inconsistent with its fallo, which
nullified and set aside the trial court’s order dated May 13, 1997. According to petitioner, since the May 13, 1997
order is premised on the April 16, 1997 (granting the issuance of the writ of preliminary injunction) and April 29,
1997 (enforcing compliance with the injunctive writ) orders, therefore, these orders are likewise invalid, and
respondent cannot seek its enforcement.
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The Court, however, has carefully read the assailed decision and cannot find anything inconsistent with the body
and fallo. Even a student of law can understand its import. It has been said that, to understand the dispositive
portion of a decision, one has only to ascertain the issues of the action.[18]

CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and 44227 involved three issues. First is whether or not an injunction order, as embodied
in the April 16, 1997 order, is effective prior to the posting of an injunction bond and the issuance of the
injunctive writ;[19] second, whether or not the Order of April 29, 1997 is valid and binding;[20] and the third is
whether or not the petitioners were validly held guilty of contempt of court per Order dated May 13, 1997.[21]

On thefirst issue, the CA categorically ruled that the April 16, 1997 order is binding even without the filing of the
injunction bond.[22] On the second issue, the CA likewise ruled that the April 29, 1997 Order is valid and
binding.[23] It was on the third issue that the CA found grave abuse of discretion committed by the trial court, and
the Order dated May 13, 1997 was consequently rendered null and void. The CA is clear on this score. It held,
viz.:

The Mation to Cite Defendant in Contempt, dated April 23, 1997 (Annex “G”, Petition, SP No. 44227) does
not name them as respondents. It prays only that the defendant (LRTA) “and its officers and employees who
are responsible for the act complained of” be held in contempt. It is only in the Motion to Cite Defendants for
Civil Contempt Under Rule 71, Section 7 of the Revised Rules of Court dated May 5, 1997 (sic) that
Evangeline M. Razon, Geronima P. Atanacio, and Moises S. Tolentino, [Jr.] are mentioned as “responsible on
the continuing defiance of the Orders of the Honorable Court.” But the said motion was fatally defective in
that it did not contain a proper notice of hearing, as required by Sec. 4, Rule 15 of the Revised Rules of Court.
It only contains the request to the Branch Clerk of Court that the said motion be submitted to the court
“immediately upon receipt hereof.”

Worst of all, the respondent judge issued his disputed order ..., two (2) days before the date that he himself
fixed for the hearing of the motion to cite the defendant in contempt. Clearly, the said persons were denied
their day in court.

Moreover, we have reviewed the transcript of the ex parte hearing conducted by the respondent judge on April
29, 1997 (on the motion to cite defendant in contempt dated April 23, 1997), and we find that the evidence
presented against the abovenamed persons (who are now facing warrants of arrest) were basically hearsay
testimony. ... The respondent judge acted with grave abuse of discretion in issuing his disputed order, and its
corresponding warrants of arrest, without a hearing, and on the basis of flimsy evidence.[24] (Emphasis Ours)

It is plain to see that only the May 13, 1997 order was nullified by the CA. The April 16 and 29, 1997 orders
remain valid and binding. Petitioner’ s argument that these two orders should likewise have been nullified because
the May 13, 1997 order is based thereon, is misplaced. The nullity of the May 13, 1997 order was not based on
these 2 orders, but on grounds of lack of due process and evidence. These grounds inevitably led to the dispositive
portion of the CA’s decision. It must be stressed that it is the dispositive part of the judgment that actually settles
and declares the rights and obligations of the parties, finally, definitively, and authoritatively, notwithstanding the
existence of inconsistent statements in the body that may tend to confuse.[25]

If there was any error committed by the CA, it wasin failing to state in the dispositive portion of the decision that
the petition was only partially granted. But this does not affect the decision, as its import can be grasped
notwithstanding the lapse. Conseguently, the Decision dated February 26, 1999 in CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and
44227 nullifying the Order dated May 13, 1997 isavalid decision.

Nevertheless, the Court agrees with petitioner that the trial court committed grave abuse of discretion in issuing
the injunctive writ.
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Section 3 of Rule 58 of the Rules of Court provides for the grounds justifying the issuance of a preliminary
injunction, to wit:

SEC. 3. Grounds for issuance of preliminary injunction. - A preliminary injunction may be granted when it is
established:

(a) That the applicant is entitled to the relief demanded, and the whole or part of such relief consists in
restraining the commission or continuance of the act or acts complained of, or in requiring the performance of
an act or acts, either for alimited period or perpetually;

(b) That the commission, continuance or non-performance of the act or acts complained of during the litigation
would probably work injustice to the applicant; or

(c) That a party, court, agency or a person is doing, threatening or is attempting to do, or is procuring or
suffering to be done, some act or acts probably in violation of the rights of the applicant respecting the subject
of the action or proceeding, and tending to render the judgment ineffectual .

The purpose of a preliminary injunction is to prevent threatened or continuous irremediable injury to some of the
parties before their claims can be thoroughly studied and adjudicated. To be entitled to an injunctive writ, the
petitioner has the burden to establish the following requisites:[26]

D

aright in esse or aclear and unmistakable right to be protected;

)

aviolation of that right;

©)

that there is an urgent and permanent act and urgent necessity for the writ to prevent serious damage.

In the present case, respondent’ s entitlement to the injunctive writ is found on its primafacie legal right to remain
in the premises and continue broadcasting commercial advertisements within the LRT stations. The only way to
determine this is to look into the terms of the contract between petitioner and respondent, as it provides for their
respective rights and obligations. It is fundamental that if the terms of a contract are clear and |eave no doubt upon
the intention of the contracting parties, the literal meaning of its stipulations shall control. No amount of extrinsic
aids are required and no further extraneous sources are necessary in order to ascertain the parties’ intent [27]

The“Agreement” contains the following stipulations, inter alia:

Whereas, for purposes of adjusting the five-year period corresponding to the annual minimum guaranteed
amount disrupted by the start-up ninety-day period and the six-month moratorium period effective September
1, 1990, to end March 1, 1991, the parties have agreed to formally amend the “Agreement” to reflect the
changes thereon;

1. Article | (&) of the“Agreement” is hereby amended to read as follows:

(a) This Agreement shall be effective for five (5) years to commence on April 1, 1992 until March 31, 1997,
unless sooner terminated as provided hereunder.”[28]

The contract explicitly states that it was due to expire on March 31, 1997, the same day respondent filed its action
for reformation of contract. When the trial court issued its Order dated April 16, 1997, ordering petitioner to
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refrain from terminating the contract and to retain respondent’s services until further orders from the court, the
contract had already expired. Respondent, therefore, has no clear and unmistakable right to be protected by the
issuance of the writ. This is but a consequence of their stipulation of a determinate period for its expiration.[29]
Theinjunction, in effect, virtually extended the original period agreed upon.

It was the trial court’s belief that to allow the contract to expire would render respondent’s action for reformation
of contract moot and academic.[30] Needless to say, a contract can be renewed, revived or extended only by
mutual consent of the parties. No court can compel a party to agree to a contract through the instrumentality of a
writ of preliminary injunction.[31] Also, the possibility of irreparable damage without proof of actual existing
right is not a ground for an injunction.[32]

WHEREFORE, the petitions in G.R. Nos. 139275-76 and 140949, are hereby GRANTED. The Decision dated
February 26, 1999, in CA-G.R. SP Nos. 44220 and 44227, and the Decision dated November 12, 1999, in
CA-G.R. SP No. 52382, rendered by the Court of Appeals are hereby SET ASIDE. Consequently, the Orders
dated April 16 and 29, 1997, issued by the Regiona Trial Court of Pasay City (Branch 111) in Civil Case No.
97-0423, and all other orders appurtenant thereto, are NULLIFIED.

Thetria court is ORDERED to proceed with Civil Case No. 97-0423 with immediate dispatch.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, Cdlegjo, Sr., Tinga, and Chico-Nazario, JJ., concur.
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