G.R. No. 201199. October 16, 2013 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title:
Steel Corporation of the Philippines vs. Mapfre Insular Insurance Corporation, et al.

Facts:

Steel Corporation of the Philippines (SCP), a domestic corporation engaged in the steel
industry, experienced financial difficulties and was placed under corporate rehabilitation on
September 12, 2006, by the RTC, with Atty. Santiago T. Gabionza, Jr. as the rehabilitation
receiver. SCP suffered fire incidents in 2008 and 2009, which resulted in damage to its
machinery. The company had insurance coverage for its assets during the relevant periods.
When claims were filed, conflict arose regarding the entitlement and control of the
insurance proceeds, leading to various motions and appeals across different courts,
including SP Proc. No. 06-7993 in the RTC, CA-G.R. SP No. 113078, and ultimately leading
to the Supreme Court petition being decided in this case.

Issues:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in entertaining the respondent insurers’ petition for
certiorari under Rule 65.

2. Whether the RTC, acting as a rehabilitation court, had jurisdiction over SCP’s insurance
claim and the persons of respondent insurers.

Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court upheld the Court of Appeals decision that held that the RTC had no
jurisdiction over the subject matter of SCP’s insurance claims against respondent insurers.
SCP needed to file a separate action for collection since the rehabilitation proceedings were
“summary and non-adversarial” in nature and did not encompass claims that demanded full
trials on the merits. The petition for certiorari under Rule 65 was correct since the issues
raised pertain to errors of jurisdiction. Therefore, the Supreme Court denied the petition
filed by SCP.

Doctrine:

1. Jurisdiction over the subject matter is essential for a court to be able to adjudicate a case.
Specific courts like a rehabilitation court may have limited jurisdiction that would not
encompass adjudication of all claims, such as a debtor company’s claims against third
parties.

2. The proper remedy to challenge errors of jurisdiction before a higher court is through a
petition for certiorari under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court.
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Class Notes:

- Jurisdiction: The authority of a court to hear and decide a case.

- Special Civil Action for Certiorari: A legal remedy to correct an inferior court’s errors of
jurisdiction or grave abuse of discretion.

- Payment of Docket Fees: A mandatory requirement for the court to acquire jurisdiction
over cases.

- Corporate Rehabilitation: A court-supervised process meant for the recovery and survival
of a financially distressed corporation, involving a stay order to defer claims and a
rehabilitation plan.

Historical Background:

The case represents the judicial process involved when a corporation undergoing
rehabilitation in the Philippines encounters disputes over claims and assets pivotal to its
potential recovery. The legal proceedings reflect the broader economic challenges entities
may face and the importance of clear jurisdictional roles of courts in handling such matters.
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