
G.R. No. 195887. January 10, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

**Title:** Ben Line Agencies Philippines, Inc. v. Charles M.C. Madson and Alfredo P.
Amorado

**Facts:** The case began when Ben Line Agencies Philippines, Inc. (Ben Line), a maritime
business corporation, needed a crane to unload cargo from the vessel M/V Ho Feng 7.
AALTAFIL Incorporated, through its president Charles Madson, initially offered their 300-
ton crane but later informed Ben Line that it was leased to ACE Logistics. Subsequently,
Ben Line executed a crane rental contract with ACE Logistics, led by president Alfredo
Amorado, for P2,595,000.00. Upon encountering problems with the crane and its operator,
Ben Line had to seek an alternative solution and repeatedly demanded a refund from the
respondents,  which they refused.  Ben Line,  feeling deceived,  filed a complaint-affidavit
before the NBI, which recommended the prosecution of respondents for estafa under Article
315(2) of the Revised Penal Code.

The Office of  the Prosecutor in Manila recommended the complaint’s  dismissal  due to
insufficiency of evidence, a decision which Ben Line appealed to the DOJ. The DOJ dismissed
the appeal citing failure to attach clear copies of the appealed resolution. Upon denial of its
motion for reconsideration, Ben Line elevated the matter to the CA, which dismissed its
petition for certiorari and denied the subsequent motion for reconsideration. Ben Line then
appealed to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:** 1) Whether the DOJ acted with grave abuse of discretion in dismissing Ben
Line’s appeal solely on procedural grounds. 2) Whether the CA erred in dismissing Ben
Line’s petition for certiorari and its motion for reconsideration.

**Court’s Decision:** The Supreme Court found the petition meritorious, stating that the
DOJ indeed acted in grave abuse of discretion by dismissing the petition for review on mere
procedural  technicalities  without  considering  the  substantial  merits  of  the  case.  It
emphasized that rules of procedure should serve the ends of justice rather than impede
them. It  also criticized the DOJ’s  disregard of  Ben Line’s  compliance upon motion for
reconsideration with the procedural requirements. The SC reversed the decisions of the CA
and remanded the case back to the DOJ for further review.

**Doctrine:** The central doctrine reestablished in this case emphasizes that the application
of  procedural  rules  should  never  obstruct  the  resolution  of  cases  on  their  merits.  As
reaffirmed in Air Philippines Corporation v. Zamora, while procedural rules are integral,
their  rigid  application  should  not  stand  in  the  way  of  dispensing  substantive  justice.
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Substantial  compliance  in  procedural  matters,  particularly  in  appeals,  may  warrant
reconsideration to  ensure cases are resolved based on their  actual  merits  rather than
dismissed on mere technicalities.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Substantial Justice over Technicalities:** The courts prioritize resolving cases on their
merits  rather  than on procedural  technicalities,  indicative of  a  justice  system favoring
substantive over procedural justice.
2. **2000 NPS Rule on Appeal – Section 5:** Details the contents required for an appeal
petition; emphasizing the importance of completeness and clarity in supporting documents.
3. **Doctrine of Substantial Compliance:** If initial procedural requirements are not met but
later corrected, an appeal or motion should not be dismissed outright if it serves the interest
of justice to review it on its substantive merits.

**Historical Background:** This case exemplifies the recurring tension in legal proceedings
between  strict  adherence  to  procedural  rules  and  the  broader  objective  of  achieving
substantive justice. Despite the evolution of procedural laws to facilitate fair and efficient
adjudication,  Philippine  jurisprudence  consistently  underscores  flexibility  in  scenarios
where a strict application would unjustly impede the resolution of a case based on its factual
merits.


