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### Title: Joanne Kristine G. Pimentel vs. Reynaldo Adiao, Cristy Adiao-Niervez, and
Christian Adiao

### Facts and Antecedent Proceedings
Joanne Kristine G. Pimentel (“Joanne”) entered into a Construction Agreement on October 6,
2011, with Reynaldo and Christian Adiao for the renovation of her bungalow in Las Piñas
City for the sum of PHP 1,150,000.00, with a completion period of 180 working days. Cristy
Adiao-Niervez  allegedly  concurred  with  the  agreement  obligations  by  signing  the
acknowledgment receipt of PHP 30,000.00, paid for the repair of another property. Joanne
claimed the renovation was not completed, constituting a breach. She subsequently filed a
complaint for damages in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Las Piñas City.

Reynaldo and Christian contested the claim, asserting the renovation was completed per the
agreement. Cristy claimed she was not a party to the agreement and only signed the receipt
as a witness. Following procedural preparation, including a preliminary conference and pre-
trial brief submissions by the respondents (but not by Joanne due to alleged late receipt of
notice), the RTC dismissed the case for failure of Joanne’s counsel to file a pre-trial brief
timely. Joanne’s subsequent motion for reconsideration and appeal to the Court of Appeals
(CA) were both denied.

### Issues
1. Whether the dismissal of the complaint due to the failure of filing the pre-trial brief by
Joanne timely was justified.
2. The application of procedural rules and the court’s discretion in enforcing them.

### Court’s Decision
The Supreme Court reversed the CA and RTC decisions, reinstating Joanne’s complaint. The
Court highlighted that procedural rules should facilitate justice, not hinder it. It recognized
that Joanne’s failure to file the pre-trial brief timely was the sole procedural lapse and noted
other  preliminary  matters  had  been  addressed  during  the  conference.  The  Court
underscored the importance of allowing a full opportunity for the case to be heard on its
merits, emphasizing that technicalities should not override substantive rights. The matter
was remanded to the RTC for continuation of proceedings with urgency.

### Doctrine
This case reiterates the doctrine that while procedural rules are integral to the orderly
administration of justice, they are not meant to be inflexible barriers to the pursuit of
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justice. Courts possess the discretion to relax procedural rules to prevent miscarriage of
justice and ensure cases are decided on their merits. This reflects the principle that laws
serve as instruments of justice and should not be applied with rigidity to the detriment of
equity.

### Class Notes
– **Section 6, Rule 18 of the Rules of Court**: Outlines the requirement and contents of the
pre-trial  brief,  emphasizing  its  mandatory  nature  but  also  the  court’s  discretion  in
exceptional circumstances.
– **Doctrine of Liberal Interpretation of Procedural Rules**: The Supreme Court can relax
the application of procedural rules to ensure that cases are decided based on the merits
rather than technicalities, supporting justice and fairness.
– **Key Statutory Provisions**: The Rules of Court, specifically the provisions guiding pre-
trial procedures, and the principle of liberal interpretation to promote justice.

These  elements  underscore  the  importance  of  balancing  procedural  adherence  with
substantive judicial inquiry, allowing courts discretion to ensure fair outcomes.

### Historical Background
The Philippine judicial system emphasizes the significance of procedural rules to maintain
order  and efficiency  in  court  proceedings.  However,  case  law,  including this  decision,
demonstrates the judiciary’s evolving approach towards a more equitable application of
these  rules,  where  the  pursuit  of  substantive  justice  takes  precedence  over  technical
compliance  in  certain  instances.  This  case  serves  as  a  reminder  of  the  judiciary’s
commitment  to  fairness  and  justice,  transcending  rigid  procedural  formalities  when
necessary.


