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### Title:
**PANTRANCO North Express, Inc. vs. Standard Insurance Company, Inc. and Martina
Gicale**

### Facts:
The case revolves around an incident that occurred on the afternoon of October 28, 1984.
Crispin Gicale, driving a passenger jeepney owned by Martina Gicale (respondents) in the
rain, was overtaken and hit by a passenger bus owned by PANTRANCO North Express, Inc.
and driven by Alexander Buncan (petitioners) along the National Highway in Talavera,
Nueva Ecija. After the collision, the bus sped away.

Crispin Gicale reported the incident to the Talavera Police Station and Standard Insurance
Co., Inc., which insured the jeepney. The total repair cost was P21,415.00, with Standard
paying P8,000.00 and Martina Gicale covering the balance.

Upon the petitioners’ refusal to reimburse the costs, the respondents filed a complaint for
the sum of money in the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 94, Manila. The petitioners
contested, claiming jurisdiction issues and denying the allegations.

On June 5, 1992, the RTC ruled in favor of the respondents. Petitioners appealed, and the
Court of  Appeals affirmed the RTC’s decision.  The petitioners then filed for review on
certiorari to the Supreme Court, raising issues on jurisdiction, liability, and deprivation of
due process.

### Issues:
1. Whether the RTC has jurisdiction over the action, considering the respondents’ respective
cause of action against petitioners.
2. Petitioners’ liability to respondents based on evidence and applicable law.
3. Whether petitioners were deprived of their right to due process.

### Court’s Decision:
**Jurisdiction:**
The Supreme Court upheld that the RTC correctly exercised jurisdiction over the case. The
Totality Rule under the Batas Pambansa Bilang 129 was applied, summing the claims of
both respondents exceeding P20,000.00, the jurisdictional amount for RTC at the time.

**Liability:**
The court  found no compelling reason to diverge from the lower courts’  findings that
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petitioners were negligent and thus liable for damages caused by the collision.

**Due Process:**
The Supreme Court dismissed the petitioners’ claim of being denied due process. The Court
highlighted that Pantranco had ample opportunities to present its case but failed to utilize
them effectively.

### Doctrine:
The case reaffirmed the Totality Rule for determining jurisdiction based on the aggregate
amount claimed in cases with multiple causes of action arising from the same transaction or
occurrence.  Additionally,  it  emphasized  the  importance  of  providing  parties  with  the
opportunity to be heard as the core of due process.

### Class Notes:
–  **Totality  Rule  (Jurisdiction):**  The  aggregate  amount  of  all  claims  in  a  complaint
determines the court’s jurisdiction when causes of action are based on the same transaction
or series of transactions.
– **Permissive Joinder of Parties:** Parties may join or be joined in one complaint if (a) their
rights to relief arise from the same transaction or series of transactions, and (b) there are
common questions of law or fact.
– **Due Process:** The essence is the opportunity to be heard. A party’s failure to utilize
this opportunity, despite being given multiple chances, does not constitute a denial of due
process.

### Historical Background:
This case is a significant illustration of the procedural rules in civil litigation, particularly
regarding jurisdiction, joinder of parties, and due process rights. It reflects the judicial
process in handling civil disputes stemming from vehicular accidents and the procedural
intricacies that can arise in multi-party claims.


