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Title: Juan Bello & Filomena C. Bello vs. Hon. Court of Appeals, Hon. Francisco Llamas, as
Judge of Pasay City Court, and Republic of the Philippines

Facts:
On August 25, 1970, petitioners Juan and Filomena C. Bello were charged with estafa before
the City Court of Pasay, accused of misappropriating a lady’s ring given to them by Atty.
Prudencio de Guzman to sell on a commission basis. After trial, on February 26, 1971, they
were convicted and sentenced to imprisonment, and ordered to indemnify the offended
party. The Bellos noticed their appeal to the Court of First Instance at Pasay City. However,
the prosecution countered with a petition to dismiss the appeal, asserting that the appeal
should  have  been  taken  directly  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  as  the  case  fell  within  the
concurrent jurisdiction of the city court and the court of first instance. The court of first
instance, per its order on October 29, 1971, agreed but instead of certifying the appeal to
the Court of Appeals, it dismissed the appeal and ordered the remand of the records to the
city court for execution of judgment.

The petitioners, upon being called for execution of the judgment of conviction, learned of
the dismissal of their appeal and attempted to redirect their appeal to the Court of Appeals
through a motion on December 7, 1971, which was denied by the respondent city court. The
Bellos  then filed a  petition for  prohibition and mandamus against  the People  and the
respondent city court to prevent the execution of the judgment and to compel the elevation
of their appeal to the Court of Appeals.

The Court of Appeals ultimately dismissed the petition, justifying its decision by pointing out
the procedural  error of  not impleading the court of  first  instance as a principal  party
respondent, thus denying the Bellos’ appeal for technical reasons despite a sympathetic
stance from the Solicitor General towards the Bellos’ situation.

Issues:
1. Whether the Court of First Instance acted with grave abuse of discretion in dismissing the
appeals erroneously brought to it.
2. Whether the appellate court erred in dismissing the petition for not impleading the Court
of First Instance as a principal party respondent.
3. Whether the technical procedural error should override the substantive right to appeal.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the petitioners, holding that both the Court of First
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Instance and the Court of Appeals committed grave abuses of discretion. The Court clarified
that  procedural  mistakes,  such  as  the  incorrect  forum for  appeal,  should  not  deprive
litigants of their substantive rights, particularly the right to appeal. Hence, the Supreme
Court set aside the appellate court’s decision and ordered the elevation of the petitioners’
appeal to the Court of Appeals for proper review.

Doctrine:
This case reaffirs that courts are mandated to liberally interpret rules such that substantive
justice is not sacrificed over procedural technicalities. It further establishes that misdirected
appeals, particularly in cases of concurrent jurisdiction between city and courts of first
instance  that  result  in  appeals  erroneously  taken  to  the  wrong  court,  should  not  be
dismissed outright but should be certified and endorsed to the proper appellate court in
alignment with the principles of fair play, justice, and due process.

Class Notes:
– The substantive right to appeal should not be defeated by procedural errors.
– Misdirected appeals should be certified to the correct court, as per Rule 50, Section 3 of
the Rules of Court, even when such misdirection involves the Court of First Instance.
– Real parties in interest (the People of the Philippines in criminal cases) versus nominal
parties (judges or courts issuing the contested order or decision) distinction is crucial in the
filing of petitions for certiorari, prohibition, and mandamus.

Historical Background:
This  case highlights  the complexities  and the potential  for  confusion in  the Philippine
judicial system’s structure, particularly regarding the concurrent jurisdiction of city courts
and Courts of First Instance, and the proper appellate court for appeals. The decision serves
as a precedent in remedying procedural errors to ensure that litigants’ rights to appeal and
to  a  fair  trial  are  preserved,  emphasizing  the  judiciary’s  overarching  commitment  to
substantive justice over formality.


