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**Title:** Northern Mindanao Industrial Port and Services Corporation v. Iligan Cement
Corporation

**Facts:**
Northern Mindanao Industrial & Port Services Corporation (NOMIPSCO) brought a suit
against Iligan Cement Corporation (ICC) following a bidding process for a cargo handling
contract. ICC, engaged in the manufacturing and distribution of cement, invited NOMIPSCO
among others for a two-year cargo handling contract bidding. Despite submitting the lowest
bid,  ICC  awarded  the  contract  to  Europort  Logistics  and  Equipment  Incorporated
(Europort). NOMIPSCO filed a Complaint for Damages and Attorney’s fees against ICC,
alleging  that  its  bid  was  unfairly  disregarded,  and  that  ICC  had  acted  in  bad  faith
throughout the bidding process. ICC countered, claiming that NOMIPSCO had no cause of
action since it failed to meet the criteria for abuse of rights.

Procedural  Posture:  The  Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC)  denied  ICC’s  motions  to  dismiss,
leading ICC to petition for Certiorari with the Court of Appeals (CA). The CA eventually
sided with ICC, finding that NOMIPSCO lacked a legal right to claim abuse since it had no
rightful expectation to win the bid, leading to NOMIPSCO’s Petition for Review on Certiorari
to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in finding that the RTC committed grave abuse of
discretion in denying ICC’s Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Reconsideration.
2. Whether evidentiary matters raised by ICC should have been resolved during trial.
3. Whether ICC waived the issue on the cause of action by participating in the trial.
4. Whether issues not presented before the RTC could be considered by the CA in resolving
issues of grave abuse of discretion.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court denied NOMIPSCO’s petition, affirming the CA’s decision. It held that
NOMIPSCO lacked a cause of action against ICC for several reasons:
– The bidding invitation did not guarantee the awarding of the contract to the lowest bidder,
and ICC had the right to reject any bids.
– NOMIPSCO’s allegations of bad faith and manipulation of bids by ICC were unfounded and
unsupported by evidence.
– The change in corporate name from Oroport to Europort was legally inconsequential, and
Oroport’s (Europort’s) participation and eventual awarding of the contract were legitimate.
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– Claims that ICC designed the bidding process to achieve a predetermined outcome lacked
evidentiary support.

**Doctrine:**
The doctrine established is that a bid invitation constitutes merely an invitation to make
proposals, and the inviting party is neither bound to accept any bid nor obligated to award
the contract to the lowest bidder unless explicitly stated. The court also reinforced the
principle that allegations of bad faith require concrete evidence to be substantiated and that
a  change  in  corporate  name  does  not  affect  the  legality  of  the  bidding  process  and
subsequent contract awarding.

**Class Notes:**
– A crucial aspect of legal dispute resolution involves understanding the nature of a cause of
action, particularly in disputes involving bidding processes.
– The principle that advertisements for bids are merely invitations to make proposals, with
no obligation to accept any, unless stated otherwise, is crucial in contractual law.
– Evidence of bad faith must be concrete and substantial to support claims of abuse of rights
under Article 19 of the Civil Code.

**Historical Background:**
This case highlights the complexities involved in contractual bidding processes and the
intricacies of corporate law, particularly as it relates to changes in corporate names and the
implications thereof. It also underscores the legal standards for establishing abuse of rights,
emphasizing the evidence required to substantiate such claims.


