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Title: **Blay v. Baña**

**Facts:**
The litigation began when Alex Raul B. Blay (petitioner) sought the declaration of nullity of
his marriage to Cynthia B. Baña (respondent) on grounds of psychological incapacity under
Article 36 of the Family Code, filing a petition in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Pasay
City on September 17, 2014. Respondent filed an Answer with Compulsory Counterclaim on
December 5, 2014. Subsequently, the petitioner filed a Motion to Withdraw his petition,
losing interest in the case. The respondent opposed this motion, invoking Section 2, Rule 17
of the Rules of Court, asserting that her counterclaim should proceed independently. The
RTC, in an Order dated May 29, 2015, granted the petitioner’s motion and declared the
respondent’s counterclaim viable for independent adjudication, prompting the petitioner to
file a motion for reconsideration, which was denied on March 3, 2016. Dissatisfied, the
petitioner  escalated  the  matter  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  (CA)  through  a  petition  for
certiorari, which was dismissed, affirming the trial court’s decision. The CA’s judgment led
the petitioner to the Supreme Court, raising issues on the proper interpretation of Section
2, Rule 17 of the Rules of Court and the due process in dismissing a claim while allowing a
counterclaim to be independently adjudicated.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  the  CA  erred  in  affirming  the  RTC’s  Orders  allowing  the  respondent’s
counterclaim to proceed for independent adjudication.
2. The proper interpretation and application of Section 2, Rule 17 of the Rules of Court.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court granted the petition, reversing the decisions of the CA and the RTC. The
Court  elucidated the  correct  application  of  Section  2,  Rule  17  of  the  Rules  of  Court,
highlighting that a defendant who wishes their counterclaim to be considered in the same
action must manifest this intention within fifteen (15) days from the notice of the motion to
dismiss  the  complaint.  Failure  to  do  so  would  necessitate  the  prosecution  of  the
counterclaim in a separate action. The Supreme Court decided that the lower courts had
erred by ignoring this procedural requirement, thus misapplying the rule.

**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court clarified the interpretation of Section 2, Rule 17 of the Rules of Court,
establishing the doctrine that when a complaint is dismissed upon the plaintiff’s instance,
any counterclaim filed by the defendant shall only proceed independently if the defendant
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fails to manifest the desire to have it adjudicated in the same action within the specified
fifteen-day  period.  This  analysis  is  imperative  to  ensure  that  the  rules  governing  the
dismissal of actions and the adjudication of counterclaims are harmoniously applied, thus
safeguarding  the  procedural  rights  of  both  parties  within  the  ambit  of  fair  legal
proceedings.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Section 2, Rule 17 of the Rules of Court:** This provision governs the dismissal of
complaints at the plaintiff’s instance, differentiating the fate of any counterclaim filed by the
defendant based on timely manifestation.
2. **Timeline for Manifestation:** Defendants are required to express their preference to
have their counterclaim resolved in the same action within fifteen (15) days from notice of
the plaintiff’s motion for dismissal; absence of such declaration leads to the necessity of
independent prosecution.
3. **Rights of Parties:** The dismissal of the complaint does not automatically negate the
defendant’s  counterclaim,  which may proceed separately,  ensuring no undue prejudice
against the defendant’s claims.
4. **Statutory Construction:** The Supreme Court’s decision underscores the importance of
considering the entire statute in determination, striving for a harmonious interpretation that
gives effect to all provisions.

**Historical Background:**
This case examines the intricacies of procedural law in the context of marital dissolution and
the consequential legal battles that can ensue. It highlights the evolving legal standards
surrounding  the  adjudication  of  counterclaims  amidst  the  dismissal  of  the  original
complaint,  reflecting the Philippine judiciary’s  commitment  to  ensuring just  procedural
practices. The decision underscores a critical examination of procedural rules, promoting a
jurisprudential consistency that is vital for the predictability and fairness of legal outcomes.
This decision is a contemporary reinforcement of established procedural doctrines, ensuring
that litigants’ rights are effectively balanced within the judicial process.


