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**Title:** ABS-CBN Broadcasting Corporation vs. World Interactive Network Systems
(WINS) Japan Co., Ltd.

**Facts:**

ABS-CBN  Broadcasting  Corporation  (ABS-CBN),  a  Philippine-based  media  and
entertainment company, entered into an exclusive licensing agreement on September 27,
1999, with World Interactive Network Systems (WINS) Japan Co., Ltd., a Japan-licensed
foreign corporation. This agreement granted WINS the exclusive license to distribute and
sublicense “The Filipino Channel” (TFC) television service in Japan. Under the agreement,
ABS-CBN  was  to  transmit  TFC  programming  signals,  which  WINS  would  receive  via
decoders for distribution to its subscribers.

A dispute arose in March to May 2002 when WINS broadcast nine episodes of “WINS
Weekly,”  a  community  news  program  for  Filipinos  in  Japan,  without  ABS-CBN’s
authorization, prompting ABS-CBN to notify WINS of the contract’s termination effective
June 10, 2002.

WINS sought arbitration, arguing that the broadcasts were approved by ABS-CBN and
accusing the latter of attempting to renegotiate the agreement for higher fees. Additionally,
WINS sought damages for ABS-CBN’s alleged provision of an exclusive license to NHK
(Japan Broadcasting Corporation).

The arbitrator ruled in favor of WINS, concluding ABS-CBN had approved the broadcasts,
any breach was cured, and awarded WINS damages and attorney’s fees.

ABS-CBN challenged the arbitrator’s decision in the Court of Appeals through either a
petition for review under Rule 43 or a petition for certiorari under Rule 65, alongside efforts
to prevent the RTC’s hearing of WINS’s petition for confirmation of the award. The Court of
Appeals  dismissed  ABS-CBN’s  petition  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  directing  the  matter’s
resolution to the RTC. ABS-CBN’s motion for reconsideration was denied, leading to this
petition.

**Issues:**
1. Whether an aggrieved party in a voluntary arbitration dispute may directly file a petition
for review under Rule 43 or a petition for certiorari  under Rule 65 with the Court of
Appeals, bypassing a petition to vacate the award in the RTC.
2. Proper utilization of judicial remedies against the arbitrator’s decision, particularly in
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distinguishing between appeals and petitions for certiorari.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court denied ABS-CBN’s petition, affirming the Court of Appeals’ decision.
The Court highlighted that the arbitrator’s findings, essentially questions of fact and law,
appropriately fall under a petition for review under Rule 43, not a petition for certiorari
under Rule 65, emphasizing the mutual exclusivity of these remedies. The decision also
clarified the appropriate steps and jurisdictions involved in contesting arbitral  awards,
including the error in filing a combined petition for review and petition for certiorari.

**Doctrine:**

1. Arbitration agreements allowing final and unappealable decisions do not preclude judicial
review in instances of grave abuse of discretion.
2. Judicial remedies against arbitral awards include a petition to vacate in the RTC (for
specific grounds under RA 876), a petition for review under Rule 43 (for questions of fact,
law, or both), and a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 (for grave abuse of discretion).
3. Remedies of appeal and certiorari are mutually exclusive and should be pursued based on
the nature of the alleged errors (fact and law vs. jurisdictional abuse).

**Class Notes:**

–  **Arbitration  Agreement:**  Reflects  parties’  consent  to  settle  disputes  outside  the
traditional court system, subject to judicial review under specific circumstances.
– **Judicial Remedies against Arbitration Awards:** (1) Petition to vacate (RTC) for grounds
stated in RA 876; (2) Petition for review (CA) under Rule 43 for factual or legal errors; (3)
Petition  for  certiorari  (CA)  under  Rule  65  for  jurisdictional  errors  or  grave  abuse  of
discretion.
–  **Mutually  Exclusive  Remedies:**  Distinction  must  be  made  between  appealing  for
factual/legal errors versus challenging jurisdictional abuse or discretion, determining the
appropriate procedural path.
–  **Doctrine  of  Finality  in  Arbitration:**  Arbitration  awards  are  generally  final  and
executory, but subject to judicial review on limited, enumerated grounds, reinforcing the
balance between contractual autonomy and judicial oversight.

**Historical Background:**
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This case reflects the evolving legal landscape regarding arbitration in the Philippines,
emphasizing the judiciary’s gatekeeping role in ensuring fairness and legality in arbitral
awards. It underscores the principle of finality in arbitration while safeguarding against
potential abuses or procedural errors, illustrating the nuanced balance between respecting
parties’ agreements and ensuring the equitable administration of justice.


