G.R. No. 241034. August 03, 2022 (Case Brief / Digest)

HTitle:**

Manila Hotel Corporation v. Office of the Director of the Bureau of Legal Affairs of the
Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines and Le Comité Interprofessionel du Vin de
Champagne

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Trademark Application:**

- On March 19, 2013, Manila Hotel Corporation applied for the registration of the
trademark “CHAMPAGNE ROOM” with the Intellectual Property Office (IPO) of the
Philippines, docketed as Application No. 4-2013-003052.

2. *Qpposition Notice:**

- On November 7, 2013, Manila Hotel Corporation received a Notice of Opposition from Le
Comité Interprofessionel du Vin de Champagne (CIVC), a French body managing
champagne trademarks and appellation, alleging:

- “Champagne” is a controlled appellation of origin.

- The mark “CHAMPAGNE ROOM” falsely suggested a connection with CIVC.

- The mark misled the public regarding the origin and quality of the services.

- The mark was confusingly similar to CIVC’s trade name.

3. **IPO Adjudication Officer’s Decision:**

- On December 22, 2017, IPO Adjudication Officer Atty. Adoracion U. Zare ruled in favor of
Manila Hotel Corporation, stating that “CHAMPAGNE ROOM” did not suggest a connection
to CIVC or mislead the public.

4. *Motion for Extension of Appeal by CIVC:**

- Upon receiving the decision on February 2, 2018, CIVC filed a Motion for Extension of
Time to File Appeal on February 9, 2018, asking for a 10-day extension until February 22,
2018, citing heavy pressure of urgent professional work and international coordination
needs.

5. **[PO-BLA Director’s Orders:**

- On February 13, 2018, the IPO-BLA Director granted CIVC’s motion for an extension,
allowing the filing of the appeal by February 22, 2018.

- A subsequent order on March 12, 2018, directed Manila Hotel Corporation to comment on
the appeal within a non-extendible 10-day period.

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 241034. August 03, 2022 (Case Brief / Digest)

6. **Petition for Certiorari and Prohibition in the CA:**

- Manila Hotel Corporation filed a Petition for Certiorari and Prohibition with the Court of
Appeals (CA) against the IPO-BLA Director’s orders, claiming grave abuse of discretion. The
CA dismissed the petition and denied the application for a temporary restraining order
and/or writ of preliminary injunction on April 13, 2018, and subsequently denied the motion
for reconsideration on July 23, 2018.

**[ssues:**

1. *Whether the IPO-BLA Director committed a grave abuse of discretion in granting
CIVC’s motion for an extension to file the appeal . **

2. **Interpretation of the Procedural Rules concerning the extendibility of the period to file
an appeal in Inter Partes cases under IPO regulations.**

3. *Whether the CA erred in affirming the IPO-BLA Director’s orders granting extension.**

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Liberality in Administrative Rules:**

- The Supreme Court emphasized that administrative rules, including the IPO’s procedural
rules, should be construed liberally. The IPO’s rules did not explicitly prohibit the extension
of time to file appeals, unlike the explicit prohibition on extending the period to file
comments on the appeal.

2. **Discretion of IPO-BLA Director:**

- The TPO-BLA Director acted within his discretion by granting the motion for extension, as
the rules were silent on the issue of extensions for filing appeals. The court reiterated the
necessity of flexibility in administrative proceedings to achieve substantive justice.

3. **Absence of Grave Abuse of Discretion:**

- The actions of the IPO-BLA Director did not amount to grave abuse of discretion, as they
were in the interest of justice, allowing a thorough resolution of the issues by giving due
course to the merit-based arguments rather than on procedural technicalities.

4. **Clarification in Rules Subsequent to the Case:**

- The Court highlighted that the IPO, through Memorandum Circular No. 2019-024, clarified
the ambiguity by explicitly allowing for an extension of time to file appeals under
meritorious grounds, thus aligning with the decision upheld.
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**Doctrine:**

- **Liberal Interpretation of Administrative Rules:** Administrative proceedings should be
flexible and not bound strictly by procedural rules to ensure substantive justice.

- *Discretion in Procedural Matters:** The administrative body’s decision-making
regarding procedural extensions, in the absence of explicit prohibitions, is given deference
unless it results in grave abuse of discretion.

**Class Notes:**

- **Key Elements in Administrative Appeals:**

- Timeliness of filing appeals.

- Discretionary power of administrative directors.

- Importance of liberal interpretation to promote justice.

- **Applicable Legal Provisions:**

- **Section 2(a), Rule 9 of the Revised Inter Partes Rules:** Procedures for filing an appeal
within ten days, specifying when an appeal is denied but silent on extensions for appeal
filing periods.

- **Republic Act No. 8293 (Intellectual Property Code of the Philippines):** Mandates
streamlining of administrative procedures for intellectual property rights.

- ¥*Case Law:**

- *Palao v. Florentino III International, Inc.:** Administrative bodies are not bound by rigid
procedural rules but should ensure fundamental fairness.

- **Birkenstock Orthopaedie GmbH v. Phil. Shoe Expo Marketing Corp.:** Quasi-judicial
bodies must prioritize substantive justice over technical rules.

**Historical Background:**

The decision reflects the evolving view of the Philippine judiciary towards a more flexible
approach in administrative proceedings. This contrasts with strict procedural adherence,
recognizing the unique context of intellectual property rights administration, which often
involves international parties and complex coordination. The case also demonstrates the
Philippines’ alignment with global intellectual property norms while balancing procedural
fairness and justice.
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