G.R. No. 205483. August 23, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

HTitle:**

Magat vs. Tantrade Corporation and Borja, Jr.

**Facts:**

1. *Initiation of Complaint (2006):** Tantrade Corporation filed a Complaint for Collection
of a Sum of Money with Damages against Juliana Magat, alleging unpaid purchases totaling
PHP 266,481.50 plus additional financial costs.

2. *Juliana’s Defense (2006-2010):** Juliana denied personally making the purchases,
attributing them to her contractor, Pablo S. Borja, Jr. She impleaded Borja as a third-party
defendant.

3. *Municipal Trial Court Decision (April 8, 2010):** The Municipal Trial Court in Cities
(MTCC), Branch 2, Tagbilaran City, held Juliana liable for PHP 305,833.10 plus interest. The
court also ruled Borja should reimburse Juliana based on their Owner-Contractor
Agreement.

4. **Appeal to Regional Trial Court (Post-2010):** Juliana appealed to the Regional Trial
Court (RTC). She passed away during the pending appeal, and her heirs (petitioners) were
substituted in her place.

5. *»*RTC Decision (January 27, 2011):** The RTC, Branch 47, Tagbilaran City, affirmed the
MTCC'’s decision entirely. Petitioners’ Motion for Reconsideration was denied on April 18,
2011.

6. **Petitioners’ Motions for Extension (May 2011):** On May 23, 2011, petitioners filed for
a 15-day extension under Rule 42 due to financial constraints resulting from Juliana’s
hospitalization and death. The Court of Appeals (CA) denied their motion on May 31, 2011.
7. **Second Motion for Extension (June 2011):** Before learning about the denial,
petitioners filed a second 15-day extension on June 6, 2011, and submitted their Petition for
Review on June 22, 2011.

8. **CA Denial (January 15, 2013):** The CA denied the Motion for Reconsideration,
criticising petitioners for procrastination and not acting promptly within the provided
periods.

9. *Supreme Court Petition (Post-2013):** Petitioners sought review under Rule 45,
challenging the CA’s denial to grant extensions and the dismissal of their appeal.

**[ssues:**

1. **Propriety of Granting Extensions under Rule 42:**

- Whether the Court of Appeals erred in denying the petitioners’ requests for extensions to
file their Petition for Review.

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 205483. August 23, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

2. **Dismissal Based on Procrastination:**
- Whether the CA’s characterization of petitioners’ actions as procrastination was justified
given the circumstances.

3. ¥Procedural and Substantive Justice:**
- Whether denying the extensions and dismissing the appeal contradicted procedural
fairness and substantive justice.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. *Granting of Extensions (Rule 42):**

- The Supreme Court found that Rule 42 allows for an initial 15-day extension with a
possible second extension for compelling reasons. Petitioners had acted within permissible
time periods for both requests.

2. **Fault of Procrastination Unwarranted:**
- The SC determined that petitioners were unfairly accused of procrastination since they
operated within the allowed reglementary period, filing motions timely, albeit at the period’s
end. The CA should not have faulted them for the timing of their filings as they complied
with procedural requirements as per Rule 42.

3. ¥**Equity Consideration:**

- The Court highlighted the necessity for solicitous consideration given the heirs’ financial
plight and procedural adherence. It emphasized justice over rigid proceduralism, noting the
significant burdens faced by the substituting heirs handling a deceased party’s legal
obligations.

**Doctrine:**

1. **Rule 42 Extensions:**

- Extensions under Rule 42 upon proper motion and conditions are procedural rights. Denial
of such extensions should consider circumstances and adherence to procedural
requirements rather than rigid timelines.

2. *Judicial Consideration of Equity:**
- Courts should exercise flexibility and consider equity, especially where litigants face
substantial hardships or exceptional circumstances.

**Class Notes:**

- ¥*Key Elements:**
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- **Rule 42, Section 1:** Extending periods for filing appeals. Proper motion, payment of
fees, and compelling reasons are crucial.

- **Strict vs. Liberal Interpretation:** Procedural rules must balance strict adherence and
justicability.

- ¥*Relevant Statute:**
- *1997 Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 42, Section 1:** Specifies timeframes and conditions
for filing petitions for review.

- **Application:**

- Extensions are permissive but contingent upon adherence to procedural requirements and
demonstrating compelling reasons. Courts must not penalize for delays within prescribed
periods if all procedural norms are met.

**Historical Background:**

- **Procedural Fairness Evolution:** The case exemplifies evolving judicial attitudes
towards procedural fairness, balancing strict compliance with equity to ensure
comprehensive justice, especially involving substitution of heirs dealing with complex legal
burdens. The Supreme Court’s decision underlines justice-centric adjudication amidst
procedural rigidity.
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