A.C. No. 7828. August 11, 2008 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**Torge B. Navarra vs. Office of the Ombudsman, et al.**

### Facts:

In 2002, before the expiration of a lease contract between Far East Network of Integrated
Circuit Subcontractors Corporation (FENICS) and Food Terminal, Inc. (FTI), armed
elements of FTI forcibly took over FENICS’s premises in Taguig, Metro Manila. This action
prompted Jorge B. Navarra, FENICS’s president, to file a complaint against Samuel
Namanama, Felixberto Lazaro, and Danilo Medina of FTI for grave coercion, malicious
mischief, and/or grave threats. They claimed the takeover was for unpaid rentals based on
the Compromise Agreement and Lease Contract terms, allowing FTI to rescind the contract
and repossess the premises without judicial intervention for rental defaults.

The Ombudsman, initially finding probable cause for grave coercion, dismissed the case,
reasoning that FTI acted within its rights due to FENICS'’s alleged indebtedness and
contract violations, including the unauthorized subleasing of space. Navarra petitioned for
review, arguing this dismissal was a grave abuse of discretion by the Ombudsman for not
acknowledging the existence of grave coercion elements.

### Issues:

1. Whether actions taken by private respondents constituted grave coercion as defined
under Article 286 of the Revised Penal Code.

2. Whether FTT’s alleged right to rescind the lease contract and reclaim the property can
justify the use of force without court intervention.

3. Whether the Ombudsman committed grave abuse of discretion in dismissing the
complaint against the private respondents.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court granted Navarra’s petition, finding that the act of forcibly taking over
the premises with armed individuals and without court order constituted grave coercion.
The Court emphasized that the existence of debt or breach of contract does not permit
forcible repossession without a court’s involvement. The decision to dismiss the complaint
by the Ombudsman was deemed an abuse of discretion. The Court ordered the Ombudsman
to file an Information for Grave Coercion against Namanama, Lazaro, and Medina,
highlighting that resolving disputes through intimidation and force undermines legal
processes and the rule of law.
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### Doctrine:

The Supreme Court reaffirmed the principle that no individual is allowed to take the law
into their own hands to enforce their rights. It emphasized that forcible repossession of
property, even under claims of ownership or right, must be executed with court approval to
prevent abuses and ensure due process.

### Class Notes:

- Elements of Grave Coercion: (1) prevention of a person from doing something not
prohibited by law or compulsion to do something against one’s will, (2) through violence,
threats, or intimidation, and (3) without legal authority or right.

- Contract rights, including those stipulated in Compromise Agreements and Lease
Contracts, do not negate the need for judicial intervention in enforcing property rights or
repossessions.

- The principle against taking the law into one’s hands: Even in the presence of a supposed
right or claim, the legal process cannot be bypassed through acts of coercion or
intimidation.

### Historical Background:

This case illustrates the tension between contractual rights and the manner of their
enforcement within the Philippine legal system. It accentuates the judiciary’s role in conflict
resolution and the safeguarding of parties from abrupt, unauthorized, and potentially violent
actions despite contractual disputes, reinforcing the doctrine that due process must be
observed in executing rights under a contract.
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