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MEDIALDEA, J.:

This is a petition for review on certiorari of the decision of the respondent appellate court in CA G.R. No.
CV-08546, entitled "State Financing Center, Inc. v. AsiaPhil Timber Corporation, et a.," promulgated on
February 22, 1989 reversing the judgment of the trial court which dismissed the complaint for sum of money
against petitioner.

The antecedent facts of this case are as follows:

On September 1, 1983, respondent State Financing Center, Inc. (State Inc. for brevity) filed a complaint for sum
of money with the Regional Trial Court of Manila against AsiaPhil Timber Corporation, Johnny Sy Ping Sing,
Delfin S. Lee, Philip Escolin, Lee Chi Uan and petitioner Harris Sy Chua based upon documents attached to the
complaint. These documents are the following: 1) Term Loan Agreement 2) Promissory note 3) Comprehensive
Surety Agreement dated January 25 and June 19, 1979 4) Demand letters and 5) Statement of outstanding past
due account as of August 15, 1983.

On November 24, 1983, the trial court issued an order upon motion of the respondent State Inc. as plaintiff in the
case, declaring in default all the defendants including petitioner Harris Sy Chua.

On December 12, 1983, petitioner Chua filed a motion for extension of time within which to file his responsive
pleading to the complaint, which the trial court granted.

On December 21, 1983, petitioner filed his answer to the complaint with a counterclaim against private
respondent and cross-claim against his co-defendant Asiaphil Timber Corporation.

On December 23, 1983, respondent State Inc. filed areply to petitioner Chua's answer and an answer to the latter's
counterclaim.

On February 2, 1984, after respondent State Inc. had presented its evidence ex parte against all the defendants
including petitioner, the trial court issued an order declaring that with the admission of the evidence adduced by
respondent, the case against al the defendantsis considered submitted for decision.

On February 23, 1984, petitioner Chua filed an omnibus motion praying that the order declaring him in default as
well as the ex parte proceeding insofar as he is concerned be set aside on the ground that he filed his answer
within the extended period of time granted by the court.

On March 23, 1984, the trial court, upon petitioner's motion issued an order reconsidering and setting aside both
its order of November 24, 1983 which declared him in default and the ex parte proceeding against him.
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On May 4, 1984, thetrial court set the case for pre-trial on June 1, 1984. The pre-trial order issued by the court on
the said date reads as follows:

"Upon agreement, and as there is no other matters that could be agreed upon aside from those admitted in the
pleadings and the personal circumstances, the above-entitled case is hereby removed from the pre?trial
calendar and set for trial on the merits on July 20, 1984 at 9:00 o'clock A.M." (p. 77 Records)

On July 20, 1984, upon motion of respondent State Inc., with the petitioner's conformity, the hearing was reset to
another date.

On September 13, 1984, the hearing was again postponed because the witness for the plaintiff was not available.

On November 27, 1984, respondent State Inc. filed a formal offer of exhibits in writing, attaching thereto the
documents enumerated therein. Petitioner filed a written opposition thereto alleging that the documents offered in
evidence have not been properly presented and identified by any witness during any proceeding before the tria
court and considering that the ex parte presentation of evidence against him had aready been set aside, thereis no
more document or testimony that could be taken into account against him.

On March 6, 1985, for failure of petitioner Chua to appear for the presentation of his evidence, the tria court
issued an order considering petitioner as having waived his right to present evidence. Thus, the case was deemed
submitted for decision based on the evidence on record.

On June 3, 1985, the trial court rendered judgment holding four of the defendants liable to pay respondent State
Inc. but dismissing the complaint against petitioner Chua. The dispositive portion of the trial court's decision
states:

"PREMISES CONSIDERED, judgment is hereby rendered in favor of the plaintiff and against the defendants
Asiaphil Timber Corporation, Johnny Sy Ping Sing, Delfin S. Lee and Lee Chi Uan asfollows:

“1. Ordering said defendants, jointly and severaly, to pay plaintiff the principal amount of P722,000.00 plus
21% interest thereon per annum and 1% penalty per month from August 16, 1983 until fully paid;

“2. Ordering said defendants, jointly and severally, to pay plaintiff, the accrued interest and charges from June
1, 1981 to August 15, 1983 in the total amount of P512,559.84;

“3. Ordering said defendants, jointly and severally to pay plaintiff the amount of P4,689.72 as litigation
expenses and other costs of the suit; and

“4. Ordering said defendants, jointly and severally to pay plaintiff attorney's fees in the amount of P30,000.00,
which the court believes is the reasonable amount.

"All other claims and/or counterclaim is hereby dismissed for lack of merit, including the complaint against
defendants Harris Sy Chua and Philip Escolin, against whom no evidence has been presented.”

"SO ORDERED." (p. 22, Rollo)

Not satisfied with the portion of the decision absolving petitioner Chua from any liability to respondent State Inc.,
the latter appealed to the Court of Appeals.

On February 22, 1989, respondent appellate court rendered a decision which reversed the ruling of the trial court,
the dispositive portion of which reads:

"WHEREFORE, the judgment dismissing the complaint of the plaintiff-appellant State Financing Center, Inc.
against the defendant?appellee Harris Sy Chua and the order denying its motion for reconsideration, both
appealed from, are hereby REVERSED. Accordingly, the said defendant-appellee is hereby adjudged liable
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and ordered to pay unto the plaintiff?appellant, jointly and severally with his co--defendants Asiaphil Timber
Corporation, Johnny Sy Ping Sing, Delfin S. Lee and Lee Chi Uan, the amounts provided for in the judgment
of the Regional Trial Court of Manila Branch 11, in Civil Case No. 83--19953, quoted earlier in this decision.
Costs against defendant-appellee.

"SO ORDERED."(p. 32, Rollo)
Hence, this petition.

Petitioner Chua contends that the respondent appellate court erred in rendering a decision which is not based on
the issues raised in the appeal brief of respondent State Inc. He also argues that the documentary evidence which
were formally offered by private respondent in a written offer of exhibits but which were not properly identified
by any witness during the trial cannot be considered as evidence against petitioner in order to hold the latter liable
to private respondent.

We find the petitioner's contentions devoid of merit.

From the decision of the trial court dismissing the complaint against petitioner Chua, respondent State Inc.
appealed to the Court of Appeals aleging in its brief that the lower court erred in dismissing the complaint as
against petitioner Harris Sy Chua for the reason that no evidence has been presented against him. Although the
respondent's assigned error of the trial court in its appellant's brief was couched in broad and general terms, the
meaning which respondent intends to convey by its assignment of error is quite clear, that is the trial court should
have found petitioner Chua liable to respondent because there was evidence which was presented to prove said
liability.

It is an established rule that pleadings should be construed liberally in order that the litigants may have ample
opportunity to prove their respective claims and that a possible denial of substantial justice due to lega
technicalities may be avoided (Philippine Veterans Bank v. Court of Appeals, G.R. 81957, May 23, 1989, 173
SCRA 544). Moreover, issues though not specifically raised in the pleadings in the appellate court, may, in the
interest of justice be properly considered by said court in deciding a case, if they are questions raised in the tria
court and are matters of record having some bearing on the issue submitted which the parties failed to raise or the
lower court ignored (Tambunting v. Court of Appeals No. L-48278, November 8, 1988, 167 SCRA 16). It isclear
from the decision of the respondent appellate court that the latter made a discussion on the respondent's assigned
error which was allegedly committed by the trial court. The appellate court made the following explanation:

"The appellee's unexplained denial of the term loan agreement x x x and promissory notes x x x for lack of
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief when as a party to them it is within his capacity to know
their due execution and authenticity or not is evasive and is insufficient to constitute an effective denial.
Hence, it is to be deemed as an admission. With that and the appellee's admission of the existence and due
execution ot the comprehensive surety agreements x X X, there is no need for the appellant to adduce evidence
to establish the due execution and authenticity of the term loan agreement, promissory note and comprehensive
surety agreement X X X sued upon. X X X." (p. 31, Rollo)

Anent petitioner's second contention that respondent State Inc.'s written offer of documentary evidence should not
have been considered by the respondent appellate court in finding the former liable, We find that the same must
likewise fail.

Our rule on evidence provides the procedure on how to present documentary evidence before the court, as
follows: firstly, the document should be authenticated and proved in the manner provided in the rules of court;
secondly, the document should be identified and marked for identification; and thirdly, it should be formally
offered in evidence to the court and shown to the opposing party so that the latter may have an opportunity to
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object thereon.

The authentication and proof of documents are provided in Sections 20 to 24 of Rule 132 of the Rules of Court.
Only private documents require proof of their due execution and authenticity before they can be received in
evidence. This may require the presentation and examination of witnesses to testify on this fact. When there is no
proof as to the authenticity of the writer's signature appearing in a private document, such private document may
be excluded (General Enterprises, Inc. v. Lianga Bay Logging Co., Inc., No. L-18487 August 31, 1964, 11 SCRA
733). On the other hand, public or notarial documents, or those instruments duly acknowledged or proved and
certified as provided by law, may be presented in evidence without further proof, the certificate of
acknowledgment being prima facie evidence of the execution of the instrument or document involved. There is
also no need for proof of execution and authenticity with respect to documents the genuineness and due execution
of which are admitted by the adverse party. These admissions may be found in the pleadings of the parties or in
the case of an actionable document which may arise from the failure of the adverse party to specifically deny
under oath the genuineness and due execution of the document in his pleading.

After the authentication and proof of the due execution of the document, whenever proper, the marking for
identification and the formal offer of such documents as evidence to the court follow.

With respect to offer of evidence, Section 35 of Rule 132 of the Rules of Court, as amended, which is the
applicable rule then, provides:

"Offer of evidence - The court shall consider no evidence which has not been formally offered. The purpose
for which the evidence is offered must be specified."

When a party offers a particular documentary instrument as evidence during trial, he must specify the purpose for
which the document or instrument is offered. He must also describe and identify the document, and offer the same
as an exhibit so that the other party may have an opportunity of objecting to it (Ahag v. Cabiling, 18 Phil 415).
The offer of evidence is necessary because it is the duty of the judge to rest his findings of facts and his judgment
only and strictly upon the evidence offered by the parties at the trial. Such offer may be made orally or in writing
sufficient to show that the party is ready and willing to submit the evidence to the court. (Llabany Catalan et a. v.
Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 63226, Dec. 20, 1991; U.S. v. Solana, 33 Phil 582; Dayrit v. Gonzales, 7 Phil 182).

Applying the aforestated legal principles to the circumstances in the case at bar. We find that the presentation or
written offer of documentary exhibits by the respondent to the court was properly made and could be considered
as basis by the court for holding petitioner liable under the contracts, set forth in the documents presented, for the
following reasons:

When respondent State Inc. filed a complaint for sum of money against petitioner Harris Chua and several others,
the former attached thereto, five annexes, four of which consist of 1) Term Loan Agreement executed between
respondent State Inc. as one of the creditors and defendant AsiaPhil Timber Corporation as the borrower 2)
Promissory Note executed by AsiaPhil Timber Corporation in favor of respondent State Inc. 3) Comprehensive
Surety Agreement executed by petitioner Harris Chua and other defendants in favor of State Inc., "to guarantee in
joint and several capacity the punctua payment” of the indebtedness of AsiaPhil Timber Corp. and 4) Demand
|etters to petitioner Chua by respondent State Inc. (pp. 8-40 Records). In his answer to the complaint, petitioner
Chua admitted the allegations in the complaint with respect to the existence and due execution of the Term Loan
Agreement and Comprehensive Surety Agreement to which he is one of the signatories, while pleading certain
affirmative defenses (pp. 57-60 Records). Because of this judicial admission, the due execution of the Term Loan
Agreement and Comprehensive Surety Agreement are already admitted by the petitioner and there is no more
need for the respondent State Inc. to present witnesses to testify on the genuineness of the documents. Further,
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records show that the aforementioned documents are all notarial instruments, the due execution of which is
aready presumed and need not be proven. Records show that respondent State Inc. did not present any proof or
witness to testify on the execution of the said document but it did, however, submit a written formal offer of
exhibits before the court, wherein respondent State Inc. identified and marked each of the aforementioned
documents as its exhibits. These exhibits were similar to the documents attached to the complaint. The respondent
State Inc. also specified in its written offer the purpose for which each of the documentary exhibits was offered in
evidence (pp. 91-93, Records). Despite the fact that a copy of the written offer of exhibits was furnished to
petitioner Chua, thus giving the latter the opportunity to object thereon and to present rebutting evidence, the
latter failed to do so on the date set for the presentation of evidence for his defense. Because of this, the trial court
considered him as having waived this right and deemed the case submitted for decision.

In view of the foregoing, We find no compelling reasons to reverse the conclusion of the respondent appellate
court finding the petitioner jointly and severally liable with his co-defendants in the trial court on the basis of
documentary evidence presented and offered before the court.

ACCORDINGLY, the petition is hereby DENIED and the assailed decision of respondent Court of Appeals dated
February 22, 1989 is AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

Narvasa, C.J., (Chairman), Cruz, and Grifio-Aquino, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 88383. February 19, 1992

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 6
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



