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The year 2018 opened with a number of 
activities beginning with Training Programs 
and Activities held in the PHILJA Training 
Center (PTC) in Tagaytay City: The 80th 
Orientation Seminar-Workshop for Newly 
Appointed Judges (Family Court judges from 
Regions III and IV as well as MTCC judges 

from Region VI); the 37th Orientation Seminar-Workshop for 
Newly Appointed Clerks of Court (RTC clerks of court from 
the NCJR, Regions I, III–V, and VIII–XII; MeTC clerks of court 
from the NCJR; MTCC clerks of court from Regions II, Regions 
IV–VII, X–XI; MTC clerks of court from Regions I, IV, VI, VIII, 
XI–XII and MCTC clerks of court from Regions I, II, VIII, X and 
XII); the First and Second Orientation Seminar-Workshops 
for Newly Appointed Court Stenographers (RTC and MeTC 
court stenographers from the NCJR); and the 13th Orientation 
Seminar-Workshop for Newly Appointed Sheriffs and Process 
Servers (sheriffs from the NCJR, Regions I–IV, VI–VII, IX–XII 
and process servers from the NCJR and Regions I–XII). Career 
Enhancement Programs (CEP) for both RTC and MeTC Court 
Interpreters of the National Capital Judicial Region (Batch 3) 
and the Regional Trial Court Sheriffs of the Second and Eighth 
Judicial Regions, respectively, rounded up these activities.

Special focus programs were delivered by the 
Academy to participants around the country: the Advanced 
Competency Enhancement Training for Judges, Prosecutors, 
Legal Researchers, Social Workers and Law Enforcement 
Investigators Handling Trafficking in Persons cases (ACET-TIP) 

(continued on page 2)

The participant-interpreters apply basic interpreting skills in a moot court exercise.  The workshop, presided over by Prof. Marjorie Uyengco-Nolasco, 
is part of the three-day Career Enhancement Program for Court Interpreters of the National Capital Judicial Region (Batch 3) held on January 30–
February 1, 2018 at the PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City. 

in Tagaytay City;  the Competency Enhancement Training for 
Family Court Judges, Prosecutors, Social Workers, and Law 
Enforcement Investigators on the Management of Online 
Sexual Exploitation of Children Cases (CET-OSEC) in Clark 
Freeport Zone, Pampanga; the Sandiganbayan Strategic 
Planning Pre-Work Activities (Phase 1) in Makati City; a Training 
on Republic Act No. 9184 and its Revised Implementing Rules 
and Regulations for Court of Appeals Justices, Court Attorneys 
and Court Personnel in Manila; a Training on the Interim 
Guidelines on the Direct Release and Administration of the 
Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses Budget for Lower 
Courts (MOOE) in Davao City. A total of six Training Seminars 
on the Revised Guidelines for Continuous Trial of Criminal 
Cases was delivered in the following cities: Laoag, Tuguegarao, 
Davao, Cagayan de Oro, Dipolog and Naga. 

Two Validation Workshops for the Initial Draft of the 
Revised Handbook for Sheriffs were held during this period: 
one in Tagaytay (Region IV and Shari’a Courts) and another in 
Angeles, Pampanga (Region III). A Roundtable Discussion on 
Courts, Competition Law, and Competition Culture was held at 
the Asian Development Bank Headquarters in Mandaluyong 
City.

The Academy assisted in the conduct of the following 
conventions by the different court employees’ associations: 
the 23rd National Convention and Seminar of the Philippine 
Women Judges Association (PWJA) dubbed as “Fabulous @ 30” 
at the Manila Hotel; the 13th National Convention and Seminar 
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of the Regional Trial Court-Clerks of Court Association 
of the Philippines, with the theme “In Celebration of 25 
Years of Commitment, Integrity and Excellence” also held 
in Manila; the 10th National Convention and Seminar 
of the Philippine Association of Court Interpreters, Inc., 
(PhilACI) titled “Court Interpreters: Embracing Changes 
in Modern Technology” in Boracay; the 11th National 
Convention and Seminar of the Philippine Association 
of Court Social Workers, Inc., (PACSWI) called “Judicial 
Social Workers: Facing Millennial Challenges” in Bacolod 
City; and the 11th National Convention and Seminar of 
the Judicial Court Clerks Association of the Philippines 
themed as “The Judiciary Clerks Embracing the Challenge 
of Modern Technology” in Cebu City.

PHILJA continued to support the Court’s Enhanced 
Justice on Wheels (E-JOW) Program with the conduct 
of the Information Dissemination through a Dialogue 
among Barangay Officials and Court Officials and the 
Mobile Court-Annexed Mediation in Mandaluyong City 
and Tanay, Rizal. 

The Academy, through the Philippine Mediation 
Center Office (PMCO), conducted a number of activities 
in support of Alternative Dispute Resolution such as two 
Orientation Conferences with Stakeholders on Court-
Annexed Mediation and two Orientation and Screening 
activities for Prospective Mediators and PMC Unit Staff 
for the Surigao del Norte and Surigao del Sur Mediation 
Programs, respectively. In Tuguegarao City, the PMCO 
conducted an Orientation for Clerks of Court and Branch 
Clerks of Court on Judicial Dispute Resolution and an 
Orientation for Law Practitioners on Judicial Dispute 
Resolution. 

We continued taking note of new rulings of the 
Supreme Court and kept up with the doctrinal reminders, 
as well as with newly issued Court orders, resolutions, 
and circulars. New OCA circulars were likewise noted. 

In closing, I thank our officials and staff, our corps of 
professors and lecturers, and our program partners for 
giving their best to the Academy. Special thanks, too, 
to the Honorable Supreme Court, including the various 
committees of the Court that partner with PHILJA in 
training judges and court personnel, for supporting of 
all our programs and activities. Finally, thanks to God 
Almighty for making all these possible.

From the Chancellor’s Desk
(continued from page 1)
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Training Programs and Activities

PHILJA celebrated its 22nd founding anniversary on March 
12 at the PHILJA Main Office in Manila with the theme 
“#PHILJA@22: Continuing Judicial Excellence, 2gether We 
Stand, 2gether We Can.”

In her welcome message, PHILJA Chief of Office for 
Academic Affairs Justice Delilah Vidallon Magtolis mentioned 
that in PHILJA’s relentless pursuit for judicial excellence for the 
past 22 years, the Academy has been successful in the conduct 
of local and international seminars and training programs. 
“Excellence is elusive, but PHILJA has proven that excellence 
is attainable,” she said. Justice Magtolis added that “like wine, 
PHILJA gets naturally better with age.” 

She also thanked the PHILJA officials and employees for 
their continuous effort through the years. “Certainly, the 22 
years of excellent service would not be possible without your 
passion and commitment. Hence, let me take this opportunity 
to recognize your remarkable efforts. I would like to thank all 
employees, both past and present. Without you, we definitely 
would not be here today. PHILJAns who last in the Academy 
are certainly not here for the money but have a heart for 
making a difference,” she said.

The anniversary celebration was graced by Justice Adolfo S. 
Azcuna, PHILJA Chancellor, Justice Romeo J. Callejo, Sr., PHILJA 
Vice Chancellor, Justice Marina L. Buzon, PHILJA Executive 
Secretary, Justice Magtolis, Dean Sedfrey M. Candelaria, 
Head of Research, Publications and Linkages Office, Atty. 
Brenda Jay C. Angeles-Mendoza, Chief of Office for Philippine 
Mediation Center, Atty. Elmer DG. Eleria, Chief of Office for 
Administration, Mr. Romulo M. Abancio, Jr., Acting Manager 
of PHILJA Training Center, and Justice Oswaldo D. Agcaoili, 
Professor II.   

22nd PHILJA Foundation Day The institutional awards were handed out during the 
afternoon program. The Chancellor’s Award was given to 
Ms. Luningning R. Marin, SC Chief Judicial Staff Officer at the 
Office of the Chancellor, in recognition of her unwavering 
dedication and strong work ethic in assisting the Chancellor 
in all of his duties; for her admirable leadership, solid work 
and incomparable passion in managing the administrative 
functions in the Office of the Chancellor and in going above 
and beyond the call of duty in ensuring the smooth, efficient 
and excellent day to day office operations; and for her absolute 
commitment to the pursuit of excellence in the Judiciary.

The PHILJA Model Employee awardees were Atty. Jose C. 
Saluib, Jr. of the PMCO (supervisory level), and Mr. Jonathan 
G. Evangelista of the AO (non-supervisory level).

Ms. Jennifer D. Atienza and Mr. Bernardo C. Fabro were 
recognized for their 20 years of service to PHILJA. They were 
given plaques of recognition and PHILJA paperweights. Seven 
employees were cited for their 15 years of service and were 
given loyalty medals and certificates: Mr. Reynaldo A. Daclan, 
Mr. Cloyd D. Garra, Mr. Eduardo M. Irigayen, Mr. Armando 
A. Marinduque, Mr. Ciriaco M. Martos, Ms. Ma. Christina 
M. Molo-Recio, and Ms. Vilma L. Velchez. Nine employees 
received loyalty pins and certificates for their 10 years of 
service to PHILJA, namely: Mr. Ruehl A. Aldea, Mr. King F. Cura, 
Mr. Rolandino D. Due, Ms. Vanessa B. Espera, Mr. Archimedes 
P. Jimenez, Mr. Louisito A. Reyes, Mr. Salvador B. Roda, Mr. 
Rowel A. Saule, and Engr. Allan John V. Oriarte.

The host offices, Academic Affairs Office and Finance 
Office, prepared games and raffle prizes. Select PHILJA 



4 January–March 2018

A roundtable discussion on Courts, Competition Law, and 
Competition Culture was conducted by PHILJA, in coordination 
with the University of the Philippines (UP) College of Law and 
the Asian Development Bank (ADB), on January 31, 2018 at 
the ADB Headquarters, Mandaluyong City. 

Justice Adolfo S. Azcuna, PHILJA Chancellor, and Mr. Kelly 
Bird, Country Director of ADB, welcomed the participants and 
resource persons to the half-day program. In attendance were 
Court of Appeals Justices Rosmari D. Carandang, Magdangal 
M. De Leon, and Apolinario D. Bruselas, Jr., University of the 
Philippines (UP) President Danilo L. Concepcion, and Atty. 
Andre Palacios from the UP College of Law. Prof. Frederic 
Jenny, former Judge of the French Supreme Court, Prof. 
Allan Fels, former Chair of the Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission, and Mr. Toh Han Li, Chief Executive of 
the Competition Commission of Singapore, were the invited 
resource persons. 

The participants engaged in an open and informal 
exchange of views on the topics: Importance of Economic 
Evidence in Competition Cases (with an opening statement 
from Prof. Jenny), Important Role of Courts of Law in Developing 
a Culture of Competition and Enforcing Competition Laws 
(with an opening statement from Prof. Fels), and Importance 

Courts, Competition Law, and Competition 
Culture: A Roundtable Discussion

The Academy conducted the first Orientation Seminar-
Workshop for Newly Appointed Court Stenographers on 
February 13 to 14, 2018 at the PHILJA Training Center in 
Tagaytay City. 

Attended by 43 RTC and MeTC new court stenographers, 
the two-day program was formally opened by PHILJA Chief of 
Office for Academic Affairs Justice Delilah Vidallon Magtolis 
who gave the opening remarks. The first day sessions were 
devoted to lectures on the following topics: lectures on The 
Code of Conduct for Court Personnel by Atty. Ma. Carina M. 
Cunanan, Assistant Chief of Office, Office of the Administrative 
Services; Duties and Responsibilities of Court Stenographers 
by Senior Deputy Court Administrator Raul B. Villanueva; 
Legal English by Retired SC Court Administrator and Legal 
Education Board Member Zenaida N. Elepaño; and Overview 
on e-Courts, Automated Hearings and Other Judicial Reform 
Initiatives by Mr. Guiller Kristoffer L. Lamug and Mr. Glenn 
Anthony M. Villaluz, both from the Office of the Chief Justice.

Day two sessions focused on short-hand writing lectures, 
exercises and transcription led by Prof. Rosa F. Diestro, Head of 
the Rizal Technological University (RTU) Office Administration 
Department, assisted by Ms.  Marie Joy G. Castillo and Ms. Ma. 
Victoria C. Painaga, also from RTU. During these sessions, the 
participants were given exercises on dictation of brief forms 
and derivatives, legal words, and transcription of letters/
correspondences and court proceedings.

Alaiza E. Regalado, RTC Br. 196, Parañaque City, was chosen 
by the facilitators as the best stenographer. Jan Krishna R. 

First Orientation Seminar-Workshop for 
Newly Appointed Court Stenographers

employees rendered song and dance numbers and the new 
PHILJA employees and March birthday celebrators were also 
presented during the program.

The program was capped by Justice Azcuna’s anniversary 
message where he thanked everyone “for making PHILJA a 
successful institution, an institution known world-wide,” and 
then proposed a toast to PHILJA’s 22 successful years. 

Paredes, MeTC Br. 5, Manila, and Imelda B. Mancha, MeTC Br. 
116, Taguig, were second and third placers, respectively. They 
were rated by the facilitators based on reading competency, 
assessment results and participation. 

A dialogue with Assistant Court Administrator Lilian 
Barribal-Co and Atty. Caridad A. Pabello, Chief of OCA’s Office 
of Administrative Services, was held before the end of the 
second day to address the stenographers’ issues and concerns 
in the performance of their functions.           

(Continued on page 20)
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Orientation-Seminar

80th Orientation Seminar-Workshop for Newly Appointed 
Judges
Date: February 20–March 1, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City
Participants: 33 newly appointed judges, namely:

Family Courts

Region III      
Hon. Ma. Theresa O. Basilio 
FC, Br. 8, Cabanatuan City, Nueva Ecija
Hon. Francisco M. Baley 
FC, Br. 4, Malolos City, Bulacan
Hon. Katrina Nora S. Buan-Factora 
FC, Br. 10, Angeles City, Pampanga
Hon. Dorina S. Castro-Baltazar 
FC, Br. 2, Balanga City, Bataan
Hon. Gemma Theresa B. Hilario-Logronio 
FC, Br. 12, Olongapo City, Zambales
Hon. Rohermia J. Jamsani-Rodriguez 
FC, Br. 9, San Fernando City, Pampanga
Hon. Alejandria B. Javier-Genota 
FC, Br. 1, Baler, Aurora
Hon. Ma. Cristina G. Juanson 
FC, Br. 5, San Jose del Monte City, Bulacan
Hon. Maribel F. Mariano-Beltran 
FC, Br. 13, Iba, Zambales
Hon. Ma. Teresa P. Mauleon 
FC, Br. 3, Mariveles, Bataan
Hon. Emelita D.C. Miranda-Portillo 
FC, Br. 7, Palayan City, Nueva Ecija
Hon. Joefferson B. Toribio 
FC, Br. 11, Tarlac City, Tarlac
Hon. April Anne M. Turqueza-Pabellar 
FC, Br. 6, Sta. Maria, Bulacan

Region IV      
Hon. Anna Zita B. Abuda-Caballegan
FC, Br. 17, Antipolo City, Rizal
Hon. Emmanuel Q. Artazo
FC, Br. 14, Taytay, Palawan
Hon. Raquel V. Aspiras-Sanchez 
FC, Br. 3, Tagaytay City 
Hon. Flordeliz C. Fargas 
FC, Br. 5, Trece Martires City, Cavite
Hon. Patricia Angeles C. Fidel 
FC, Br. 16, Sariaya, Quezon
Hon. Virgilio B. Gesmundo 
FC, Br. 8, Calamba City, Laguna
Hon. Cefelene R. Goco 
FC, Br. 11, Calapan City, Oriental Mindoro

Hon. Arlene B. Guillen 
FC, Br. 13, Puerto Princesa City, Palawan
Hon. Noel M. Lindog 
FC, Br. 2, Lipa City, Batangas
Hon. Rosalie A. Lui 
FC, Br. 12, Naujan, Oriental Mindoro
Hon. Ismael H. Macasaet 
FC, Br. 1, Batangas City, Batangas
Hon. Adeliza H. Magno-Gingoyon 
FC, Br. 4, Imus, Cavite
Hon. Catherine M. Monsod 
FC, Br. 10, Mamburao, Occidental Mindoro
Hon. Suwerte L. Ofrecio-Gonzales 
FC, Br. 6, Sta. Cruz, Laguna
Hon. Eugene Ricardo A. Parrone 
FC, Br. 9, Boac, Marinduque
Hon. Donna B. Pascual 
FC, Br. 19, Romblon, Romblon
Hon. Aristotle M. Reyes 
FC, Br. 15, Lucena City, Quezon
Hon. Jennifer A. Santos-De Lumen 
FC, Br. 18, Cainta, Rizal
Hon. Myla M. Villavicencio-Olan 
FC, Br. 7, San Pablo City, Laguna

Municipal Trial Court in Cities

Region VI
Hon. Meliza Joan P. Berano-Robite
MTCC, Br. 2, Iloilo City

37th Orientation Seminar-Workshop for Newly Appointed 
Clerks of Court 
Date: March 20–23, 2018 
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City
Participants: 84 newly appointed clerks of court, namely:

Regional Trial Courts

National Capital Judicial Region
Atty. Christian V. Asas 
RTC, Br. 126, Caloocan City
Atty. Ma. Nerissa T. Azurin 
RTC, Br. 130, Caloocan City
Atty. Catherine L. Batac 
RTC, Br. 63, Makati City
Atty. Dane Caceus Marionne M. Carag
RTC, Br. 204, Muntinlupa City
Atty. Israel A. Damasco
RTC, Br. 192, Marikina City
Atty. Kristina Bianca D. Destura
RTC, Br. 149, Makati City
Atty. Ma. Elena G. Dimaguila 
RTC, Br. 211, Mandaluyong City
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Atty. Mary Raquel Bernardine N. Doctor-Sabas 
RTC, Br. 86, Quezon City
Atty. Catherine Socorro O. Estrada 
RTC, Br. 76, Quezon City
Atty. Sheyna Marie M. Extra 
RTC, Br. 92, Quezon City
Atty. Mariah-Janina M. Fuggan 
RTC, Br. 217, Quezon City
Atty. Angelica D. Galve 
RTC, Br. 289, Malabon City
Atty. Alfredo U. Ganggangan 
RTC, Br. 30, Manila
Atty. Norman P. Gatus 
RTC, Office of the Clerk of Court (OCC), Caloocan City
Atty. Rameses D. Gomez 
RTC, OCC, Muntinlupa City
Atty. Kathryn Joy Q. Hautea-Nuñez 
RTC, Br. 198, Las Piñas City
Atty. Faizal M. Hussin, Jr. 
RTC, Br. 158, Pasig City
Atty. Katrina Bianca T. Inocentes 
RTC, Br. 56, Makati City
Atty. Lorrielaine A. Maglaque 
RTC, Br. 17, Manila
Atty. Irish S. Precion 
RTC, Br. 70, Taguig City
Atty. Jenette O. Pueca 
RTC, Br. 39, Manila
Atty. Gayle Angeli M. Recto 
RTC, Br. 281, Mandaluyong City
Atty. Genelou L. Sampaga 
RTC, Br. 230, Quezon City
Atty. Melody P. Tiongson 
RTC, Br. 208, Mandaluyong City
Atty. Louresse Patricia Jane S. Villena 
RTC, Br. 42, Manila

Region I
Atty. Gilbert Y. Canlas 
RTC, Br. 31, Agoo, La Union
Atty. Jobert O. Rillera 
RTC, Br. 38, Lingayen, Pangasinan

Region III
Atty. Edlyn T. Almario 
RTC, Br. 5, Dinalupihan, Bataan
Atty. Mar Angelo D. Delos Santos
RTC, Br. 7, Malolos City, Bulacan
Atty. Kristine Joy B. Paguio 
RTC, Br. 96, Dinalupihan, Bataan
Atty. Marjorie B. Panaligan 
RTC, OCC, Angeles City, Pampanga
Atty. Jena Mae M. Yumul 
RTC, Br. 58, Angeles City, Pampanga

Region IV
Atty. Abigail P. Castro-Zapata 
RTC, OCC, Calamba, Laguna 
Atty. Chester Lloyd C. Diego 
RTC, Br. 76, San Mateo, Rizal
Atty. Tyrone John C. Judit 
RTC, Br. 11, Balayan, Batangas
Atty. Sabra Rachel P. Ordillo 
RTC, Br. 48, Puerto Princesa City, Palawan

Region V
Atty. Lea M. Oliquino-Trinidad 
RTC, Br. 14, Ligao, Albay
Atty. Mary B. Oreste 
RTC, Br. 12, Ligao, Albay

Region VII
Atty. Irish Claire M. Cantillas 
RTC, Br. 19, Cebu City, Cebu

Region VIII
Atty. Liana Marice J. Acuba 
RTC, Br. 28, Catbalogan, Samar
Atty. Jannise Karolle R. Lamban* 
RTC, Br. 25, Maasin, Southern Leyte

Region IX
Atty. Rex Elmer G. Tibon 
RTC, Br. 19, Pagadian City, Zambaonga del Sur
Atty. Beverly O. Travero 
RTC, OCC, Pagadian City

Region X
Atty. Mat Kieven T. Naduma 
RTC, Br. 41, Cagayan de Oro City, Misamis Oriental
Atty. Jap Laarni T. Pasiol 
RTC, Br. 35, Ozamis City, Misamis Occidental

Region XI
Atty. Ma. Cecelia Esperanza B. Agbon 
RTC, Br. 19, Digos, Davao del Sur
Atty. Justine Keith Sarabosquez 
RTC, Br. 48, Alabel, Sarangani
Atty. Jose Leon C. Vencer 
RTC, Br. 55, General Santos City, South Cotabato

Region XII
Atty. Sittie Aisah M. Mohammadali-Mabaning 
RTC, Br. 1, Iligan City, Lanao del Norte

Metropolitan Trial Courts

National Capital Judicial Region
Ms. Charisse Ann D. Alvaro 
MeTC, Br. 75, Marikina City

*  Was issued Certificate of Attendance (Attended sessions on March 20–21 
only)
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Ms. Normita S. Del Mundo 
MeTC, Br. 33, Quezon City
Ms. Cristina G. Payad 
MeTC, Br. 52, Caloocan City
Ms. Ma. Luisa A. Ramos 
MeTC, Br. 120, Malabon City
Mr. Allan D. Regunton 
MeTC, Br. 55, Malabon City

Municipal Trial Courts In Cities

Region IV
Mr. Raymund Nazario G. Amican
MTCC, Br. 2, Calamba City, Laguna
Ms. Ma. Fidelis J. Le Compte
MTCC, Br. 1, San Pedro City, Laguna

Region V
Ms. Lorna O. Oira
MTCC, OCC, Naga City, Camarines Sur

Region VI
Ms. Annie Lou A. Hilario
MTCC, OCC, Bacolod City, Negros Occidental

Region VII
Mr. Jess Jeremy V. Gador
MTCC, Br. 8, Cebu City, Cebu

Region X
Mr. Venerando A. Pingol
MTCC, OCC, Butuan City, Agusan del Norte

Region XI
Mr. Ralph I. Banaag
MTCC, Br. 4, Davao City, Davao del Sur
Mr. Runero S. Gonzaga
MTCC, Tagum City, Davao del Norte
Ms. Vivian N. Odruña 
MTCC, Br. 7, Davao City, Davao del Sur

Municipal Trial Courts

Region I
Ms. Sheila D. Bandong 
MTC, Calasiao, Pangasinan
Mr. Rodelio J. Miana 
MTC, Bacnotan, La Union

Region II
Mr. Pacifico C. Binuluan
MTC, Gattaran, Cagayan

Region IV
Ms. Maria Lou P. Ladub 
MTC, Pagsanjan, Laguna
Ms. Rosario Eileen M. Manaloto 
MTC, Alaminos, Laguna
Ms. Grace P. Rubian 
MTC, Bongabong, Mindoro Oriental

Region VI
Ms. Janine A. Hachuela 
MTC, Panitan, Capiz
Ms. Eleanor S. Sariego 
MTC, Hinobaan, Negros Occidental

Region VIII
Ms. Willinda A. Katangkatang 
MTC, Jaro, Leyte

Region XI
Mr. Warren D. Gamutan 
MTC, Maragusan, Compostela Valley Province

Region XII
Ms. Zailani S. Aligsao
MTC, Sultan Kudarat, Maguindanao

Municipal Circuit Trial Courts

Region I
Mr. Crisostomo B. Tagalen 
2nd MCTC: Bauko-Sabangan, Mountain Province

Region II
Mr. Mark Terence M. Apaga 
3rd MCTC: Allacapan–Lasam, Cagayan

Region VIII
Ms. Ma. Gracia Q. Macatol 
1st MCTC: Gamay–Lapinig–Mapanas, Northern Samar
Ms. Ana Y. Peñaflor 
2nd MCTC: Biliran–Cabucgayan, Biliran
Ms. Fatima A. Primer 
13th MCTC: Mac Arthur–Mayorga, Leyte

Region X
Ms. Nemia S. Buenaflor 
2nd MCTC: Trento–Sta. Josefa–Veruela, Agusan del Sur
Mr. Eduardo A. Jamito, Jr. 
7th MCTC: Lantapan–Cabanglasan, Bukidnon
Ms. Mary B. Labadan 
1st MCTC: Mahinog–Guinsiliban, Camiguin
Mr. Baldomero C. Sugue, Jr. 
1st MCTC: Calamba–Baliangao, Misamis Occidental

Region XII
Ms. Asnawi E. Cosain 
2nd MCTC: Balindong–Tugaya-Bacolod Grande–Madalum, 
Lanao del Sur

13th Orientation Seminar-Workshop for Newly Appointed 
Sheriffs and Process Servers
Date: March 6–8, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City 
Participants: 81 sheriffs and process servers
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Orientation Seminar-Workshop for Newly Appointed 
Court Stenographers
First
Date: February 13–14, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City 
Participants: 43 court stenographers and observer

Second
Date: March 14–15, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City 
Participants: 83 court stenographers 

Career Enhancement Program

Career Enhancement Program for Court Interpreters of 
the National Capital Judicial Region (Batch 3)
Date: January 30–February 1, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City 
Participants: 43 RTC and MeTC court interpreters

Career Enhancement Program for RTC Sheriffs of the 
Second and Eighth Judicial Regions
Date: February 20–22, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City 
Participants: 69 RTC sheriffs

Special Focus Program

Advanced Competency Enhancement Training for Judges, 
Prosecutors, Legal Researchers, Social Workers, and Law 
Enforcement Investigators Handling Trafficking in Persons 
Cases
Development Partner: Australia-Asia Program to Combat 
Trafficking in Persons (AAPTIP)
Date: January 30–February 1, 2018
Venue: PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City
Participants: 47 judges, court legal researchers, social workers, 
prosecutors, and law enforcers

Competency Enhancement Training for Family Court 
Judges, Prosecutors, Social Workers, and Law Enforcement 
Investigators on the Management of Online Sexual 
Exploitation of Children Cases
Development Partners: Australian Embassy–The Philippines 
and The Asia Foundation
Date: March 20–21, 2018
Venue: Quest Hotel, Clark Freeport Zone, Pampanga
Participants: 40 judges, prosecutors, court social workers, and 
law enforcement investigators

Information Dissemination through a Dialogue between 
Barangay Officials and Court Officials
Mandaluyong City
Development Partner: City Government of Mandaluyong
Date: March 22, 2018  
Venue: Auditorium, Kaban ng Hiyas City Hall Complex, 
Mandaluyong City  
Participants: 279 barangay officials

Tanay, Rizal
Development Partner: Municipal Government of Tanay, Rizal
Date: March 23, 2018  
Venue: Events Center, Tanay Municipal Hall, Tanay, Rizal  
Participants: 76 barangay officials

Sandiganbayan Strategic Planning Pre-Work Activities 
(Phase 1)
Date: March 22–23, 2018  
Venue: Makati Shangri-La, Makati City  
Participants: 37 Sandiganbayan justices, clerks of court, and 
administrative and support staff  

Training on Republic Act No. 9184 and Its Revised 
Implementing Rules and Regulations for Court of Appeals 
Justices, Court Attorneys, and Court Personnel
Development Partner: Government Procurement Policy Board 
Technical Support Office (GPPB-TSO)
Date: March 13–14, 2018  
Venue: Court of Appeals Auditorium, Court of Appeals, Manila  
Participants: 141 Court of Appeals justices, court attorneys, 
and personnel

Training on the Interim Guidelines on the Direct Release 
and Administration of the Maintenance and Other 
Operating Expenses Budget for Lower Courts
Date:  January 8, 2018
Venue:  The Pinnacle Hotel and Suites, Davao City 
Participants: 117 RTC, MTCC, and SCC judges and clerks of 
court

Training Seminar on the Revised Guidelines for 
Continuous Trial of Criminal Cases
Development Partners: GoJust Programme Office and 
European Union

Region I
Date:  January 19, 2018
Venue:  Fort Ilocandia Resort Hotel, Laoag City
Participants: 241 MTCC, MTC, and MCTC judges and clerks of 
court, and public attorneys
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Region II
Date:  January 25, 2018
Venue:  Hotel Roma, Tuguegarao City, Cagayan
Participants: 183 MTCC, MTC, and MCTC judges and clerks of 
court, and public attorneys

Regions XI and XII
Date:  February 2, 2018
Venue:  Park Inn Hotel, Davao City
Participants: 190 MTCC, MTC, and MCTC judges and clerks of 
court, and public attorneys

Regions X and XII
Date:  February 8, 2018
Venue:  Limketkai Luxe Hotel, Cagayan de Oro City
Participants: 259 MTCC, MTC, and MCTC judges and clerks of 
court, public attorneys, and prosecutors

Region IX
Date:  March 9, 2018
Venue:  Ariana Hotel, Dipolog City
Participants: 94 RTC, MTCC, MTC, and MCTC judges and clerks 
of court, and public attorneys

Region V
Date:  March 15, 2018
Venue:  Avenue Plaza Hotel, Naga City
Participants: 183 MTCC, MTC, and MCTC judges and clerks of 
court, and public attorneys

Validation Workshop

Validation Workshop for the Initial Draft of the Revised 
Handbook for Sheriffs 
Region IV and Shari’a Courts
Date:  February 20, 2018
Venue:  PHILJA Training Center, Tagaytay City
Participants: 23 RTC, MTCC and SDC judges, clerks of court, 
and sheriffs 

Region III 
Date:  March 14, 2018
Venue:  Savannah Resort Hotel, Angeles City, Pampanga
Participants: 25 RTC and MTCC judges, clerks of court, and 
sheriffs 

Roundtable Discussion

Courts, Competition Law, and Competition Culture: 
A Roundtable Discussion

Development Partners: University of the Philippines–College 
of Law, and Asian Development Bank (ADB)
Date: January 31, 2018
Venue: Asian Development Bank Headquarters, 
Mandaluyong City
Participants: 3 Court of Appeals justices

Convention-Seminar

23rd National Convention and Seminar of the Philippine 
Women Judges Association (PWJA) 
Theme: “Fabulous @ 30”
Date: March 7–9, 2018
Venue: Manila Hotel, Manila
Participants: 474 women justices and judges  

13th National Convention and Seminar of the Regional 
Trial Court–Clerks of Court Association of the Philippines 
(RTC-COCAP) 
Theme: “In Celebration of 25 Years of Commitment, Integrity 
and Excellence”
Date: February 28–March 2, 2018
Venue: Manila Hotel, Manila
Participants: 360 RTC clerks of court

10th Convention and Seminar of the Philippine Association 
of Court Interpreters, Inc. (PhilACI)  
Theme: “Court Interpreters: Embracing Changes in Modern 
Technology”
Date: February 28–March 2, 2018
Venue: La Carmela de Boracay, Malay, Aklan
Participants: 433 court interpreters

11th National Convention and Seminar of the Philippine 
Association of Court Social Workers, Inc. (PACSWI)  
Theme: “Judiciary Social Workers: Facing Millennial 
Challenges”  
Date: March 13–15, 2018
Venue: L’Fisher Hotel, Bacolod City
Participants: 77 court social workers

11th National Convention and Seminar of the Judicial 
Court Clerks Association of the Philippines 
Theme: “The Judiciary Clerks Embracing the Challenge of 
Modern Technology”
Date: February 21–23, 2018
Venue: Grand Convention Center, Cebu City
Participants: 1,146 judicial court clerks
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Alternative Dispute Resolution Program

Judicial Dispute Resolution

Orientation of Clerks of Court and Branch Clerks of Court 
on Judicial Dispute Resolution
Date: February 20, 2018 
Venue: Villa Blanca Hotel, Tuguegarao City
Participants: 29 RTC, MTCC, MTC and MCTC clerks of court 
and branch clerks of court

Orientation of Law Practitioners on Judicial Dispute 
Resolution
Date:  February 20, 2018  
Venue: Villa Blanca Hotel, Tuguegarao City
Participants: 22 PAO and IBP lawyers

Court-Annexed Mediation

Basic Mediation Course
Masbate and Catanduanes Mediation Programs
Date:  March 20–23, 2018  
Venue: Hotel St. Ellis, Legazpi City
Participants: 22 PAO and IBP lawyers

Orientation Conference with Stakeholders on
Court-Annexed Mediation
Surigao del Norte Mediation Program
Date: February 6, 2018  
Venue: Hotel Tavern, Surigao City, Surigao del Norte  
Participants: 69 judges, clerks of court/branch clerks of court; 
lawyers from PAO, NPS, IBP; representatives from LGUs, NGOs, 
business/academe/media, and civil society  

Surigao del Sur Mediation Program
Date: February 8, 2018  
Venue: Villa Maria Luisa Hotel, Tandag City, Surigao del Sur  
Participants: 77 judges, clerks of court/branch clerks of court; 
lawyers from PAO, NPS, IBP; and representatives from LGUs, 
NGOs, business/academe/media, and civil society    

Orientation and Screening of Prospective Mediators and 
PMC Unit Staff (Skills Enhancement Course)
Surigao del Norte Mediation Program
Date: March 6, 2018  
Venue: Hall of Justice, Surigao City, Surigao del Norte  
Participants: 30 mediators applicants and PMC Unit staff 
applicants

Surigao del Sur Mediation Program
Date: March 8, 2018  
Venue: Hall of Justice, Tandag, Surigao del Sur  
Participants: 31 mediators applicants and PMC Unit staff 
applicants

Remedial Law

The Judicial Affidavit Rule and the Guidelines on Pre-
Trial do not totally proscribe the submission of additional 
evidence even after trial had already commenced

Certainly, the parties are mandated under Section 2 of the JA 
Rule to file and serve the judicial affidavits of their witnesses, 
together with their documentary or object evidence, not later 
than five days before pre-trial or preliminary conference, to 
wit:

Sec. 2. Submission of Judicial Affidavits and Exhibits 
in lieu of direct testimonies. – (a) The parties shall 
file with the court and serve on the adverse party, 
personally or by licensed courier service, not later than 
five days before pre-trial or preliminary conference or 
the scheduled hearing with respect to motions and 
incidents, the following:

(1) The judicial affidavits of their witnesses, which shall 
take the place of such witnesses’ direct testimonies; 
and

(2) The parties’ documentary or object evidence, if any, 
which shall be attached to the judicial affidavits and 
marked as Exhibits A, B, C, and so on in the case of 
the complainant or the plaintiff, and as Exhibits 1, 
2, 3, and so on in the case of the respondent or the 
defendant. x x x

The documentary and testimonial evidence submitted 
will then be specified by the trial judge in the Pre-Trial Order. 
Concomitant thereto, Section 10 of the same Rule contains 
a caveat that the failure to timely submit the affidavits and 
documentary evidence shall be deemed to be a waiver of their 
submission, thus:

Sec. 10. Effect of non-compliance with the Judicial 
Affidavit Rule. – (a) A party who fails to submit the 
required judicial affidavits and exhibits on time shall 
be deemed to have waived their submission. The court 
may, however, allow only once the late submission 
of the same provided, the delay is for a valid reason, 
would not unduly prejudice the opposing party, and 
the defaulting party pays a fine of not less than P1,000 
nor more than P5,000 at the discretion of the court. 

It bears to note that Section 10 does not contain a 
blanket prohibition on the submission of additional evidence. 
However, the submission of evidence beyond the mandated 
period in the JA Rule is strictly subject to the conditions that: 
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a) the court may allow the late submission of evidence only 
once; b) the party presenting the evidence proffers a valid 
reason for the delay; and c) the opposing party will not be 
prejudiced thereby. 

Corollary thereto, the Guidelines on Pre-Trial instructs the 
parties to submit their respective pre-trial briefs at least three  
days before the pretrial, containing, inter alia, the documents 
or exhibits to be presented and to state the purposes thereof, 
viz:

I. Pre-Trial

A. Civil Cases

2.   The parties shall submit, at least three 
days before the pre-trial, pre-trial 
briefs containing the following:

x x x x

d.   The documents or exhibits to be 
presented, stating the purpose 
thereof (No evidence shall 
be allowed to be presented 
and offered during the trial in 
support of a party’s evidence-
in-chief other than those that 
had been earlier identified and 
pre-marked during the pre-trial, 
except if allowed by the court 
for good cause shown) x x x. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing procedural prescription, 
the same rule confers upon the trial court the discretion to 
allow the introduction of additional evidence during trial other 
than those that had been previously marked and identified 
during the pre-trial, provided there are valid grounds. 

The trial court precisely exercised this discretion. It 
allowed the introduction of the Questioned Documents during 
the re-direct examination of Mr. Villafuerte upon petitioner’s 
manifestation that the same are being presented in response 
to the questions propounded by PNB Gen’s counsel, Atty. 
Mejia, during the cross-examination x x x.

Velasco, Jr. J., Lara’s Gift and Decors, Inc. v. PNB General Insurers Co., 
Inc. and UCPB General Insurance Co., Inc., G.R. Nos. 230429–30, January 
24, 2018.

Administrative Law

A municipality is bereft of authority to levy and impose 
franchise tax on franchise holders within its territorial 

jurisdiction under the Local Government Code. Thus a 
franchise tax levied by a municipality is null and void and 
such nullity is not cured by the subsequent conversion of 
the municipality into a city.

The doctrinal rule on the matter still rings true to this day— 
that the conversion of the municipality into a city does not 
remove the original infirmity of the subject ordinance. Such 
doctrine, evoked in Arabay and SMC, is squarely relevant in 
the case at bar. In these two separate cases, the sales taxes 
were paid by the petitioners pursuant to ordinances enacted 
prior to the conversion of the respondents into cities, or at 
which time the latter were without authority to levy the said 
taxes. Finding the municipal ordinances to be void, the Court 
minced no words in declaring the payments of taxes under 
the ordinances to be without basis even if subsequently the 
respondents became cities. Fittingly, the Court ordered the 
refund of the said taxes to the petitioners.

We find the instant case no different from Arabay and 
SMC. As in those cases, the cityhood law (RA No. 7829) of Pasig 
cannot breathe life into Section 32 of Municipal Ordinance 
No. 25, ostensibly by bringing it within the ambit of Section 
151 of the LGC that authorizes cities to levy the franchise tax 
under Section 137 of the same law. It is beyond cavil that 
Section 32 of Municipal Ordinance No. 25 is an act that is null 
and void ab initio. It is even of little consequence that Pasig 
sought to collect only those taxes after its conversion into a 
city. A void ordinance, or provision thereof, is what it is—a 
nullity that produces no legal effect. It cannot be enforced; 
and no right could spring forth from it. The cityhood of Pasig 
notwithstanding, it has no right to collect franchise tax under 
the assailed ordinance.

x x x x
The petitioner cites –
Sec. 45. Municipal Ordinances Existing at the Time of 
the Approval of this Act. – All municipal ordinances 
of the municipality of Pasig existing at the time of the 
approval of this Act shall continue to be in force within 
the City of Pasig until the Sangguniang Panlungsod shall, 
by ordinance, provide otherwise.

of RA No. 7829 as legal basis that gave curative effect upon 
Section 32 of Municipal Ordinance No. 25.

As we see it, the cited law does not lend any help to the 
City of Pasig’s cause. It is crystal clear from the said law that 
what shall continue to be in force after the conversion of Pasig 
into a city are the municipal ordinances existing as of the time 
of the approval of RA No. 7829. The provision contemplates 
ordinances that are valid and legal from their inception; 
that upon the approval of RA No. 7829, their effectivity and 
enforcement shall continue. To ‘continue’ means (1) to be 
steadfast or constant in a course or activity; (2) to keep going: 
maintain a course, direction, or progress; or (3) to remain in a 
place or condition. It presupposes something already existing. 
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A void ordinance cannot legally exist, it cannot have 
binding force and effect. Such is Section 32 of Municipal 
Ordinance No. 25 and, being so, is outside the comprehension 
of Section 45 of RA No. 7829.

Martires, J., City of Pasig and Crispina Salumbre, in her capacity as OIC-
City Treasurer of Pasig City v. Manila Electric Company, G.R. No. 181710, 
March 7, 2018.

Constitutional Law

The 12-hectare limit under Section 3, Article XII of the 1987 
Constitution applies only to lands of public domain.

The Republic argues that the trial and appellate courts erred in 
granting RRDC’s application for the registration of the subject 
land, as the same has a total land area of 31.8 hectares, which 
is way beyond the 12-hectare limit under Section 3, Article XII 
of the 1987 Constitution, which provides:

Sec. 3. Lands of the public domain are classified into 
agricultural, forest or timber, mineral lands, and 
national parks. Agricultural lands of the public domain 
may be further classified by law according to the uses 
which they may be devoted. Alienable lands of the 
public domain shall be limited to agricultural lands. 
Private corporations or associations may not hold 
such alienable lands of the public domain except by 
lease, for a period not exceeding 25 years, renewable 
for not more than 25 years, and not to exceed 1,000 
hectares in area. Citizens of the Philippines may lease 
not more than 500 hectares, or acquire not more than 
12 hectares thereof by purchase, homestead, or grant. 
[emphasis supplied]

As can be clearly gleaned from its language, Section 
3, Article XII applies only to lands of the public domain. 
Private lands are, therefore, outside of the prohibitions and 
limitations stated therein. Thus, the appellate court correctly 
declared that the 12-hectare limitation on the acquisition of 
lands under Section 3, Article XII of the 1987 Constitution has 
no application to private lands.

A case in point is the absolute prohibition on private 
corporations from acquiring any kind of alienable land of the 
public domain. This prohibition could be traced to the 1973 
Constitution which limited the alienation of lands of the public 
domain to individuals who were citizens of the Philippines. 
This constitutional prohibition, however, does not necessarily 
mean that corporations may not apply for original registration 
of title to lands. In fact, the Court, in several instances, 
affirmed the grant of applications for original registration 
filed by corporations, for as long as the lands were already 
converted to private ownership by operation of law as a result 

of satisfying the requisite possession required by the Public 
Land Act. 

Martires, J., Republic of the Philippines v. Rovency Realty and 
Development Corporation,  G.R. No. 190817, January 10, 2018.

Civil Law

A family home is generally exempt from execution provided 
it was duly constituted as such. There must be proof that the 

The requirement of public safety as it presently appears in 
the Constitution admits of flexibility and discretion on the 
part of the Congress.

So too, when the President and the Congress ascertain 
whether public safety requires the declaration and extension 
of martial law, respectively, they do so by calibrating not only 
the present state of public safety but the further repercussions 
of the actual rebellion to public safety in the future as well. 
Thus, as persuasively submitted by Fr. Bernas in his Amicus 
Curiae Brief in Fortun v. Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo:

From all these it is submitted that the focus on public 
safety adds a nuance to the meaning of rebellion in the 
Constitution which is not found in the meaning of the 
same word in Article 134 of the Penal Code. The concern 
of the Penal Code, after all, is to punish acts of the past. 
But the concern of the Constitution is to counter threat 
to public safety both in the present and in the future 
arising from present and past acts. Such nuance, it is 
submitted, gives to the President a degree of flexibility 
for determining whether rebellion constitutionally exists 
as basis for martial law even if facts cannot obviously 
satisfy the requirements of the Penal Code whose 
concern is about past acts. To require that the President 
must first convince herself that there can be proof 
beyond reasonable doubt of the existence of rebellion 
as defined in the Penal Code and jurisprudence can 
severely restrict the President’s capacity to safeguard 
public safety for the present and the future and can 
defeat the purpose of the Constitution. 

The requirement of the Constitution is therefore 
adequately met when there is sufficient factual basis to hold 
that the present and past acts constituting the actual rebellion 
are of such character that endanger and will endanger public 
safety. This permissive approach is sanctioned not only by an 
acknowledgment that the Congress is and should be allowed 
flexibility but also because the Court is without the luxury of 
time to determine accuracy and precision.

Tijam, J., Representatives Edcel C. Lagman, et al., v. Senate President 
Aquilino Pimentel III, et al., G.R. No. 235935, February 6, 2018.
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Corporation Law

An essential function of corporate rehabilitation is the Stay 
Order which is a mechanism of suspension of all actions 
and claims against the distressed corporation upon the due 
appointment of a management committee or rehabilitation 
receiver.

An essential function of corporate rehabilitation is the Stay 
Order which is a mechanism of suspension of all actions 
and claims against the distressed corporation upon the due 
appointment of a management committee or rehabilitation 
receiver. Rule 4, Section 6 of the Interim Rules states:

Sec. 6. Stay Order. – If the court finds the petition to 
be sufficient in form and substance, it shall, not later 
than five days from the filing of the petition, issue an 
Order (a) appointing a Rehabilitation Receiver and 
fixing his bond: (b) staying enforcement of all claims, 
whether for money or otherwise and whether such 
enforcement is by court action or otherwise, against 
the debtor, its guarantors and sureties not solidarily 
liable with the debtor; (c) prohibiting the debtor from 
selling, encumbering, transferring, or disposing in any 
manner any of its properties except in the ordinary 
course of business; (d) prohibiting the debtor from 
making any payment of its liabilities outstanding as 
at the date of filing of the petition; (e) prohibiting the 
debtor’s suppliers of goods or services from withholding 
supply of goods and services in the ordinary course of 
business for as long as the debtor makes payments for 
the services and goods supplied after the issuance of 
the stay order; (f) directing the payment in full of all 
administrative expenses incurred after the issuance of 
the stay order; (g) fixing the initial hearing on the petition 
not earlier than 45 days but not later than 60 days from 
the filing thereof; (h) directing the petitioner to publish 
the Order in a newspaper of general circulation in the 
Philippines once a week for two consecutive weeks; 
(i) directing all creditors and all interested parties 

alleged family home was constituted jointly by the husband 
and wife or by an unmarried head of a family.

Indeed, the family home is a real right which is gratuitous, 
inalienable and free from attachment, constituted over the 
dwelling place and the land on which it is situated. It confers 
upon a particular family the right to enjoy such properties. It 
cannot be seized by creditors except in certain special cases. 

However, the claim that the property is exempt from 
execution for being the movant’s family home is not a magic 
wand that will freeze the court’s hand and forestall the 
execution of a final and executory ruling. It must be noted that 
it is not sufficient for the claimant to merely allege that such 
property is a family home. Whether the claim is premised 
under the Old Civil Code or the Family Code, the claim for 
exemption must be set up and proved. 

In fact, in Ramos, et al. v. Pangilinan, et al., the Court, 
citing Spouses Kelley, Jr. v. Planters Products, Inc., et al., laid 
down the rules relative to the levy on execution of the family 
home, viz.: 

No doubt, a family home is generally exempt from 
execution provided it was duly constituted as such. 
There must be proof that the alleged family home was 
constituted jointly by the husband and wife or by an 
unmarried head of a family. It must be the house where 
they and their family actually reside and the lot on 
which it is situated. The family home must be part of the 
properties of the absolute community or the conjugal 
partnership, or of the exclusive properties of either 
spouse with the latter’s consent, or on the property 
of the unmarried head of the family. The actual value 
of the family home shall not exceed, at the time of its 
constitution, the amount of P300,000 in urban areas 
and P200,000 in rural areas.

In addition, residence in the family home must be 
actual. The law explicitly mandates that the occupancy of 
the family home, either by the owner thereof, or by any of its 
beneficiaries must be actual. This occupancy must be real, or 
actually existing, as opposed to something merely possible, or 
that which is merely presumptive or constructive.

Guided by the foregoing jurisprudential tenets, it becomes 
all too apparent that Felicitas cannot conveniently claim 
that the subject property is her family home, sans sufficient 
evidence proving her allegation. It bears emphasis that it is 
imperative that her claim must be backed with evidence 
showing that the home was indeed (i) duly constituted as a 
family home, (ii) constituted jointly by the husband and wife 
or by an unmarried head of a family, (iii) resided in by the 
family (or any of the family home’s beneficiaries), (iv) forms 
part of the properties of the absolute community or the 
conjugal partnership, or of the exclusive properties of either 
spouse with the latter’s consent, or property of the unmarried 
head of the family, and (v) has an actual value of P300,000 in 
urban areas, and P200,000 in rural areas.

A perusal of the petition, however, shows that aside from 
her bare allegation, Felicitas adduced no proof to substantiate 
her claim that the property sought to be executed is indeed 
her family home. 

Interestingly, Felicitas admitted in her Motion for 
Reconsideration dated December 23, 2013, and her Petition 
for Annulment of Judgment dated June 22, 2006, that she 
is, and has always been a resident of Muñoz, Nueva Ecija. 
Similarly, the address indicated in Felicitas’ petition for review 
on certiorari is Muñoz, Nueva Ecija. 

Reyes, Jr., J., Felicitas L. Salazar v. Remedios Felias, G.R. No. 213972, 
February 5, 2018. 
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Inc., G.R. No. 221932, February 14, 2018.

Criminal Law

Automatic suspension of sentence for child below 18 
years of age who committed a crime and was found guilty 
thereof.

It is error, however, for the RTC and the CA to not have applied 
Section 38 of RA No. 9344. Section 38 of RA No. 9344 provides 
that when the child below 18 years of age who committed a 
crime and was found guilty, the court shall place the child in 
conflict with the law under suspended sentence even if such 
child has reached 18 years or more at the time of judgment. 
Thus: 

Sec. 38. Automatic Suspension of Sentence. – Once the 
child who is under 18 years of age at the time of the 
commission of the offense is found guilty of the offense 
charged, the court shall determine and ascertain any 
civil liability which may have resulted from the offense 
committed. However, instead of pronouncing the 
judgment of conviction, the court shall place the child 
in conflict with the law under suspended sentence, 
without need of application: Provided, however, That 
suspension of sentence shall still be applied even if the 
juvenile is already 18 years of age or more at the time of 
the pronouncement of his/her guilt. 

 Upon suspension of sentence and after considering 
the various circumstances of the child, the court shall 
impose the appropriate disposition measures as 
provided in the Supreme Court Rule on Juveniles in 
Conflict with the Law.

The applicability of the above provision has already been 
thoroughly discussed by this Court in People v. Ancajas, et al., 
thus:

In People v. Sarcia, we ruled on the applicability of 
Section 38, RA No. 9344 even if the minor therein was 
convicted of reclusion perpetua and we ratiocinated as 
follows:

The above-quoted (Section 38 of RA No. 
9344) provision makes no distinction as to the 
nature of the offense committed by the child 
in conflict with the law, unlike PD No. 603 and 
A.M. No. 02-1-18-SC. The said PD and Supreme 
Court (SC) Rule provide that the benefit of 
suspended sentence would not apply to a 
child in conflict with the law if, among others, 
he/she has been convicted of an offense 
punishable by death, reclusion perpetua or 
life imprisonment. In construing Section 38 
of RA No. 9344, the Court is guided by the 

(including the Securities and Exchange Commission) to 
file and serve on the debtor a verified comment on or 
opposition to the petition, with supporting affidavits 
and documents, not later than 10 days before the date 
of the initial hearing and putting them on notice that 
their failure to do so will bar them from participating 
in the proceedings; and (j) directing the creditors and 
interested parties to secure from the court copies of the 
petition and its annexes within such time as to enable 
themselves to file their comment on or opposition to 
the petition and to prepare for the initial hearing of the 
petition. 

Under the above-quoted Section, it is provided that if the 
RTC finds the petition to be sufficient in form and substance, 
it shall issue, not later than five days from the filing of the 
petition, an Order as follows: 

(a) appointing a Rehabilitation Receiver and fixing his 
bond;

(b) staying enforcement of all claims, whether for 
money or otherwise and whether such enforcement 
is by court action or otherwise, against the debtor, 
its guarantors and sureties not solidarily liable with 
the debtor;

(c) prohibiting the debtor from selling, encumbering, 
transferring, or disposing in any manner any of 
its properties except in the ordinary course of 
business;

(d) prohibiting the debtor from making any payment of 
its liabilities outstanding as at the date of filing of 
the petition; x x x.

In addition, it is also stated under the same Section that all 
creditors and all interested parties are directed to file and 
serve on the debtor a verified comment on or opposition 
to the petition not later than 10 days before the date of the 
initial hearing and their failure to do so will bar them from 
participating in the proceedings.

In this case, respondent filed a petition for rehabilitation 
and suspension of payments with the RTC which issued a 
Stay Order on August 15, 2003. The initial hearing was set 
on September 24, 2003; thus, any comment or opposition to 
the petition should have been filed 10 days before the initial 
hearing but petitioner did not file any and already barred 
from participating in the proceedings. However, petitioner 
filed a motion for leave to intervene on October 15, 2004, 
one year after, praying that respondent be ordered to execute 
in her favor a deed of absolute sale over Unit 3306 of the 
Makati Prime Citadel Condominium, subject matter of their 
earlier contract to sell. It bears stressing that intervention 
is prohibited under Section 1, Rule 3 of the Interim Rules. 
Hence, the RTC should not have entertained the petition for 
intervention at all. 
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basic principle of statutory construction that 
when the law does not distinguish, we should 
not distinguish. Since RA No. 9344 does not 
distinguish between a minor who has been 
convicted of a capital offense and another who 
has been convicted of a lesser offense, the 
Court should also not distinguish and should 
apply the automatic suspension of sentence to 
a child in conflict with the law who has been 
found guilty of a heinous crime.

x x x x

 Although suspension of sentence still applies even 
if the child in conflict with the law is already 18 years 
of age or more at the time the judgment of conviction 
was rendered, however, such suspension is only until 
the minor reaches the maximum age of 21 as provided 
under Section 40 of RA No. 9344, to wit:

Sec. 40. Return of the Child in Conflict with 
the Law to Court. – If the court finds that the 
objective of the disposition measures imposed 
upon the child in conflict with the law have 
not been fulfilled, or if the child in conflict 
with the law has willfully failed to comply 
with the conditions of his/her disposition or 
rehabilitation program, the child in conflict 
with the law shall be brought before the court 
for execution of judgment.

 If said child in conflict with the law has 
reached 18 years of age while under suspended 
sentence, the court shall determine whether to 
discharge the child in accordance with this Act, 
to order execution of sentence, or to extend 
the suspended sentence for a certain specified 
period or until the child reaches the maximum 
age of 21 years.

 The RTC did not suspend the sentence of appellant 
Allain pursuant to Section 38 of RA No. 9344. Appellant 
is now 34 years old, thus, Section 40 is also no longer 
applicable. Nonetheless, we have extended the 
application of RA No. 9344 beyond the age of 21 years 
old to give meaning to the legislative intent of the said 
law.

In People v. Jacinto, we ruled:

These developments notwithstanding, we find 
that the benefits of a suspended sentence can 
no longer apply to appellant. The suspension 
of sentence lasts only until the child in conflict 
with the law reaches the maximum age of 21 
years. Section 40 of the law and Section 48 of 
the Rule are clear on the matter. Unfortunately, 
appellant is now 25 years old. 

 Be that as it may, to give meaning to the 
legislative intent of the Act, the promotion of 

the welfare of a child in conflict with the law 
should extend even to one who has exceeded 
the age limit of 21 years, so long as he/she 
committed the crime when he/she was still a 
child. The offender shall be entitled to the right 
to restoration, rehabilitation and reintegration 
in accordance with the Act in order that he/
she is given the chance to live a normal life 
and become a productive member of the 
community. The age of the child in conflict with 
the law at the time of the promulgation of the 
judgment of conviction is not material. What 
matters is that the offender committed the 
offense when he/she was still of tender age. 

 Thus, appellant may be confined in an 
agricultural camp or any other training facility 
in accordance with Section 51 of Republic Act 
No. 9344.

Sec. 51. Confinement of Convicted 
Children in Agricultural Camps and 
Other Training Facilities. – A child 
in conflict with the law may, after 
conviction and upon order of the court, 
be made to serve his/her sentence, in 
lieu of confinement in a regular penal 
institution, in an agricultural camp and 
other training facilities that may be 
established, maintained, supervised 
and controlled by the BUCOR, in 
coordination with the DSWD.

 Following the pronouncement in 
Sarcia, the case shall be remanded to 
the court of origin to effect appellant’s 
confinement in an agricultural camp 
or other training facility.

Necessarily, herein minor appellants shall be entitled to 
appropriate disposition under Section 51, RA No. 9344, which 
extends even to one who has exceeded the age limit of 21 
years, so long as he committed the crime when he was still a 
child, and provides for the confinement of convicted children. 

Peralta, J., People of the Philippines v. Jomar Sisracon y Rapusan, et al., 
G.R. No.226494, February 14, 2018.

In VAWC cases, the deprivation or denial of support may 
give rise to violation of Section 5(e) or Section 5(i) of RA 
No. 9262, depending on the circumstances.

Section 5(i) of RA No. 9262, a form of psychological violence, 
punishes the act of “causing mental or emotional anguish, 
public ridicule or humiliation to the woman or her child, 
including, but not limited to, repeated verbal and emotional 
abuse, and denial of financial support or custody of minor 
children or denial of access to the woman’s child/children.” 
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Despite the passage of RA No. 8353, RA No. 7610 is still 
good law, which must be applied when the victims are 
children or those “persons 18 years of age or those over 
but are unable to fully take care of themselves or protect 
themselves from abuse, neglect, cruelty, exploitation or 
discrimination because of a physical or mental disability 
or condition.”
Finally, in light of this Court’s recent ruling in People v. Caoili,  
where the accused was found guilty of lascivious conduct 
under Section 5(b) of RA No. 7610, committed against a 
14-year-old minor, and was meted the maximum penalty of 
reclusion perpetua, as opposed to the present case where the 
victim is only four years old and the imposable penalty under 
existing law is only reclusion temporal in its medium period, 
it bears to reiterate the present ponente’s disquisition in his 
Separate Concurring Opinion in Quimvel, to wit: 

x x x x

Too, it bears emphasis that RA No. 8353 did not expressly 
repeal Article 336 of the RPC, as amended. Section 4 of RA No. 

8353 only states that Article 336 of the RPC, as amended, and 
all laws, rules and regulations inconsistent with or contrary 
to the provisions thereof are deemed amended, modified or 
repealed, accordingly. There is nothing inconsistent between 
the provisions of Article 336 of the RPC, as amended, and RA 
No. 8353, except in sexual assault as a form of rape. Hence, 
when the lascivious act is not covered by RA No. 8353, then 
Article 336 of the RPC is applicable, except when the lascivious 
conduct is covered by RA No. 7610. 

In fact, RA No. 8353 only modified Article 336 of the RPC, 
as follows: (1) by carrying over to acts of lasciviousness the 
additional circumstances applicable to rape, viz.: threat and 
fraudulent machinations or grave abuse of authority; (2) by 
retaining the circumstance that the offended party is under 12 
years old, and including dementia as another one, in order for 
acts of lasciviousness to be considered as statutory, wherein 
evidence of force or intimidation is immaterial because the 
offended party who is under 12 years old or demented, is 
presumed incapable of giving rational consent; and (3) by 
removing from the scope of acts of lasciviousness and placing 
under the crime of rape by sexual assault the specific lewd act 
of inserting the offender’s penis into another person’s mouth 
or anal orifice, or any instrument or object into the genital or 
anal orifice of another person. In fine, Article 336 of the RPC, 
as amended, is still a good law despite the enactment of RA 
No. 8353 for there is no irreconcilable inconsistency between 
their provisions.

Meanwhile, the Court is also not unmindful of the fact 
that the accused who commits acts of lasciviousness under 
Article 336 of the RPC, in relation to Section 5(b), Article III 
of RA No. 7610, suffers the more severe penalty of reclusion 
temporal in its medium period, than the one who commits 
Rape through Sexual Assault, which is merely punishable 
by prision mayor. In People v. Chingh, the Court noted that 
the said fact is undeniably unfair to the child victim, and 
it was not the intention of the framers of RA No. 8353 to 
have disallowed the applicability of RA No. 7610 to sexual 
abuses committed to children. The Court held that despite 
the passage of RA No. 8353, RA No. 7610 is still a good law, 
which must be applied when the victims are children or 
those “persons below 18 years of age or those over but are 
unable to fully take care of themselves or protect themselves 
from abuse, neglect, cruelty, exploitation or discrimination 
because of a physical or mental disability or condition.”

Finally, as the Court stressed in Dimakuta v. People, where 
the lascivious conduct is covered by the definition under RA  
No. 7610 where the penalty is reclusion temporal medium and 
the said act is likewise covered by sexual assault under Article 
266-A, paragraph 2 of the RPC, which is punishable by prision 
mayor, the offender should be liable for violation of Section 
5(b), Article III of RA No. 7610, where the law provides the 
higher penalty of reclusion temporal medium, if the offended 
party is a child. But if the victim is at least 18 years of age, 

Notably, “[p]sychological violence is an element of violation of 
Section 5(i) just like the mental or emotional anguish caused 
on the victim. Psychological violence is the means employed 
by the perpetrator, while mental or emotional anguish is the 
effect caused to or the damage sustained by the offended 
party. To establish psychological violence as an element of 
the crime, it is necessary to show proof of commission of any 
of the acts enumerated in Section 5(i) or similar acts. And 
to establish mental or emotional anguish, it is necessary to 
present the testimony of the victim as such experiences are 
personal to this party.” Thus, in cases of support, it must be 
first shown that the accused’s denial thereof—which is, by 
itself, already a form of economic abuse—further caused 
mental or emotional anguish to the woman-victim and/or to 
their common child.

In this case, while the prosecution had established that 
Melgar indeed deprived AAA and BBB of support, no evidence 
was presented to show that such deprivation caused either 
AAA or BBB any mental or emotional anguish. Therefore, 
Melgar cannot be convicted of violation of Section 5(i) of RA 
9262. This notwithstanding—and taking into consideration the 
variance doctrine which allows the conviction of an accused 
for a crime proved which is different from but necessarily 
included in the crime charged—the courts a quo correctly 
convicted Melgar of violation of Section 5(e) of RA No. 9262 
as the deprivation or denial of support, by itself and even 
without the additional element of psychological violence, is 
already specifically penalized therein.

Perlas-Bernabe, J., Celso M.F.L. Melgar v. People of the Philippines, G.R. 
No. 223477, February 14, 2018.
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Land Registration Law

Requirements for original registration of title to land 
under Sections 14(1) and (2) of PD No. 1529 

In Republic of the Philippines v. Cortez, the Court explained 
that applicants for original registration of title to land must 
first establish compliance with the provisions of either Section 
14(1) or Section 14(2) of PD No. 1529, which state:

Sec. 14. Who may apply. – The following persons may 
file in the proper Court of First Instance an application 
for registration of title to land, whether personally or 
through their duly authorized representatives:
(1) Those who by themselves or through their 

predecessors-in-interest have been in open, 
continuous, exclusive and notorious possession 
and occupation of alienable and disposable lands 
of the public domain under a bona fide claim of 
ownership since June 12, 1945, or earlier.

(2)  Those who have acquired ownership of private 
lands by prescription under the provision of existing 
laws. 

It must be emphasized that the requirements and bases 
for registration under these two provisions of law differ from 
one another.  Section 14(1) mandates registration on the basis 
of possession, while Section 14(2) entitles registration on the 
basis of prescription.  Thus, it is important to ascertain under 
what provision of Section 14 the registration is sought.

A reading of the application, however, is unavailing. In 
its application, RRDC alleged that it and its predecessors-in-
interest “had been in open, continuous, adverse, and peaceful 
possession in concept of owner of the subject property since 
time immemorial or for more than 30 years.” This allegation 
made it unclear whether registration is sought under Section 
14(1)—possession since June 12, 1945 or earlier; or under 
Section 14(2)—possession for more than 30 years.

x x x Thus, for the proper resolution of the issues and 
arguments raised herein, it becomes necessary for the present 
application to be scrutinized based on the requirements of 
the provisions of Sections 14(1) and (2) of PD No. 1529.

Under Section 14(1), applicants for registration of title 
must sufficiently establish the following requisites: first, that 
the subject land forms part of the disposable and alienable 
lands of the public domain; second, that the applicant and 
his predecessors-in-interest have been in open, continuous, 
exclusive, and notorious possession and occupation of the 
same; and third, that the possession is under a bona fide claim 
of ownership since June 12, 1945, or earlier. 

The first requisite of Section 14(1) entails only that the 
property sought to be registered be alienable and disposable 
at the time of the filing of the application for registration. To 
prove that the land sought to be registered is alienable and 
disposable, the present rule is that the application for original 
registration must be accompanied by (1) a CENRO or PENRO 
Certification; and (2) a copy of the original classification 
approved by the DENR Secretary, and certified as true copy 
by the legal custodian of the official records. This strict 
requirement for the registration of lands enunciated in T.A.N. 
Properties had been consistently applied and affirmed by the 
Court in a plethora of cases. 

In the present case, to prove that the subject land 
is alienable and disposable, RRDC presented a CENRO 
certification stating that the subject land is “alienable and 
disposable and not covered by any public land application.” 
RRDC, however, failed to present a certified true copy of 
the original classification approved by the DENR Secretary 
declaring the subject land alienable and disposable. 
Clearly, the evidence presented by RRDC falls short of the 
requirements in T.A.N. Properties. Thus, the trial and appellate 
courts erred when they ruled that the subject land is alienable 
and disposable part of the public domain and susceptible to 
original registration.

Furthermore, RRDC also failed to prove that it and its 
individual predecessors-in-interest sufficiently complied with 
the required period and nature of possession.

An applicant for land registration must exhibit that it and 
its predecessors-in-interest had been in open, continuous, 
exclusive, and notorious possession and occupation of the 
land under a bona fide claim of ownership since June 12, 1945 
or earlier. It has been held that possession is open when it 
is patent, visible, apparent, notorious, and not clandestine; 
it is continuous when uninterrupted, unbroken, and not 
intermittent or occasional; it is exclusive when the adverse 
possessor can show exclusive dominion over the land and an 
appropriation of it to his own use and benefit; and notorious 
when it is so conspicuous, that it is generally known and talked 
of by the public or the people in the neighborhood. 

the offender should be liable under Article 266-A, paragraph 
2 of the RPC and not RA No. 7610, unless the victim is at least 
18 years old and she is unable to fully take care of herself or 
protect from herself from abuse, neglect, cruelty, exploitation 
or discrimination because of a physical or mental disability 
or condition, in which case, the offender may still be held 
liable of sexual abuse under RA No. 7610. The reason for the 
foregoing is that, aside from the affording special protection 
and stronger deterrence against child abuse, RA No. 7610 is 
a special law which should clearly prevail over RA No. 8353, 
which is a mere general law amending the RPC. 

Peralta, J., People of the Philippines v. Edwin Dagsa y Bantas, G.R. No. 
219889, January 29, 2018.
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or any of its subdivisions not patrimonial in character shall not 
be the object of prescription.

Nonetheless, this does not necessarily mean that when 
a piece of land is declared alienable and disposable part of 
the public domain, it can already be acquired by prescription. 
In Malabanan, this Court ruled that declaration of alienability 
and disposability is not enough—there must be an express 
declaration that the public dominion property is no longer 
intended for public service or the development of the 
national wealth or that the property has been converted into 
patrimonial, thus:

(2)  In complying with Section 14(2) of the Property 
Registration Decree, consider that under the 
Civil Code, prescription is recognized as a mode 
of acquiring ownership of patrimonial property. 
However, public domain lands become only 
patrimonial property not only with a declaration 
that these are alienable or disposable. There must 
also be an express government manifestation that 
the property is already patrimonial or no longer 
retained for public service or the development 
of national wealth, under Article 422 of the Civil 
Code. And only when the property has become 
patrimonial can the prescriptive period for the 
acquisition of property of the public dominion 
begin to run.

The classification of the land as alienable and disposable 
land of the public domain does not change its status as 
property of the public dominion under Article 420(2) of the 
Civil Code. As such, said land, although classified as alienable 
and disposable, is insusceptible to acquisition by prescription.

In this case, RRDC did not present any evidence which 
would show that the subject land was expressly declared as 
no longer intended for public service or the development of 
the national wealth, or that the property has been converted 
into patrimonial. Hence, it failed to prove that acquisitive 
prescription has begun to run against the State, and that it 
has acquired title to the subject land by virtue thereof.

In fine, RRDC failed to satisfy all the requisites for 
registration of title to land under either Sections 14(1) or 
(2) of PD No. 1529. RRDC also failed to establish that when 
it or P.N. Roa Enterprises, Inc., also a corporation and its 
direct predecessor-in-interest, acquired the subject land, it 
had already been converted to private property, thus, the 
prohibition on the Corporation’s acquisition of agricultural 
lands of the public domain under Section 3, Article XII of the 
1987 Constitution applies. RRDC’s application for original 
registration of imperfect title over Lot No. 3009 must perforce 
be denied. 

Martires, J., Republic of the Philippines v. Rovency Realty and 
Development Corporation,  G.R. No. 190817, January 10, 2018.

In Republic v. Remman Enterprises, Inc., the Court held 
that for purposes of land registration under Section 14(1) 
of PD No. 1529, proof of specific acts of ownership must be 
presented to substantiate the claim of open, continuous, 
exclusive, and notorious possession and occupation of the 
land subject of the application. Applicants for land registration 
cannot just offer general statements which are mere 
conclusions of law rather than factual evidence of possession. 
Actual possession is in the manifestation of acts of dominion 
over it of such nature as a party would actually exercise over 
his own property.

x x x x

In this case, aside from the deeds of absolute sale covering 
the subject land which were executed prior to June 12, 1945, 
RRDC did not present any evidence which would show that its 
predecessors-in-interest actually exercised acts of dominion 
over the subject land even before the cut-off period. As such, 
RRDC failed to prove that its possession of the land, or at the 
very least, its individual predecessors-in-interest’s possession 
over the same was not mere fiction. 

Neither would the tax declarations presented by RRDC 
suffice to prove the required possession. To recall, the earliest 
of these tax declarations dates back only to 1948. Clearly, the 
required possession and occupation since June 12, 1945 or 
earlier, was not demonstrated. 

From the foregoing, it is clear that RRDC failed to prove 
that its individual predecessors-in-interest had been in 
open, continuous, exclusive and notorious possession and 
occupation of the subject land under a bona fide claim of 
ownership since June 12, 1945 or earlier; and that said 
possession and occupation converted the subject land into 
a private property by operation of law. Consequently, the 
subject land cannot be registered in the name of RRDC under 
Section 14(1) of PD No. 1529.

RRDC also failed to establish compliance with the 
requirements for registration under Section 14(2).

In Heirs of Mario Malabanan v. Republic (Malabanan), 
the Court explained that when Section 14(2) of PD No. 1529 
provides that persons “who have acquired ownership over 
private lands by prescription under the provisions of existing 
laws,” it unmistakably refers to the Civil Code as a valid basis 
for the registration of lands. The Civil Code is the only existing 
law that specifically allows the acquisition by prescription of 
private lands, including patrimonial property belonging to the 
State.

The Civil Code makes it clear that patrimonial property 
of the State may be acquired by private persons through 
prescription. This is brought about by Article 1113, which 
states that all things which are within the commerce of man 
are susceptible to prescription, and that property of the State 
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Filing and service, although pertaining to different acts, 
must be considered together when determining whether 
the pleading, motion, or any other paper was filed within 
the applicable reglementary period.
PSB is correct that filing and service are distinct from each 
other. Indeed, filing is the act of presenting the pleading or 
other paper to the clerk of court; whereas, service is the act 
of providing a party with a copy of the pleading or paper 
concerned. 

Nevertheless, although they pertain to different acts, 
filing and service go hand-in-hand and must be considered 
together when determining whether the pleading, motion, or 
any other paper was filed within the applicable reglementary 
period. Precisely, the Rules require every motion set for 
hearing to be accompanied by proof of service thereof to the 
other parties concerned; otherwise, the court shall not be 
allowed to act on it, effectively making such motion as not 
filed.

The kind of proof of service required would depend on 
the mode of service used by the litigant. Rule 13, Section 13 
of the Rules of Court provides:

Sec. 13. Proof of Service. – Proof of personal service 
shall consist of a written admission of the party served, 
or the official return of the server, or the affidavit of 
the party serving, containing a full statement of the 
date, place and manner of service. If the service is by 
ordinary mail, proof thereof shall consist of an affidavit 
of the person mailing of facts showing compliance with 
Section 7 of this Rule. If service is made by registered 
mail, proof shall be made by such affidavit and the 
registry receipt issued by the mailing office. The registry 
return card shall be filed immediately upon its receipt 
by the sender, or in lieu thereof the unclaimed letter 
together with the certified or sworn copy of the notice 
given by the postmaster to the addressee. 

In some decided cases, the Court considered filing by 
private courier as equivalent to filing by ordinary mail. The 
Court opines that this pronouncement equally applies to 
service of pleadings and motions. Hence, to prove service 
by a private courier or ordinary mail, a party must attach an 
affidavit of the person who mailed the motion or pleading. 
Further, such affidavit must show compliance with Rule 13, 
Section 7 of the Rules of Court, which provides:

Sec. 7. Service by mail. – Service by registered mail 
shall be made by depositing the copy in the post office 
in a sealed envelope, plainly addressed to the party 
or his counsel at his office, if known, otherwise at his 
residence, if known, with postage fully prepaid, and with 
instructions to the postmaster to return the mail to the 
sender after 10 days if undelivered. If no registry service 

is available in the locality of either the senders or the 
addressee, service may be done by ordinary mail. 

This requirement is logical as service by ordinary mail 
is allowed only in instances where no registry service exists 
either in the locality of the sender or the addressee. This is the 
only credible justification why resort to service by ordinary 
mail or private courier may be allowed. 

In this case, PSB admits that it served the copy of the 
motion for reconsideration to Papa’s counsel via private 
courier. However, said motion was not accompanied by an 
affidavit of the person who sent it through the said private 
messengerial service. Moreover, PSB’s explanation why it 
resorted to private courier failed to show its compliance with 
Rule 13, Section 7. PSB’s explanation merely states:

Greetings:

Kindly set the instant motion on November 20, 2009 at 
8:30 o’clock in the morning or soon thereafter as matter 
and counsel may be heard. Copy of this pleading was 
served upon defendant’s counsel by private registered 
mail for lack of material time and personnel to effect 
personal delivery. 

Very clearly, PSB failed to comply with the requirements 
under Rule 13, Section 7 for an effective service by ordinary 
mail. While PSB explained that personal service was not 
effected due to lack of time and personnel constraints, it did 
not offer an acceptable reason why it resorted to “private 
registered mail” instead of by registered mail. In particular, PSB 
failed to indicate that no registry service was available in San 
Mateo, Rizal, where the office of Papa’s counsel is situated, 
or in Makati City, where the office of PSB’s counsel is located. 
Consequently, PSB failed to comply with the required proof 
of service by ordinary mail. Thus, the RTC is correct when it 
denied PSB’s motion for reconsideration, which, for all intents 
and purposes, can be effectively considered as not filed.

Since PSB’s motion for reconsideration is deemed as not 
filed, it did not toll the running of the 15-day reglementary 
period for the filing of an appeal; and considering that PSB’s 
appeal was filed only after the expiration of the 15-day period 
on November 10, 2009, such appeal has not been validly 
perfected. As such, the subject October 14, 2009 decision of 
the RTC had already attained finality as early as November  11, 
2009. 

Martires, J., Philippine Savings Bank v. Josephine L. Papa,  G.R. No. 
200469, January 15, 2018.

Rules of procedure, especially those prescribing time 
within which certain acts must be done, are absolutely 
indispensable to the prevention of needless delays and to 
the orderly and speedy discharge of business.
At this juncture, the Court stresses that the bare invocation of 
“the interest of substantial justice” or, in this case, “good or 

(Continued on page 27)
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OCA CIRCULAR NO. 09-2018

TO: ALL JUDGES OF THE REGIONAL TRIAL COURTS

SUBJECT: PLEA BARGAINING IN DRUG CASES PURSUANT TO 
ESTIPONA v. JUDGE LOBRIGO, G.R. NO. 226679, AUGUST 15, 
2017

In view of the issuance of the Entry of Judgment in Estipona 
v. Judge Lobrigo, G.R. No. 226679, August 15, 2017, all 
concerned are INFORMED that the Decision of the Court in 
the instant case has become final and executory on November 
7, 2017.

Accordingly, OCA Circular No. 215-2017, dated October 
23, 2017, enjoining judges to refrain from acting on motions 
and requests for plea bargaining in drug cases until the Court 
has decided the case of Estipona v. Judge Lobrigo with finality, 
is hereby REVOKED.

For your information and guidance.

January 17, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator 

OCA CIRCULAR NO. 11-2018

TO:  ALL JUDGES AND CLERKS OF COURT, BRANCH CLERKS OF 
COURT, AND OFFICERS IN CHARGE OF THE REGIONAL TRIAL 
COURTS, FAMILY COURTS, METROPOLITAN TRIAL COURTS, 
MUNICIPAL TRIAL COURTS IN CITIES, MUNICIPAL TRIAL 
COURTS, AND MUNICIPAL CIRCUIT TRIAL COURTS

SUBJECT:  DROPPING OF THE OLD FORMS IN THE SUBMISSION 
OF THE MONTHLY REPORTS OF CASES AND THE SUBMISSION 
OF THE NEW FORMS VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (EMAIL) 
STARTING JANUARY 2018

Beginning with the Monthly Report of Cases (MRC) for January 
2018, which is due in February 2018, all courts are no longer 
required to use and submit the old form (Revised SC Form No. 
1-2004) as required under Administrative Circular No. 4-2004. 
All are hereby ORDERED to submit MRCs using only the new 
form, which is herein updated as of January 2018, as required 
under Administrative Circular No. 81-2012 dated September 
17, 2012, in Portable Document Format (PDF) file via electronic 
mail (email), to the email address corresponding to your 
judicial region (please see attached list of email addresses per 
judicial area). Hard copies will no longer be accepted.

However, courts which have yet to submit their MRCs 
for December 2017 and/or earlier are hereby ORDERED to 
immediately submit said reports, using both the old and the 
new forms, to the Statistical Reports Division (SRD), Court 
Management Office (CMO).

Printed copies of the MRCs, including attached lists of 
filed and decided cases, and copies of dismissal orders and 
decisions, must be on file with the courts and readily available 
for examination during audits. 

Costs and expenses incurred in connection with the 
submission of the MRC may be charged to the Extraordinary 
Miscellaneous Expense (EME) of the judge concerned. 

Copies of the updated version (January 2018) of the 
new form for the MRC are available in the Office of the Court 
Administrator website at http://oca.judiciary.gov.ph under 
the “Downloads” tab.

Included in the updated version of the new form are 
bases for classifying cases on Page 2, in accordance with the 
categories included in the Aging of Pending Cases (Page 4, 
Item No. XII):

of Availability of Judicial Review of Actions Taken by 
Competition Authorities (with an opening statement from 
Mr. Li). 

The resource persons shared a number of useful 
information relative to competition law such as issues to 
expect in competition cases, how to determine whether 
an activity is anti-competition, importance of having 
a background on economics, creation of a specialized 
chamber to handle competition cases as practiced in other 

countries, and market protection issues. For reference 
materials, the resource persons said that Philippine judges 
can use the references used by the Office for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) since the Philippine 
Competition Law was modeled after the OECD. 

UP President Concepcion gave the closing remarks, 
followed by a reception for the roundtable discussion 
participants. 

The RTD was one of the Pre-Forum Activities of the 
2018 Manila Forum on Competition in Developing Countries 
held on February 1 to 2 at the Makati Shangri-la. 

Courts, Competition Law, and Competition Culture
(Continued from page 4)

(Next page)
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Regional Trial Court General Jurisdiction – Multiple Sala Station

Regional Trial Court General Jurisdiction – Single Sala Station

Regional Trial Court – Family Court

Other Civil Cases

Ordinary
Civil
Actions Special

Civil
Actions

Ordinary Civil Actions Special Proceddings Other Civil 
Cases
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Regional Trial Court – Drugs Court

Regional Trial Court – Commercial Court

First Level Court

Other Civil Cases

Ordinary Civil Actions

Ordinary Civil Actions

Other Civil CasesOther Civil Cases

Ordinary 
Civil Actions

Other Civil Cases

Special Civil 
Actions

Circulars
OCA CIRCULAR NO. 11-2018 (continued)
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For MRC forms with Page 6, you are required to include 
a list of cases falling under the column, “All Other Criminal 
Cases/All Other or Other Civil Cases.”

Please be REMINDED that “failure to submit the applicable 
forms shall warrant the withholding of salaries of the judge/s 
and clerk/s of court/branch clerk/s of court/ officer/s in charge 
concerned, without prejudice to whatever administrative 
sanction the Supreme Court may further impose or criminal 
action which may be filed against them. The same sanctions 
shall apply to those submitting reports with incomplete or 
inaccurate entries.

For your information, guidance, and strict compliance.

January 17, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator

MTCC-Eighth  Judicial Region mtcc_jr8.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Ninth Judicial Region mtcc_jr9.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-10th Judicial Region mtcc_jr10.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-11th Judicial Region mtcc_jr11.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-12th Judicial Region mtcc_jr12.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

Municipal Trial Court/Municipal Circuit Trial Court

MTC/MCTC-First Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr1.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Second Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr2.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Third Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr3.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Fourth Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr4.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Fifth Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr5.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Sixth Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr6.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Seventh Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr7.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Eighth Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr8.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-Ninth Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr9.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-10th Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr10.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-11th Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr11.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTC/MCTC-12th Judicial Region mtc.mctc_jr12.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

OCA CIRCULAR NO. 19-2018

TO:   ALL JUDGES OF THE FIRST AND SECOND LEVEL COURTS

SUBJECT:  APPLICATION OF TRANSITORY PROVISION OF RA 
NO. 10951 

In reply to the numerous requests for further clarification, 
particularly on the Transitory Provision of RA No. 10951, 
otherwise known as An Act Adjusting the Amount or the Value 
of Property and Damage on which a Penalty is Based and the 
Fines Imposed under the Revised Penal Code, Amending for 
the Purpose Act No. 3815, Otherwise Known as “The Revised 
Penal Code,” as Amended, please be informed that the term 
“trial” in Section 101 which in part states, “where trial has 
already started, the courts having such cases shall not lose 
jurisdiction over the same” is deemed to include arraignment.

Hence, effective September 16, 2017, where arraignment 
has already been conducted, the court presiding over the 
case shall continue to have jurisdiction over the same until it 
is resolved and terminated.

This is also consistent and in accordance with the Revised 
Guidelines for Continuous Trial of Criminal Cases.

Please be guided accordingly. 

January 31, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator 

Judicial Areas Email Address

Regional Trial Court

RTC-NJCR, Las Piñas, Manila, 
Muntinlupa, Parañaque, Pasay, Taguig rtc_ncjr1.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-NJCR, Caloocan, Malabon, 
Mandaluyong, Marikina, Navotas, 
Quezon City, Valenzuela

rtc_ncjr2.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-NJCR, Makati rtc_ncjr3.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-NJCR, Pasig rtc_ncjr4.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-First Judicial Region rtc_jr1.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Second Judicial Region rtc_jr2.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Third Judicial Region rtc_jr3.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Fourth Judicial Region rtc_jr4.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Fifth Judicial Region rtc_jr5.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Sixth Judicial Region rtc_jr6.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Seventh Judicial Region rtc_jr7.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Eighth Judicial Region rtc_jr8.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-Ninth  Judicial Region rtc_jr9.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-10th Judicial Region rtc_jr10.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-11th Judicial Region rtc_jr11.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

RTC-12th Judicial Region rtc_jr12.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

Metropolitan Trial Court

MeTC metc.srdcmo@sc.judiciary,gov.ph

Municipal Trial Court In Cities

MTCC-First Judicial Region mtcc_jr1.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Second Judicial Region mtcc_jr2.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Third Judicial Region mtcc_jr3.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Fourth Judicial Region mtcc_jr4.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Fifth Judicial Region mtcc_jr5.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Sixth Judicial Region mtcc_jr6.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph

MTCC-Seventh Judicial Region mtcc_jr7.srdcmo@sc.judiciary.gov.ph
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OCA CIRCULAR NO. 20-2018

TO:  ALL JUDGES AND BRANCH CLERKS OF COURT OF THE 
REGIONAL TRIAL COURTS 

SUBJECT:  FURNISHING THE INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL 
AGAINST TRAFFICKING (IACAT) WITH COPY OF DECISIONS IN 
TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS CASES 

Pursuant to Section 16, RA No. 10364, otherwise known as 
the Expanded Anti-Trafficking in Persons Act of 2012, which 
mandates the creation of an Anti-Trafficking in Persons 
Database and requires “all government agencies tasked 
under the law to undertake programs and render assistance 
to address trafficking in persons [to] develop their respective 
monitoring and data collection systems, and databases, for 
purposes of ensuring efficient collection and storage of data 
on cases of trafficking in persons handled by their respective 
offices, [and which] data shall be submitted to the [IACAT] 
for integration in a central database system,” all judges and 
branch clerks of court are DIRECTED to furnish the IACAT with 
copies of decisions in all cases involving violation of RA No. 
9208, otherwise known as the Anti-Trafficking in Persons Act 
of 2003, as amended by RA No. 10364. 

Copies of the decisions should be sent to the IACAT office, 
either by regular or electronic mail at the following address: 

IACAT Secretariat 
Department of Justice 

Padre Faura Street Ermita, Manila 1000
OR

TIPConvictionsIACAT@gmail.com

For strict compliance. 

January 31, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator

OCA CIRCULAR NO. 26-2018

TO:  EXECUTIVE/PRESIDING JUDGES, CLERKS OF COURT/
OFFICERS IN CHARGE/ACCOUNTABLE OFFICERS AND 
SHERIFFS OF THE SECOND LEVEL COURTS

SUBJECT:  REMITTANCES OF FINES, MONEY EXHIBITS, 
PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF EXHIBITS, FORFEITED CASH 
BONDS AND NET INTEREST INCOME

Numerous queries have been brought to the attention of this 
Office as to the proper remittance of fines, money exhibits, 

proceeds from sale of exhibits, forfeited cash bonds and net 
interest income. 

In this regard, the Fiscal Monitoring Division, Court 
Management Office, Office of the Court Administrator, 
provided the following information as to the proper remittance 
of the same: 

Particulars Legal Basis Fund 
Account

Exhibit Money in 
Drugs Cases 

OCA Circular No. 
71-2017 dated March 
27, 2017 

General Fund 
(GF) 

Fines imposed in 
Administrative 
Matters, Violation of 
Rules and Contempt 
Proceedings 

RA No. 9227 
(Creation of SAJF vice 
GF) dated October 
23, 2003 

Special 
Allowance for 
the Judiciary 
Fund (SAJF) 

Fines for violation 
of Municipal/City 
Ordinances 

OCA Circular No. 10-
2002 dated February 
5, 2002 

Issuing LGU 

Forfeited Bail Bonds A.M. No. 05-3-35-SC 
dated  January 18, 
2011 

General Fund 
(GF) 

Net Interest Income 
on Fiduciary Fund 

A.M. No. 05-3-35-SC 
dated  January 18, 
2011 

General Fund 
(GF) 

Proceeds of the Crime 
and the Instruments 
or Tool (including 
Exhibit Money and 
Fines imposed as 
Penalty for the Crime 
committed) 

Article 45, Revised 
Penal Code and 
Special Laws (unless 
otherwise provided) 

General Fund 
(GF) 

Proceeds from Sale 
of Exhibits and Fines 
imposed in Drugs 
Cases 

OCA Circular No. 71-
2017 dated  March 
27, 2017 

Dangerous 
Drugs Board 

Proceeds from Sale of 
Court Records, Papers 
and Exhibits subject 
of the Disposal and/or 
Destruction 

Administrative Order 
No. 170¬2008 dated 
November 11, 2008 
and OCA Circular No. 
14-2016 (No. 1(d), 
A.M. No. 07-3-09-SC) 

Judiciary 
Development 
Fund (JDF) 

However, the withdrawal and remittance of the net 
interest income generated from the Sheriff’s Trust Fund 
(STF) shall be held in abeyance until such time that the new 
guidelines on the STF have been approved.

For your information and strict compliance.

February 13, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator
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OCA CIRCULAR NO. 36-2018
 

TO:  ALL PRESIDING JUSTICES AND CLERKS OF COURT OF 
THE COURT OF APPEALS, SANDIGANBAYAN, AND COURT 
OF TAX APPEALS, AND JUDGES AND CLERKS OF COURT/
ACCOUNTABLE OFFICERS OF THE FIRST AND SECOND LEVEL 
COURTS

SUBJECT:  COURT RESOLUTION DATED JANUARY 10, 2018 
(ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENTS ON LEGAL FEES)

In its Resolution dated January 10, 2018 in A.M. No. 17-
12-09-SC (Re: Initial Recommendations on Administrative 
Adjustments from the Judiciary-Wide Committee on Legal 
Fees), the Court En Banc RESOLVED to APPROVE the 
administrative adjustments on legal fees for consistency, the 
full text of which is appended herein as Annex “A”. 

For your information, guidance and strict compliance.

February 26, 2018. 

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator

ANNEX “A”

Republic of the Philippines
Supreme Court

Manila

En Banc

NOTICE

Sirs/Mesdames:

Please take notice that the Court en banc issued a Resolution 
dated JANUARY 10, 2018, which reads as follows: 

“A.M. No. 17-12-09-SC (Re: Initial Recommendations 
on Administrative Adjustments from the Judiciary-Wide 
Committee on Legal Fees). – The Court Resolved, upon the 
recommendation of the Judiciary-Wide Committee on Legal 
Fees, to APPROVE the following administrative adjustments for 
consistency: 

(a) For the Supreme Court (SC), Court of Appeals 
(CA), Sandiganbayan (SB), Court of Tax Appeals 
(CTA), and the Lower Courts (LCs) – 

(i) Appeal fees should be collected in all actions 
and proceedings, civil and criminal [Section 
8(f), Rule 141], unless otherwise exempted. 
Thus, the appeal fees should be paid to 
the court that rendered the decision being 
appealed;

(ii) It must be clarified that the Sheriff’s Trust 
Fund (STF) is not part of the filing fees. As such, 
there is a need to collect the said amount 
from those who are listed as exempted from 
the payment of filing fees. In this regard, the 
One Thousand Pesos (P1,000) STF should also 
be collected from government agencies and 
from those exempt from the payment of filing 
fees.

  Further, the use of the STF is not limited 
to sheriffs but actually involve process 
servers and those court personnel designated 
to serve notices, subpoenas and other court 
processes;

(iii) For those cases with application for 
temporary restraining orders (TRO)/writs of 
preliminary injunction (WPI), an additional 
amount of Three Hundred Pesos (P300) 
should be collected [Section 10(d), Rule 141];

(iv) Manager’s checks/cashier’s checks are 
acceptable forms of payment of filing 
fees provided that separate checks shall 
be payable for each fund, such as for the 
Judiciary Development Fund (JDF), and 
Special Allowance for the Judiciary Fund 
(SAJF). 

  Personal or corporate checks may be 
accepted as payment of filing fees provided 
that the amount does not exceed Fifty 
Thousand Pesos (P50,000), except for the SC 
[Section 4, Rule VI, Part II, Internal Rules of 
the SC, A.M. No. 10-4-20-SC, May 4, 2010, as 
amended] and CA [Section 6, Rule VIII, 2009 
Internal Rules of the Court of Appeals].

  With respect to the payments for the 
Mediation Fund (MF), Victim’s Compensation 
Fund (VCF), Legal Research Fund (LRF), STF 
and such other fees not accruing to the 
JDF and SAJF, only cash payments will be 
accepted. [SC En Banc Resolution dated 
April 17, 2007 in A.M. No. 04-02-04-SC, as 
amended];

(v)  The use of Postal Money Orders (PMOs) as 
a form of payment of filing fees shall not 
be acceptable for LCs. However, PMOs are 
allowed to be used by the LCs for purposes 
only of remittance of collections to the SC. 

  For the SC, CA, SB and CTA, PMOs shall 
be allowed as an acceptable form of payment 
of filing fees and other related fees; and 

(vi)  The filing fees paid in petitions or counter-
petitions to confirm or enforce, vacate or set 
aside an arbitral award or for the enforcement 
of a mediated settlement agreement under 
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Rule 20.1 of A.M. No. 07-11-08-SC should be 
divided equally between and deposited to 
the JDF and SAJF accounts.

 (b) For the CA: 

(i)  The deposits for costs and sheriff’s 
fees should be deposited to the 
Trust Fund of the CA.

  (c)  For the CTA: 

(i)  The CTA, either cognizable by the En 
Banc or any of its Divisions, should 
collect the P1,000 mediation fee in 
applicable cases;

(ii)  The CTA should include the summons 
fees in the computation of the LRF;

(iii)  In cases of revival of judgments, they 
should be treated as new cases and 
the corresponding fees should then 
be collected based on the amount of 
the judgment. 

(d) For the LCs (first and second level courts):

(i) The computation of fees for small 
claims cases should be based on 
Section 8(a) and (d), Rule 141, as the 
case may be;

(ii) As civil claims are automatically 
instituted in Estafa and violations of 
Batas Pambansa Bilang 22 cases, the 
courts should also collect STF.

   The STF to be collected 
should be based on the number of 
accused provided that for multiple 
cases these should have been 
consolidated; 

(iii) For provisional remedies, a motion 
fee of P250 should be collected in 
the first level courts and P500 in the 
second level courts [Sections 7(m) 
and 8(e), Rule 141];

(iv) In cases of adoption of minors, 
where there are two persons/minors 
to be adopted, the assessment of 
filing fees should be per child/minor 
[Section 7(f)(l), Rule 141]; 

(v) The filing fees collected for newly 
filed petitions for liquidation of 
insolvent juridical and individual 
debtors under the Financial 
Rehabilitation and Insolvency Act 
(FRIA) should be allocated equally 
between the SAJF and JDF accounts 

{For financial rehabilitation, [Section 
2l(i) [21(i)], Rule 141]; for insolvency, 
[Section 7, Rule 141]}; and

(vi) In cases of compulsory confinement 
(involuntary submission for 
rehabilitation) of a drug dependent, 
P300 per individual should be 
collected as docket fee [Section 21(i) 
[21(j)], Rule 141].”

Very truly yours,

(Sgd.) FELIPA B. ANAMA
Clerk of Court

OCA CIRCULAR NO. 54-2018

TO:  EXECUTIVE/PRESIDING JUDGES, CLERKS OF COURT/
OFFICERS IN CHARGE/ACCOUNTABLE OFFICERS AND 
SHERIFFS OF THE SECOND LEVEL COURTS

SUBJECT:  COLLECTION OF FILING FEES IN CIVIL ACTIONS 
INSTITUTED WITH THE CRIMINAL ACTIONS

A number of trial courts in the lower courts failed to collect 
fees in civil actions for the recovery of civil liability instituted 
with the criminal actions pursuant to Paragraphs 3, 4 and 5, 
Section 1, Rule 111 of the Revised Rules of Court (Prosecution 
of Civil Action), which provide:

When the offended party seeks to enforce civil liability 
against the accused by way of moral, nominal, 
temperate, or exemplary damages without specifying 
the amount thereof in the complaint or information, 
the filing fees therefor shall constitute a first lien on the 
judgment awarding such damages.

Where the amount of damages, other than 
actual, is specified in the complaint or information, the 
corresponding filing fees shall be paid by the offended 
party upon the filing thereof in court. 

Except as otherwise provided in these Rules, no 
filing fees shall be required for actual damages. 

In this regard, all clerks of court are directed to collect the 
appropriate legal fees for the total sum claimed, excluding 
actual damages, for cases filed as follows:

1. second level courts, a Docket Fee under Section 7(a), 
Rule 141 of the Revised Rules of Court, Subpoena 
Fee/s, Legal Research Fee, Victim’s Compensation 
Fee and Mediation Fee (if applicable); and

Circulars
OCA CIRCULAR NO. 36-2018 (continued)
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efficient case” is not a magic wand that will automatically 
compel this Court to suspend procedural rules. Procedural 
rules are not to be belittled or dismissed simply because 
their non-observance may have prejudiced a party’s 
substantive rights. Like all rules, they are required to 
be followed except only for the most persuasive of 
reasons when they may be relaxed to relieve a litigant 
of an injustice not commensurate with the degree of his 
thoughtlessness in not complying with the procedure 
prescribed.

Time and again, the Court has reiterated that rules 
of procedure, especially those prescribing the time 
within which certain acts must be done, are absolutely 
indispensable to the prevention of needless delays and 
to the orderly and speedy discharge of business. While 
procedural rules may be relaxed in the interest of justice, 
it is well-settled that these are tools designed to facilitate 
the adjudication of cases. The relaxation of procedural 
rules in the interest of justice was never intended to 
be a license for erring litigants to violate the rules with 
impunity. Liberality in the interpretation and application 
of the rules can be invoked only in proper cases and under 
justifiable causes and circumstances. While litigation is not 
a game of technicalities, every case must be prosecuted 
in accordance with the prescribed procedure to ensure 
an orderly and speedy administration of justice. 

Martires, J., Philippine Savings Bank v. Josephine L. Papa,  G.R. No. 
200469, January 15, 2018.

OCA CIRCULAR NO. 61-2018

TO: ALL JUSTICES OF THE SANDIGANBAYAN, JUDGES OF 
THE REGIONAL TRIAL COURTS, SHARI’A DISTRICT COURTS, 
METROPOLITAN TRIAL COURTS, MUNICIPAL TRIAL COURTS 
IN CITIES, MUNICIPAL TRIAL COURTS, SHARI’A CIRCUIT 
COURTS AND MUNICIPAL CIRCUIT TRIAL COURTS

SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF COURT PROCESSES RELATIVE TO 
RECORDS ON PERMIT TO CARRY FIREARMS OUTSIDE OF 
RESIDENCE

Acting on the concern of Police Director General Ronald 
M. Dela Rosa, Chief, Philippine National Police, that “the 
subpoenas from several courts [are] being served to the Permit 
to Carry Firearms Outside of Residence (PTCFOR) Secretariat 
requiring its records custodian to appear before the court and 
testify on the existence of PTCFOR to establish the offense of 
the accused,” all judges are reminded that the Supreme Court 
has held that “[the] court may rely on the certification of the 
Chief, Firearms and Explosives Division, PNP, on the absence 
of a firearm license.”1

Hence, in OCA Circular No. 11-2011, all lower courts 
were “directed to desist from issuing subpoenas, summonses, 
or other processes requiring the personal appearance of 
the Chief, Records Section, Firearms and Explosives Office 
(FEO) and shall admit the certification issued by the FEO 
Records Section as sufficient proof of the fact of possession 
or non-possession of a license to own or possess firearms 
or explosives in the offense of Illegal Possession of Firearms 
without further need of requiring the appearance of the FEO 
records personnel to testify on the authenticity thereof.”

It appearing that the records on the existence or non-
existence of a PTCFOR are with the records custodian of 

1 Rosario v. People, G.R. No. 142295, May 31, 2001.

2.  first level courts, a Docket Fee under Section 8(a), 
Rule 141 of the Revised Rules of Court, Subpoena 
Fee/s, Legal Research Fee, Victim’s Compensation 
Fee and Mediation Fee (if applicable). 

However, unlike in Batas Pambansa BIg. 22 and estafa 
cases, the sheriff’s expense (STF) of One Thousand Pesos 
(P1,000) shall not be collected.

For your information and strict compliance.

March 21, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator

the PTCFOR Secretariat under the Office of the Chief, PNP, 
all concerned are hereby directed to likewise desist from 
issuing subpoenas, summonses, or other processes requiring 
the personal appearance of the records custodian of the 
PTCFOR Secretariat and may admit the certification issued by 
the PTCFOR records custodian as sufficient proof of the fact 
of possession or non-possession of a valid PTCFOR without 
further need of requiring the appearance of the PTCFOR 
records personnel to testify on the existence or non-existence 
of a PTCFOR.

This Circular shall take effect immediately.

March 22, 2018.

(Sgd.) JOSE MIDAS P. MARQUEZ
Court Administrator

Doctrinal Reminders
Remedial Law (continued from page 19)
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