Republic of the Philippines

Supreme Court
Manila

SPECIAL THIRD DIVISION

NOTICE

Sirs/Mesdames:
Please take notice that the Court, Third Division, issued a Resolution
dated January 18, 2023, which reads as follows:

“G.R. No. 210284 (JAV Corporation, Petitioner vs. Paula Foods
Corporation, Respondent). — Considering the allegations, issues, and
arguments adduced in the Motion for Reconsideration,' the Court resolves
to deny it with finality as the issues raised therein were duly considered
and passed upon by the Court in the assailed Decision® dated July 7, 2021.
The Court (1) granted the Petition for Review on Certiorari® of petitioner
JAV Corporation (JAV); (2) reversed and set aside the Decision’ dated
January 31, 2013 and the Resolution’ dated November 21, 2013 of the
Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 102675; and (3) reinstated the
Decision® dated April 23, 2001 of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Las
Pifias City in Civil Case No. 95-039. The Court ruled that the CA erred in
granting the Petition for Annulment of Judgment filed by Steve F. Serranilla
(Serranilla), the president of respondent Paula Foods
Corporation (PFC).

Serranilla  was already precluded
from  filing  his  Petition  for
Annulment of Judgment.

The remedy of a petition for annulment of judgment may no longer
be resorted to where a party has availed himself of the remedy of appeal
or other appropriate remedy.’

In the case, the RTC Decision® dated April 23, 2001 in Civil Case
No. 95-039 ruled in favor of JAV and against Serranilla. On this score,
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Serranilla availed himself of every remedy under the rules to challenge the
RTC Decision.” First, Serranilla filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the
RTC Decision'® dated April 23, 2001, but the RTC denied it. Second, with
the denial of his Motion for Reconsideration, Serranilla appealed to the
CA via a petition for certiorari docketed as CA-G.R. CV No. 73056. The
CA dismissed it in the Decision'' dated August 28, 2006. The CA likewise
dismissed his Motion for Reconsideration in a Resolution'? dated
December 22, 2006. Third, subsequent to the dismissal of his petition for
certiorari before the CA, Serranilla filed a petition for review on
certiorari docketed as G.R. No. 175899 with the Court. In a Resolution'?
dated June 18, 2007, the Court dismissed his petition for review on
certiorari. The Court likewise denied his motion for reconsideration in a
Resolution dated October 15, 2007.

Later on, Serranilla filed a motion for leave to file attached second
motion for reconsideration raising the issue that the Decision of the RTC
dated April 23, 2001 is void for lack of jurisdiction over PFC. To reiterate,
in the Resolution' dated January 21, 2008, the Court already denied
Serranilla’s  motion for leave to file attached second motion for
reconsideration on the ground that such a motion is a prohibited pleading.

In challenging the RTC Decision'® dated April 23, 2001 through his
motion for reconsideration before the RTC, his petition for certiorari
before the CA, and up until the case reached the Court through a petition
for review on certiorari, Serranilla did not fail to include in his arguments
the RTCs alleged improper denial of his motion to be substituted by PFC,
a stranger to the case.

To be clear, despite the finality of the denial of his motion for
substitution in G.R. No. 147291, Serranilla again raised the issue of PFC’s
non-substitution in his motion for reconsideration before the CA in CA-
G.R. CV No. 73056, questioning the RTC Decision dated April 23, 2001
in the main case, and in his Petition for Review on Certiorari before the
Court in G.R. No. 175899. Still, his contentions were similarly brushed
aside, respectively, by the CA and the Court. Ultimately, the Court in G.R.
No. 175899 issued an Entry of Judgment decreeing the finality of the RTC
Decision dated April 23, 2001.

Serranilla and PFC had already exhausted every remedy to assail
the denial of the motion for substitution and had taken every step to
challenge the RTC Decision dated April 23, 2001 in the main case. Such
being the case, Serranilla is already precluded to file his petition for
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annulment of judgment. On this score alone, the CA should have denied
Serranilla’s petition.

More importantly, the grounds to
annul a judgment wunder Section
2, Rule 47 of the Rules of Court
are absent here.

The grounds for annulment of judgment under Section 2, Rule 47
of the Rules of Court are as follows:

SEC. 2. Grounds for annulment. — The annulment may be based only
on the grounds of extrinsic fraud and lack of jurisdiction.

Extrinsic fraud shall not be a valid ground if it was availed of, or could
have been availed of, in a motion for new trial or petition for relief.

There is extrinsic fraud when the unsuccessful party had been
prevented from exhibiting fully his or her case, by means of fraud or
deception practiced on him or her by his or her opponent, as by keeping
him or her away from court, or where the defendant never had knowledge
of the suit, being kept in ignorance by the acts of the plaintiff.'®

On the other hand, lack of jurisdiction on the part of the trial court
in rendering the judgment or final order is either lack of jurisdiction over
the subject matter or nature of the action, or lack of jurisdiction over the
person of the petitioner.!” The former is a matter of substantive law
because statutory law defines the jurisdiction of the courts over the subject
matter or nature of the action; the latter is a matter of procedural law, for
it involves the service of summons or other processes on the petitioner.!®

Indubitably, JAV committed no extrinsic fraud against Serranilla
and PFC as they were not prevented from fully exhibiting their case. As
earlier discussed, they had exhausted every remedy to assail the denial of
the Motion for Substitution and had taken every step to challenge the RTC
Decision dated April 23, 2001 in the main case. There is also no question
that the RTC had jurisdiction over JAV’s complaint for rescission of
contract, it being an action incapable of pecuniary estimation.

As regards the RTC’s jurisdiction over the person of Serranilla as
the party defendant in the main case, the Court has consistently held that
Jurisdiction over a defendant is acquired upon a valid service of summons
or through the defendant’s voluntary appearance in court.

' Heirs of the Late Sps. Palaganas v. Registry of Deeds-Tarlac City, 561 Phil. 579, 586 (2007), citing
Republic of the Phils. v. Heirs of Sancho Magdato, 394 Phil. 423, 429 (2000).

7" Duremdes v. Jorilla, G.R. No. 234491, February 26, 2020.
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In the present case, Serranilla did not raise any issue on the validity
of the service of summons made upon him. Besides, he voluntarily
appeared, and thus, the RTC acquired jurisdiction over his person.
Considering the absence of all the grounds to annul a judgment of the
court, the CA erred in granting Serranilla’s petition for annulment of
judgment.

The non-joinder of PFC is not a
ground to annul the judgment
because PFC is a stranger in

Civil Case No. 95-039.

In arguing that PFC was an indispensable party in Civil Case No.
95-039, Serranilla relies on the agreement dated August 2, 1995, wherein
JAV agreed that Serranilla will eventually be substituted by PFC upon its
incorporation. However, let it be underscored that at the time JAV and
Serranilla entered the Agreement, PFC was not yet in existence. Verily,
PFC has no juridical personality to speak of yet. As such, Serranilla could
not have represented PFC at that time, and thus, he entered into the
Agreement in his own capacity. To be sure, PFC was not a party in the
Agreement dated August 2, 1995.

It bears stressing that in the Decision'’ dated April 23, 2001 in Civil
Case No. 95-039, the RTC rescinded and declared as null and void the
agreement and held Serranilla personally liable to JAV. Ultimately, the
Court in G.R. No. 175899 issued an Entry of Judgment decreeing the
finality of the RTC Decision.” Inasmuch as PFC never became a party
to the Agreement dated August 2, 1995 between JAV and Serranilla, and
considering that the Agreement was rescinded and decreed as null and
void by the final and executory RTC Decision’' dated April 23, 2021, the
CA committed a vreversible error in concluding that PFC was an
indispensable party in the case. Basically, there is no indispensable party
to speak of on the part of PFC, the latter being a stranger to the case.

Besides, in the Order??> dated April 19, 2000, the RTC disallowed
Serranilla’s motion to be substituted by PFC. Eventually, Serranilla and
PFC elevated the case to the Court via a Petition for Review on Certiorari
in G.R. No. 147291. However, in a Resolution dated April 4, 2001, “the
Court Resolved to DENY the petition for failure of petitioners to show
that a reversible error had been committed by the appellate court.”
Consequently, the Court issued an Entry of Judgment dated June 11, 2001.

Considering that the denial of Serranilla’s motion to be substituted
by PFC had already attained its finality, PFC cannot be considered as an
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indispensable party in the case. To be sure, PFC remains a stranger to the
case. As a stranger to a case, PFC could have filed a motion for
intervention. To elucidate, intervention is a remedy by which a stranger to
a case may become a party for purposes of protecting his or her interest.”
PFC failed to avail itself of this proper remedy.

In view of the foregoing, the Court finds that the CA committed a
reversible error in annulling the RTC Decision®* dated April 23, 2001 on
the ground of lack of jurisdiction over PFC whom the CA found to be an
indispensable party.

All told, the non-joinder of PFC is not a valid ground to annul the
judgment of the RTC. Perforce, the CA indubitably erred when it ruled
that because PFC was not made a party-defendant to the case, the RTC
Decision dated April 23, 2001 may be annulled on the ground of lack of
jurisdiction over an indispensable party.

WHEREFORE, the Court resolves to DENY WITH FINALITY
the instant Motion for Reconsideration.

No further pleading will be entertained in the case. Let an entry of
judgment be issued immediately.

SO ORDERED.”

By authority of the Court:

MgX
MISAEL DOMINGO C. BATTUNG III

Division Clerk of Court
alnlyy

Augusto S. Cruz
President/General Manager
JAV Corporation

Block 1, Lot 29, H. Rodis Street
B.F. Resort Village

1740 Las Piiias City

COURT OF APPEALS
CA-G.R. SP No. 102675
1000 Manila

KAPUNAN TAMANO JAVIER BAY & ASSOCIATES
Counsel for Respondent

Unit 807, Antel Global Corporate Center

Dona Julia Vargas Avenue, Ortigas Center

1605 Pasig City
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