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Title:
Edgardo E. Mendoza v. Hon. Abundio Z. Arrieta, Felino Timbol, and Rodolfo Salazar (G.R.
No. L-31483)

Facts:
On October 22, 1969, along Mac-Arthur Highway in Marilao, Bulacan, a three-way vehicular
accident occurred involving a Mercedes Benz, driven by petitioner Edgardo Mendoza; a
jeep, owned and driven by respondent Rodolfo Salazar; and a truck, owned by respondent
Felino Timbol and driven by Freddie Montoya. The jeep and truck collided, which led to the
jeep hitting Mendoza’s  car.  Subsequently,  two criminal  cases for  Reckless Imprudence
Causing Damage to Property were filed against Salazar and Montoya in the Court of First
Instance (CFI) of Bulacan. On July 31, 1970, the CFI acquitted Salazar and only convicted
Montoya for the damage to the jeep, not to Mendoza’s car.  After the decisions in the
criminal cases, Mendoza filed a civil case for damages against Salazar and Timbol in the CFI
of Manila. Timbol’s Motion to Dismiss was granted, and Salazar’s Motion to Dismiss was
later granted as well, due to a lack of express reservation of the right to file a separate civil
case based on quasi-delict, per Rule 111 of the Rules of Court.

Issues:
The Supreme Court was presented with two main issues:
1. Whether the civil case against truck-owner Timbol (Civil Case No. 80803) was barred by
prior judgment in the criminal cases or the complaint fails to state a cause of action.
2. Whether the failure of Mendoza to make an express reservation in the criminal case to
file a separate civil action against jeep-owner Salazar bars the institution of such civil action
based on quasi-delict.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court (SC) made the following decisions on the issues:
1. On the first issue, the SC ruled that the civil action against truck-owner Timbol (Civil
Case No. 80803) was not barred by the prior judgment in the criminal cases (Reckless
Imprudence Causing Damage to Property). The SC found no identity of cause of action
between the criminal case where Montoya was prosecuted and the civil case against Timbol.
Additionally, the complaint establishes a cause of action based on quasi-delict, which is
independent of the criminal action, and thus can proceed.
2. On the second issue, the SC upheld the trial court’s decision to dismiss the case against
jeep-owner Salazar due to Mendoza’s implied election to base his cause of action on culpa
criminal by actively participating in the criminal suit against Salazar. This implied election
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rendered  the  civil  action  as  extinguished  upon  Salazar’s  acquittal  and  not  based  on
reasonable doubt. Therefore, no independent civil action for damages based on quasi-delict
could be pursued against Salazar.

Doctrine:
The SC elucidated the doctrine that a civil action based on quasi-delict under Articles 2176
and 2177 of the Civil Code is separate from the criminal action for criminal negligence and
can proceed independently. Furthermore, it reiterated that the elements for res judicata to
bar a subsequent case, including identity of cause of action, must be present. Lastly, it
acknowledged that when an acquittal in a criminal action is not based on reasonable doubt,
a civil action for damages cannot be pursued separately.

Class Notes:
– A civil action based on quasi-delict (Articles 2176 and 2177, Civil Code) can proceed
independently of the criminal action.
– For res judicata to apply, four elements must be present: final judgment, jurisdiction over
the subject matter and parties, judgment on the merits, and identity of parties, subject
matter, and cause of action.
– In the absence of an express reservation, an implied election to base the cause of action on
culpa criminal bars a separate civil action based on culpa aquiliana.
– When acquittal is not based on reasonable doubt, a separate civil action for damages is
extinguished.

Historical Background:
At the time of the Mendoza case, Rule 111 of the Rules of Court required an express
reservation of the right to file an independent civil  action based on quasi-delict, which
created confusion over its necessity given the distinct nature of civil liability arising from
criminal negligence versus that from quasi-delict. The SC’s decision clarified the procedural
interplay between criminal negligence and quasi-delict, underscoring that an independent
civil  action  for  quasi-delict  can  proceed  irrespective  of  the  criminal  proceedings.  The
landmark  case  of  Barredo  vs.  Garcia  and  the  subsequent  refinement  of  related
jurisprudence provided the legal foundation for the distinction between civil liability arising
from crime under the Revised Penal Code and from quasi-delict under the Civil Code. The
Mendoza case reasserted this important distinction within the evolving legal landscape of
the Philippines at the time.


