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### Title:
Gutierrez vs. Gutierrez et al.: A Case of Negligence in an Automobile Accident

### Facts:
On February 2, 1930, in Las Piñas, Rizal, an accident occurred involving a passenger truck,
driven  by  Abelardo  Velasco  and  owned  by  Saturnino  Cortez,  and  a  privately  owned
automobile operated by Bonifacio Gutierrez, with his mother and several family members
onboard. Narciso Gutierrez, a passenger in the truck, sustained a fractured leg due to the
collision caused by negligence.  He sued both drivers  and vehicle  owners for  damages
amounting to P10,000. The trial in the Court of First Instance of Manila found for Narciso
Gutierrez, and the defendants appealed the decision to the Supreme Court.

The procedural steps included detailed examination of the events leading to the collision,
the speed at which Bonifacio Gutierrez was driving, and the contributory factors from both
vehicles that led to the accident. Special attention was given to the legal responsibility of
Bonifacio’s father, Manuel Gutierrez, based on the guarantee given when Bonifacio was
granted a license.

### Issues:
1. Determination of negligence and legal liability among the parties involved.
2. The applicability of both civil and common law regarding motor vehicle accidents and the
responsibility of vehicle owners for acts of family members.
3. The assessment of contributory negligence by Narciso Gutierrez.
4. The appropriate amount of damages to be awarded to Narciso Gutierrez.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the findings of the trial court concerning the negligence that led
to the accident. It was determined that the accident resulted from negligent actions by both
drivers.  Notably,  Bonifacio  Gutierrez  was deemed an incompetent  chauffeur  driving at
excessive speed, and his father, Manuel Gutierrez, was held liable under civil law due to the
guarantee he provided for his son’s driving license. The contributory negligence proposed
by the defense of Velasco and Cortez was dismissed due to inconsistent evidence and its
absence as a pleaded defense. The damages awarded initially were deemed excessive, and
the Court adjusted the compensation to P5,000.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterates the doctrine that vehicle owners are liable for the negligent operations
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of their vehicles by family members, aligning with both civil law obligations arising from
negligence and common law principles on vehicle operation within a family’s scope.

### Class Notes:
1. **Negligence and Liability**: Negligence was the primary factor in determining liability.
The Court considered the actions of both drivers leading to the accident, emphasizing the
excessive speed of Bonifacio Gutierrez and the lack of caution from both parties at the
bridge.

2. **Civil vs. Common Law on Family Liability**: This case bridges civil law (specifically,
Article 1903 of the Spanish Civil Code) and common law principles regarding the liability of
head  of  the  household  for  acts  committed  by  family  members  driving  a  family-owned
vehicle.

3. **Contributory Negligence Defense**: The defense of contributory negligence must be
properly  pleaded  to  be  considered.  Its  application  also  depends  on  the  clarity  and
consistency of evidence provided.

4. **Damages Approximation**: The process of quantifying damages in negligence cases can
be subjective, reflected in the differing opinions among justices regarding the appropriate
amount of compensation. The awarded damages amounted to P5,000, stressed as a fair and
reasonable evaluation by the court’s majority.

### Historical Background:
This  case  reflects  the  jurisprudential  approach  to  motor  vehicle  accidents  and  the
assessment of negligence and liability within the Philippine legal context during the early
20th century. It underscores the transitional nature of Philippine law, incorporating both
civil law heritage and common law principles, particularly in dealing with modern issues
such as automobile accidents. The decision also illustrates the role of judiciary discretion in
determining compensation for damages, a practice that requires detailed examination of
facts and judicious application of law.


