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**Title: Sps. Cristino & Edna Carbonell vs. Metropolitan Bank and Trust Company**

**Facts:** The petitioners, Spouses Cristino and Edna Carbonell, filed Civil Case No. 65725,
an action for damages, against Metropolitan Bank and Trust Company (“Metrobank”). They
alleged that during a trip to Thailand, they experienced embarrassment and humiliation due
to being provided with counterfeit US$100 bills by Metrobank’s Pateros branch from their
dollar account. Two of these bills were rejected in transactions in Thailand, leading to a
confrontation and public accusation of cheating. Upon return, Metrobank, while showing
sympathy, maintained that the bills were genuine as they came from the head office and
could not guarantee each bill’s authenticity. Despite negotiations, the case proceeded to the
Regional Trial Court (RTC), which ruled in favor of Metrobank, a decision upheld by the
Court of Appeals (CA) with a modification regarding attorney’s fees.

**Issues:** The Supreme Court deliberated on whether Metrobank had failed to observe the
diligence required of it as a banking institution by providing counterfeit bills and if it should
be liable for damages due to negligence, misrepresentation, and bad faith amounting to
fraud.

**Court’s Decision:**
– The Supreme Court partially concurred with the appeal, emphasizing that banks operate
under high standards of integrity. However, it concluded that Metrobank exercised due
diligence according to the circumstances,  and the counterfeit  nature of  the notes was
difficult to detect.

– The petitioners’ contention that Metrobank was grossly negligent and acted in bad faith
was unfounded as both the CA and RTC found Metrobank had complied with the required
diligence.

– The relationship between the petitioners and Metrobank was deemed that of a creditor-
debtor, not injecting bad faith or gross negligence on the part of Metrobank.

– Moral and exemplary damages were not awarded to the petitioners, as there was no
evidence of Metrobank acting fraudulently or in bad faith.

**Doctrine:**
Banks are held to high standards of integrity and performance, required to treat their
depositors’ accounts with meticulous care. However, in cases of counterfeit currency that is
difficult to detect, a bank is not automatically liable for damages unless there is evidence of



G.R. No. 178467. April 26, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

negligence, fraud, or bad faith.

**Class Notes:**
– **Breach of Contract:** Requires showing a duty breached by the defendant and resulting
in injury to the plaintiff. Key elements include the existence of an agreement, breach of the
said agreement, and resulting damages.
– **Negligence vs. Gross Negligence vs. Bad Faith:** Standard negligence involves a lack of
ordinary  care.  Gross  negligence  is  an  extreme  lack  of  care,  demonstrating  a  willful
disregard for consequences. Bad faith involves intentional dishonesty or fraud.
– **Moral Damages in Contractual Breaches:** Article 2220 of the Civil Code stipulates that
moral  damages  may be  recovered in  breaches  of  contract  where  the  defendant  acted
fraudulently or in bad faith.
– **Damnum Absque Injuria:** Damage without legal injury, highlighting situations where
the harm does not result from a violation of a legal right.

**Historical Background:**
The incident and subsequent legal battle underscore the challenges in the banking sector,
particularly concerning the handling and authenticity of foreign currency. It also highlights
the  intricate  balance  between  consumer  protection  and  the  operational  limitations  of
financial institutions in detecting highly sophisticated counterfeits. This case reflects the
evolving standards of diligence expected from banks and how these institutions navigate the
complexities of maintaining trust and integrity in their operations amidst the challenges
posed by fraudulent activities.


