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Title: Bank of the Philippine Islands v. Mendoza

Facts:
The case arose from the Bank of the Philippine Islands (BPI)’s filing of a Complaint for Sum
of Money with Application for Writ of Attachment against Amado M. Mendoza (Amado) and
Maria Marcos vda. de Mendoza (Maria), in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Gapan City,
Nueva Ecija. The controversy centered on a foreign currency savings account and a time
deposit  opened by  the  respondents  with  BPI  which  received  deposits,  including  a  US
Treasury Check that was later dishonored due to an alleged alteration. Despite the check’s
dishonor, the respondents had already withdrawn a substantial amount from their account,
leading  BPI  to  demand  reimbursement.  The  respondents  contended  that  any
acknowledgments  made  to  BPI  were  not  admissions  of  liability  but  merely  received
notifications, disputing the bank’s proof of the check’s dishonor. The RTC ruled in favor of
BPI, establishing an obligation for the respondents to refund the withdrawn amounts with
interest and attorney’s fees. However, the Court of Appeals (CA) reversed this decision,
prompting BPI to elevate the matter to the Supreme Court (SC) on grounds of factual and
legal  error,  particularly  regarding the admissibility  and sufficiency of  evidence for  the
check’s dishonor.

Issues:
1. Whether BPI successfully demonstrated, by preponderance of evidence, the respondents’
liability to refund the withdrawn amounts from their accounts following the dishonor of a US
Treasury Check.
2. The applicability of the Best Evidence Rule and Rules on Electronic Evidence in the
context of proving the check’s dishonor.
3. The legal implications of the respondents’ actions following notification of the check’s
dishonor.
4. Determination of the appropriate legal interest for the amount owed.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petition, reversing the CA’s decision and reinstating, with
modification, the RTC’s ruling. The SC held that BPI presented a preponderance of evidence
establishing  the  respondents’  liability,  chiefly  through  Amado’s  voluntary  acts
acknowledging the obligation. The Court found that the photocopy of the dishonored check
and the e-mail advice, while not authenticated according to the strictest standards, were
sufficiently proven as exceptions to the Best Evidence Rule and the necessity for original
documents.
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Doctrine:
The SC reiterated the principles of “solutio indebiti” under Article 2154 and the adjacent
relevance of Article 2163 of the Civil Code, stipulating the obligation to return amounts
received  without  due  cause,  misapprehended  through  mistake.  Additionally,  the  Court
clarified the applicability and exceptions to the Best Evidence Rule and the evaluation of
electronic evidence under the Rules on Electronic Evidence.

Class Notes:
– Preponderance of evidence as the standard in civil cases.
– The roles of “solutio indebiti” in cases of mistaken payments, guided by Articles 2154 and
2163 of the Civil Code.
– The Best Evidence Rule, its exceptions, and the treatment of electronic evidence.
– Legal interest determinations tied to obligations not constituting a loan or forbearance of
money, now set at six percent (6%) per annum from the date of extrajudicial demand.
– The importance of voluntary acknowledgment and its implications on the existence of an
obligation.

Historical Background:
This case typifies challenges in banking litigation, particularly involving foreign checks and
the evidentiary hurdles banks and depositors face in disputes over check clearance and
alleged  obligations  arising  from  dishonored  checks.  It  underscores  the  Philippine
jurisprudence on the treatment of documentary and electronic evidence in proving financial
transactions and the continuing evolution of legal standards in financial litigation.


