G.R. No. 199067. November 11, 2013 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Nissan Gallery-Ortigas vs. Purificacion F. Felipe

### Facts:

This case involves a criminal complaint filed by Nissan Gallery-Ortigas (Nissan), a car
dealership, against Purificacion F. Felipe (Purificacion) for issuing a bounced check in
violation of Batas Pambansa Blg. 22 (BP 22). Purificacion issued a postdated check for PHP
1,020,000.00 to settle her son Frederick’s unpaid balance for a purchased Nissan Terrano
4x4 sports and utility vehicle (SUV). Despite two demand letters and a final knock from
Nissan, Frederick failed to pay the amount, prompting his mother to issue the check, which
was later dishonored due to a “STOP PAYMENT” order.

Despite the dishonor of the check, Purificacion refused to replace it upon receiving a
demand letter, arguing she was not the purchaser of the vehicle. Consequently, a criminal
case was filed against her. The Metropolitan Trial Court (MeTC) acquitted Purificacion but
found her civilly liable, a decision affirmed by the Regional Trial Court (RTC). However, the
Court of Appeals (CA) overturned these decisions, ruling that there was no privity of
contract between Nissan and Purificacion and that she could not be held civilly liable
following her acquittal.

Nissan’s appeal to the Supreme Court culminated from procedural rejections, intensively
examining the interplay of criminal and civil liabilities under BP 22 and the Negotiable
Instruments Law.

### Issues:

1. Whether Purificacion is civilly liable for the bounced check despite her criminal acquittal
under BP 22.

2. The applicability and interpretation of civil liability in the context of an acquittal for a BP
22 offense.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Nissan, reinstating the RTC decision with
modifications. It emphasized that criminal acquittal does not absolve civil liability, especially
in BP 22 cases where the law explicitly includes the corresponding civil action. The
Supreme Court clarified that a separate civil action need not be filed or reserved in cases of
BP 22 violations, negating the CA’s justification for Purificacion’s exoneration from civil
liability. The key point of divergence from the CA’s decision was on the independent
existence of civil liability, stemming directly from the act of issuing a bounced check. The
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Supreme Court held that Purificacion’s acquittal was based on reasonable doubt, not on her
non-commission of the act, thus not excusing her from civil liability.

### Doctrine:

In BP 22 cases, the corresponding civil action is deemed included with the criminal action,
and acquittal from the criminal charge does not automatically relieve the accused of civil
liability. Civil liability under BP 22 can proceed independently based on the mere act of
issuing a dishonored check, even if criminal liability does not attach due to insufficient proof
of knowledge or notice of dishonor.

### Class Notes:

- **Civil vs. Criminal Liability:** Understanding that the acquittal of criminal charges does
not necessarily mean absolution from civil liability, particularly under BP 22.

- **Elements of BP 22 Violation:** Making, drawing, and issuance of a check without
sufficient funds; knowledge of insufficiency at the time of issuance; and dishonor of the
check.

- ¥*Doctrine of Separate Civil Action:** Under BP 22, it is established that civil action for
the recovery of liability is inherently included in the filing of the criminal action, with no
need for separate reservation or filing.

- **Preponderance of Evidence vs. Proof Beyond a Reasonable Doubt:** Demonstrating the
different standards of proof required in criminal (proof beyond a reasonable doubt) versus
civil cases (preponderance of evidence), affecting the outcome of cases involving BP 22
violations.

- ¥*Accommodation Party Liability:** Highlighting that an accommodation party in a
negotiable instrument is liable to the holder for value, even if the holder knew them to be
merely an accommodation party. This aspect was explored but found inapplicable by the
Supreme Court.

### Historical Background:

The backdrop of this case is set in Philippine jurisprudence concerning BP 22, a law aimed
at penalizing the act of issuing worthless checks. It underscores the legal delineation
between criminal and civil liabilities in financial transactions and negotiable instruments.
The Supreme Court’s decision in this case reaffirmed established legal principles while
clarifying the extent of civil liability following an acquittal in a BP 22 offense, thus
contributing to the evolving understanding and application of BP 22 in the Philippine legal
system.
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