G.R. No. 200444. August 15, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Supreme Transportation Liner, Inc. and Felix Q. Ruz vs. Antonio San Andres

### Facts:

On November 5, 2002, a vehicular accident occurred involving a passenger bus owned by
Antonio San Andres and operated by Ernesto Belchez, and a Supreme Bus owned by
Supreme Transportation Liner, Inc. and driven by Felix Q. Ruz. The accident, which resulted
in damages to both vehicles and a parked jeepney, spurred a series of legal actions. Antonio
San Andres filed a complaint for damages against Supreme Transportation Liner, Inc.,
alleging actual damage and unrealized profits due to the bus repairs. The defendants
responded with an Answer with Counterclaim, blaming San Andres’s driver for the accident
due to reckless driving and claiming damages for their losses.

The civil case proceeded to trial after attempts at amicable settlement failed. During the
trial, it was revealed a criminal complaint for reckless imprudence resulting in damage to
property had been filed against Ernesto Belchez, who was convicted. Notably, the
reservation of their civil claim was not made in the criminal complaint.

The RTC dismissed both the plaintiff’s complaint and the defendant’s counterclaim, stating
that the defendants failed to adhere to procedural requirements, specifically the reservation
of the right to institute a separate civil action.

### Issues:

1. Whether the failure to reserve the right to institute a separate civil action in the criminal
case precluded the petitioners from recovering damages through their counterclaim.

2. Whether the petitioners could recover damages from the same act or omission without
double recovery.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the petitioners, stating that their counterclaim, being
an independent civil action based on quasi-delict, required no prior reservation in the
criminal case against the respondent’s driver. The Court distinguished between civil liability
arising from delicts and independent civil actions under the Civil Code, clarifying that the
latter could be pursued separately without the need for reservation in the corresponding
criminal action. However, the Court remanded the case for further proceedings to ensure
there is no double recovery of damages, in adherence to the legal prohibition against
recovering damages twice for the same act or omission.
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### Doctrine:

The decision reiterates the doctrine that independent civil actions under Articles 32, 33, 34,
and 2176 of the Civil Code can be filed at any time without the need for reservation in the
corresponding criminal action, provided that double recovery of damages for the same act
or omission is avoided.

### Class Notes:

- Independent civil actions under Articles 32, 33, 34, and 2176 of the Civil Code are distinct
from civil liabilities arising from criminal offenses and do not require reservation in the
criminal case to be instituted separately.

- A party cannot recover damages twice for the same act or omission, reflecting the
principle of non-double recovery under Article 2177 of the Civil Code.

### Historical Background:

This case underscores the evolving interpretation of procedural requirements in pursuing
separate civil actions deriving from the same facts as criminal cases. It reflects the
judiciary’s efforts to balance procedural rigor with substantive justice, particularly in the
context of traffic accidents leading to criminal and civil liabilities.
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