G.R. No. 145391. August 26, 2002 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Casupanan vs. Laroya, G.R. No. 157391

Facts:

Two vehicles figured in a vehicular accident in Tarlac, Philippines, with one driven by Mario
Llavore Laroya and the other owned by Roberto Capitulo and driven by Avelino Casupanan.
Following the collision, two legal actions were initiated: Laroya filed Criminal Case No.
002-99 against Casupanan for reckless imprudence resulting in damage to property.
Subsequently, Casupanan and Capitulo filed Civil Case No. 2089 for quasi-delict against
Laroya. By the time the civil suit was filed, the criminal case was in its preliminary
investigation stage.

Laroya moved to dismiss the civil case on the grounds of forum-shopping due to the pending
criminal case. The MCTC granted the motion and dismissed the civil action on March 26,
1999. Casupanan and Capitulo filed a motion for reconsideration, asserting that the civil
case was an independent action separate from the criminal matter; this motion was denied
on May 7, 1999.

Casupanan and Capitulo then filed a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 at the Regional
Trial Court (RTC) of Capas, Tarlac, Branch 66, challenging the MCTC’s dismissal order. On
December 28, 1999, the RTC dismissed the petition for lack of merit, asserting that an
appeal, not a petition for certiorari, was the proper remedy. The RTC also held that the
MCTC’s dismissal was not an abuse of discretion but a judgment error.

Casupanan and Capitulo filed a Motion for Reconsideration which was denied by the RTC on
August 24, 2000. This led to the present petition for review on certiorari before the
Supreme Court.

Issues:

1. Whether an accused in a pending criminal case for reckless imprudence can file a
separate civil action for quasi-delict against the private complainant in the criminal case
without violating the rule on forum-shopping.

2. Whether the RTC erroneously dismissed the petition for certiorari on procedural grounds.

Court’s Decision:

1. *#*Forum-Shopping:** The Supreme Court found that there was no forum-shopping
because the civil action for quasi-delict filed by Casupanan and Capitulo was based on
Articles 31 and 2176 of the Civil Code, and differed from the criminal case for reckless
imprudence in its cause of action and the relief sought.
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2. **Procedural Grounds:** The Supreme Court ruled that the RTC erred in dismissing the
petition for certiorari on the grounds that the MCTC’s order of dismissal, which did not
indicate it was with prejudice, was considered a dismissal without prejudice. Consequently,
an ordinary appeal was not the correct remedy, rather a special civil action under Rule 65
was appropriate under Section 1, Rule 41 of the Rules of Court.

Doctrine:

The case affirmed the doctrine that a civil action for quasi-delict under Articles 2176 and
2177 of the Civil Code can proceed independently of a criminal action for the same act or
omission. The failure of the MCTC to state that the dismissal of the civil action was with
prejudice meant that the dismissal was without prejudice thus making an appeal improper.
The accused in a criminal case may file a separate civil action, and this does not constitute
forum-shopping.

Class Notes:

- **Quasi-Delict:** Under Article 2176 of the Civil Code, whoever by act or omission causes
damage to another through fault or negligence, without pre-existing contractual obligations,
is liable for quasi-delict.

- **Rule 65 Petitions:** When a lower court issues an order dismissing a case without
prejudice, a petition for certiorari under Rule 65, instead of an appeal, is the proper remedy.
- **Forum-Shopping:** Refers to the filing of multiple suits for the same cause of action
between the same parties to secure a favorable judgment. Different causes of action, even if
arising from the same event, do not constitute forum-shopping.

- **Civil Actions based on Quasi-Delict:** Articles 31, 32, 33, 34, and 2176 of the Civil Code
provide specific bases for civil liability that are independent of any criminal action arising
from the same act.

- ¥*Procedural Law’s Retroactivity:** Procedural rules can be retroactively applied to
pending actions unless it impairs vested rights.

Historical Background:

The Philippine legal system acknowledges the separation of civil and criminal liabilities that
may arise from a single act or omission. This case underscores the legal framework
developed post-1950 Civil Code, which introduced independent civil actions for quasi-delict,
recognising the distinct nature of civil liability outside the realm of criminal proceedings.
This case clarifies procedural applications and reinforces statutory interpretations pivotal in
simultaneous and independent litigation involving civil and criminal facets.
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This detailed case brief is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the court’s
reasoning and legal principles established in Casupanan vs. Laroya, useful for students,
legal practitioners, and scholars.
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