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### Title: Cabaero & Perez v. Cantos & Ceralde, G.R. No. 103893, February 1, 1997

### Facts:
In 1990, Amado F. Cabaero and Carmen C. Perez were charged with estafa in Crim. Case
No. 90-18826 before the RTC of Manila for allegedly defrauding Epifanio Ceralde of PHP
1,550,000. They induced Ceralde to advance the money for purchasing land, promising to
repay from a loan from Solid Bank. Once the loan was approved and released to Perez, the
accused converted the proceeds to their own use. They pleaded not guilty. Cabaero and
Perez later filed an Answer with Counterclaim seeking damages from Ceralde for allegedly
maliciously and unjustifiably filing the information against them.

Judge Elisa R. Israel inhibited herself from the case due to familial connections with the
complainant, and the case was re-raffled to Judge Alfredo C. Cantos. The prosecution sought
to expunge the answer with counterclaim, arguing lack of jurisdiction and improper timing.
On July 1, 1991, Judge Cantos agreed and ordered the expungement. The petitioners filed a
motion for reconsideration, which Judge Cantos denied on August 21, 1991.

### Issues:
1. Whether the RTC correctly expunged the answer with counterclaim from the criminal
case.
2. Whether the accused can file a counterclaim in a criminal case for damages arising from
alleged malicious prosecution.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court modified the lower court’s orders, emphasizing the complexities and
potential procedural issues of allowing counterclaims within criminal trials. It directed that
the trial for the criminal action and the civil liabilities directly arising out of the criminal
offense proceed, but with the counterclaim set aside for separate proceedings.

#### Analysis:
1.  **Jurisdiction of  the RTC:**  The Court  sided with  the initial  procedural  arguments,
recognizing procedural requirements for civil actions intertwined with criminal cases, but
stressed the gaps in procedural clarity and guidelines.
2. **Counterclaims in Criminal Trials:** The Court acknowledged Javier vs. Intermediate
Appellate Court but highlighted procedural complications, as current Rules do not provide a
clear framework for handling counterclaims in impliedly instituted civil actions arising out
of criminal matters. This decision is rooted partly in preventing complications and ensuring



G.R. No. 102942. April 18, 1997 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

the efficient disposal of the criminal case without additional entanglements.

### Doctrine:
– The implied institution of a civil action with a criminal case includes the recovery of civil
liabilities directly arising from the offense.
–  Adjudication of  counterclaims must  await  the resolution of  the criminal  case due to
procedural complexities and absence of clear rules for handling in criminal prosecutions.
Efficient and judicious administration of justice requires separating counterclaims for filing
in appropriate civil actions.

### Class Notes:
–  **Criminal  Procedure:**  Understanding the implications of  implied institution of  civil
actions in criminal cases under Section 1, Rule 111, Rules of Court.
–  **Counterclaims:**  In  criminal  proceedings,  counterclaims  related  to  malicious
prosecution  should  await  the  resolution  of  the  criminal  matter.
– **Jurisdiction and Procedure:** Jurisdiction over civil liabilities implied in criminal cases
must respect procedural distinctions between criminal and civil litigation.
–  **Key Statutory Provisions:**  Rule  111,  Section 1 of  the Rules  of  Court;  concept  of
compulsory counterclaims under civil procedural rules.

### Historical Background:
This case is situated in the context of evolving jurisprudence regarding the intersection of
civil claims and criminal proceedings. It reflects a judicial inclination to streamline criminal
trials and avoid procedural bottlenecks that complicate the dispensation of criminal justice.
The court’s decision underscores the necessity for clear procedural rules, highlighting a
legal system’s ongoing efforts to balance efficiency with comprehensive justice.


