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**Title:** Yakult Philippines and Larry Salvado vs. Court of Appeals, et al., G.R. No. 92540,
May 25, 1990

**Facts:**
1. **Incident and Initial Legal Action:**
– On December 24, 1982, Roy Camaso, a five-year-old boy, was sideswiped by a Yamaha
motorcycle on the sidewalk of M. de la Fuente Street, Sampaloc, Manila. The motorcycle
was owned by Yakult Philippines and driven by its employee, Larry Salvado.
– As a result, Salvado was charged with reckless imprudence resulting in slight physical
injuries. The case was filed in the City Court of Manila on January 6, 1983.

2. **Subsequent Civil Action:**
– On October 19, 1984, a complaint for damages was filed by Roy Camaso, represented by
his father, David Camaso. This was against Yakult Philippines and Larry Salvado in the
Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Manila.

3. **RTC Decision:**
– On May 26, 1989, the RTC rendered a decision ordering defendants to pay:
– P13,006.30 for medical services and hospital bills.
– P3,000.00 as attorney’s fees and costs of the suit.
– The defendants (Yakult Philippines and Larry Salvado) appealed the judgment and filed a
petition for certiorari in the Court of Appeals (CA), challenging the jurisdiction of the RTC
over the civil case.

4. **Court of Appeals Decision:**
– On November 3, 1989, the CA dismissed the petition.
– A motion for reconsideration was denied on January 30, 1990.

5. **Supreme Court Petition:**
–  Yakult  Philippines  and  Larry  Salvado  elevated  the  matter  to  the  Supreme  Court,
contending that the civil action for damages should not prosper without a prior reservation
to file a separate civil action.

**Issues:**
1. Whether a separate civil action for damages can be instituted despite the absence of a
reservation to file a separate civil action while the criminal case was still pending.
2. Whether the RTC had jurisdiction over the civil case given the circumstances.
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**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Institution of Civil Action without Reservation:**
– The Supreme Court held that under Section 1, Rule 111 of the 1985 Rules of Criminal
Procedure, when a criminal action is instituted, the civil action is impliedly instituted unless
there’s a waiver, a reservation to file separately, or prior institution of the civil action. Since
the civil action was neither waived nor reserved for separate institution, it was impliedly
included in the criminal action.

2. **Application of Procedural Rules:**
– Even though the rules at the time of the incident and filing were different, procedural law
allows retrospective application. Therefore, the civil action was deemed lawfully instituted
when the RTC was informed before the prosecution started presenting evidence.

3. **Jurisdiction Over the Separate Civil Action:**
– The Supreme Court found that the trial court had proper jurisdiction over the separate
civil  action.  The civil  complaint  was filed prior  to  the presentation of  evidence in  the
criminal action and communicated to the presiding judge. This act was deemed sufficient to
meet the procedural requirements.

**Doctrine:**
– Section 1, Rule 111 of the 1985 Rules of Criminal Procedure stipulates that unless there is
a waiver, prior institution, or reservation, the civil action is impliedly included with the
criminal action.
– The purpose of requiring reservation is to prevent double recovery for the same act or
omission.
– Procedural laws apply retrospectively unless they affect a vested right.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Key Elements:**
– **Reservation Requirement:** Civil actions conjoined with criminal proceedings unless
explicitly reserved or separately instituted before the criminal process starts.
– **Jurisdiction:** A civil case can be entertained even when not expressly reserved if filed
before key stages in the criminal trial and communicated to the court.

2. **Relevant Statutes:**
– **Section 1, Rule 111, 1985 Rules of Criminal Procedure:** Details the institution of
criminal and civil actions concurrently or separately.
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– **Article 2176, Civil Code:** Governs quasi-delicts—faults or negligence with no prior
contractual relation.

3. **Application and Interpretation:**
– **Judicial Communication:** The filing of the civil lawsuit communicated effectively to the
criminal court facilitates jurisdictional compliance.
– **Historical Context:** This case exemplifies procedural adaptations in legal processes
emphasizing preventing issues of double jeopardy and recovery.

**Historical Background:**
This case occurred during a transitional period in Philippine legal proceedings, shifting
towards more streamlined procedural rules. The 1985 amendments aimed at clarifying the
interplay  between  civil  and  criminal  liabilities,  reducing  the  chances  of  duplicative
recoveries and harmonizing legal processes. The Court’s application of procedural laws
retrospectively showcases judicial flexibility and a commitment to fair litigation outcomes.


