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### Title:
Chinatrust (Phils.) Commercial Bank v. Turner (G.R. No. 192282)

### Facts:
On September 13, 2004, British national Philip Turner arranged a telegraphic transfer of
US$430 via Chinatrust (Philippines) Commercial Bank’s Ayala Branch to the account of
“MIN TRAVEL/ESMAT AZMY” at Citibank’s Heliopolis Branch in Cairo, Egypt. This amount
was intended as partial payment for a travel tour. An additional fee of US$30 was paid for
the service, and both amounts were debited from Turner’s dollar savings account.

1. **Initial Transfer:**
– Funds were sent from Chinatrust through Union Bank of California to Citibank-New York
for Min Travel’s account in Citibank-Cairo.

2. **Discrepancy Notification:**
– On September 17, 2004, Chinatrust received a notice from Citibank-Cairo indicating a
mismatch between the beneficiary name provided by Turner and their records.

3. **Informing Turner:**
– Turner was informed about the discrepancy on September 20, 2004, and asked to verify
the correct account details from his beneficiary.
–  Turner  reportedly  confirmed  receipt  of  the  funds  by  contacting  the  beneficiary  on
September 22, 2004 but subsequently sought a refund due to his wife’s illness and the
cancellation of the tour.

4. **Follow-up and Denial:**
– Despite Turner’s demand for a refund, Chinatrust maintained that the funds could not be
withdrawn without Citibank-Cairo’s consent, advising Turner to obtain a denial of receipt
from the travel agency.

5. **Confirmation of Transfer:**
– Citibank-Cairo confirmed on September 28, 2005, that Turner’s remittance was credited to
Min Travel on September 15, 2004.

6. **Filing of Complaint:**
– Turner filed a complaint against Chinatrust on March 7, 2005, before the Metropolitan
Trial Court (MTC) of Makati City, seeking a refund and damages.
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### Procedural Posture:
– **Metropolitan Trial Court:**
– The MTC dismissed Turner’s complaint and Chinatrust’s counterclaim, establishing that
Chinatrust had complied with its obligation to remit the funds.

– **Regional Trial Court:**
–  On appeal,  the  Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC)  reversed  the  MTC decision  and ordered
Chinatrust to refund Turner and pay various damages.

– **Court of Appeals:**
– Chinatrust appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which affirmed the RTC’s decision and
denied the motion for reconsideration.

– **Supreme Court:**
– Chinatrust filed a petition for review with the Supreme Court contesting the CA’s decision.

### Issues:
1. **Was the telegraphic transfer successfully remitted and credited to the beneficiary’s
account?**
2. **Was Chinatrust negligent in its obligations under the telegraphic transfer agreement?**
3.  **Is  Turner  entitled  to  a  refund  and  damages  for  the  purported  negligence  of
Chinatrust?**

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court analyzed the issues as follows:

1. **Successful Remittance:**
– The Court confirmed that Chinatrust fulfilled its contractual obligation, as the funds were
remitted and credited to Min Travel’s account on September 15, 2004.

2. **Negligence:**
– The Supreme Court found insufficient evidence to prove Chinatrust’s negligence. The
discrepancy notice was resolved as Citibank-Cairo acknowledged the funds were transferred
to Min Travel. Turner knew the funds were received by his beneficiary before demanding a
refund due to changing his travel plans.

3. **Entitlement to Refund and Damages:**
– The claim for refund, based on the funds not being credited, was invalid since it was
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established the funds were indeed credited. The Regional Trial Court and Court of Appeals
erred in awarding damages based on negligence and delay without substantial evidence.

### Doctrine:
– **Scope of Issues on Appeal:**
– Issues not raised or proved at the lower court level cannot be decided for the first time on
appeal, ensuring fairness and due process.

– **Factual Findings:**
–  Courts  should not  grant  relief  beyond what  is  sought  in  the pleadings,  emphasizing
adherence to procedural rules in litigation.

### Class Notes:
1. **Essential Elements:**
– **Performance of Contractual Obligation:** Establishing compliance with contract terms is
crucial to avoid liability.
–  **Procedural  Justice:**  Only  issues  formally  raised  during  trial  can  be  addressed in
appeals to prevent unfair surprises.
– **Burden of Proof:** The claimant must substantiate allegations with substantial evidence
for a successful claim.

2. **Legal Statutes:**
– **Article 1172, Civil Code:** Pertains to obligor’s negligence in performing obligations.

3. **Application:**
–  **Telegraphic  Transfer  Agreements:**  Defined  responsibilities  and  risks;  remittance
completion  transfers  asset  control  to  the  beneficiary,  extinguishing  sender’s  further
obligations.

### Historical Background:
This case underlines the meticulous nature of financial transactions and legal ramifications
in contractual disputes. It highlights the judiciary’s role in safeguarding procedural integrity
and  fairness  in  resolving  commercial  disagreements,  reflective  of  a  broader  historical
emphasis on the enforcement of legal precedents to maintain trust in financial protocols and
dispute resolutions.


