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**Title:**
Paulino Padua and Lucena Bebin Padua vs. Gregorio N. Robles and Bay Taxi Cab

**Facts:**
In the early morning of January 1, 1969, a taxicab operated by Bay Taxi Cab and owned by
Gregorio  N.  Robles  and  driven  by  Romeo  N.  Punzalan,  struck  and  killed  ten-year-old
Normandy Padua on a national road in barrio Barretto, Olongapo City. Normandy’s parents,
Paulino and Lucena Bebin Padua, filed a civil case for damages against Punzalan and the
Bay Taxi Cab in the Court of First Instance (CFI) of Zambales (Civil Case 427-0). Separately,
the City Fiscal of Olongapo charged Punzalan with homicide through reckless imprudence in
criminal case 1158-0.

On October 27, 1969, in civil case 427-0, the CFI ordered Punzalan to pay the Paduas
P12,000 as actual damages,  P5,000 as moral and exemplary damages,  and P10,000 as
attorney’s fees, while dismissing the complaint against Bay Taxi Cab.

On October 5, 1970, in criminal case 1158-0, the CFI found Punzalan guilty of homicide
through  reckless  imprudence  and  sentenced  him  to  an  indeterminate  prison  term,
acknowledging that his civil liability had been determined in civil case 427-0.

The Paduas sought execution of the judgment in civil case 427-0, but the writ of execution
was returned unsatisfied. Consequently, they initiated a separate action to enforce Robles’
subsidiary liability under Article 103 of the Revised Penal Code. Robles moved to dismiss
this action, arguing that the cause of action was barred by a prior judgment and that the
complaint failed to state a cause of action. The CFI granted Robles’ motion to dismiss on
October 25, 1972, and the Paduas appealed to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the judgment in criminal case 1158-0 included a determination and adjudication
of Punzalan’s civil liability upon which Robles’ subsidiary civil responsibility may be based.
2. Whether the Paduas’ complaint in civil case 1079-0 stated a cause of action against
Robles, pursuant to the provisions of Article 103 of the Revised Penal Code.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court found that the judgment in criminal case 1158-0 indeed included a
determination and adjudication of Punzalan’s civil liability, thus allowing the enforcement of
Robles’ subsidiary responsibility.
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1. **Inclusion of Civil Liability in Criminal Case Judgment:**
– The Court ruled that despite the ambiguous phrasing in the criminal case’s judgment, the
judge’s intention could be discerned from the context and the circumstances, particularly
considering the previous civil  judgment.  It  would be irrational  to interpret the judge’s
statement as meaningless.
– The Court emphasized that civil liability coexists with criminal responsibility and should be
understood in light of the entire judgment and situation. Hence, the CFI in criminal case
1158-0 did acknowledge the civil liability adjudicated in civil case 427-0.

2. **Sufficiency of the Cause of Action Against Robles:**
– The Court held that the Paduas validly sought Robles’ subsidiary liability under Article 103
of the Revised Penal Code after unsuccessfully executing the judgment against Punzalan.
– The Court clarified that the application for enforcement of civil liability based on the
criminal offense did not amount to double recovery and was consistent with legal principles
allowing enforcement of employer’s subsidiary liability following the conviction of their
employee.

**Doctrine:**
1. Civil liability arising from a criminal offense can be enforced through a separate civil
action if the primary debtor (the accused) has been found insolvent.
2. Subsidiary liability of the employer can be invoked following an unsatisfied judgment
against the employee found criminally liable.

**Class Notes:**
– **Civil Liability in Criminal Cases**
– Based on Article 100 of the Revised Penal Code: A person criminally liable is also civilly
liable.
– Civil liability can be enforced through a criminal or a separate civil action (culpa criminal
vs. culpa aquiliana).

– **Subsidiary Liability of Employers**
–  Article  103  of  the  Revised  Penal  Code:  Employers  are  subsidiarily  liable  for  their
employees’ civil liabilities arising from criminal acts, provided primary liability is unsatisfied
due to insolvency.

**Historical Background:**
This case exemplifies the Philippine judiciary’s approach to intertwining civil and criminal
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liabilities and underscores the historical context of holding employers accountable for their
employees’ actions during employment. The decision also highlights the judiciary’s efforts to
enforce equitable remedies, especially in tragic circumstances involving loss of life due to
negligent conduct, reinforcing the protection mechanisms for victims of vehicular accidents.


