G.R. No. L-28673. October 23, 1984 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title
Necesito vs. Philippine Rabbit Bus Lines

### Facts

On January 28, 1954, Severina Garces and her son Precillano Necesito (aged one) boarded a
bus (No. 199) operated by the Philippine Rabbit Bus Lines in Agno, Pangasinan. The bus,
driven by Francisco Bandonell, was en route to Manila. Upon crossing a wooden bridge in
Mangatarem, Pangasinan, the front wheels swerved, Bandonell lost control, the bus
wrecked the bridge’s rails and fell into a creek. Garces drowned, and Necesito was injured
(abrasions and a fractured left femur). Furthermore, their money, wristwatch, and
vegetables were lost.

Two separate damage claims were filed in Tarlac’s Court of First Instance (Cases Nos. 908
and 909). The carrier claimed the accident resulted from an unforeseeable mechanical
defect (a fractured right steering knuckle). The trial court found the knuckle defect
unknown and undetectable through regular visual inspections, attributing the accident to a
fortuitous event. The plaintiffs then appealed directly to the Supreme Court due to the
amount in controversy.

### Issues

1. **Liability for Manufacturing Defect**: Whether the carrier was liable for the mechanical
defect in the steering knuckle which led to the accident.

2. **Standard of Care**: Whether the carrier exercised the necessary level of diligence
required by law to ensure passenger safety.

3. ¥*Damages**: The appropriateness of damages awarded to the injured and the deceased’s
heirs.

4. **Attorney’s Fees**: The entitlement to attorney’s fees and their reasonableness.

### Court’s Decision

###+# Liability for Manufacturing Defect

The Supreme Court affirmed that common carriers are not insurers of passenger safety but
are required to exercise the “utmost diligence of very cautious persons” (Article 1755, Civil
Code). The Philippine Rabbit Bus Lines did not meet this standard as their inspections were
limited to visual checks which could not detect the knuckle’s internal defects. Thus, they
were liable for the manufacturing defects that could be discovered through more rigorous
testing.
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#### Standard of Care

The Court held that mere visual inspections every 30 days did not satisfy the “utmost
diligence” standard envisioned by law. The carrier failed to show that the knuckle defect
was undiscoverable by available means. Therefore, the accident did not qualify as a
fortuitous event absolving the carrier of liability.

#### Damages

The Supreme Court rejected the claim for moral damages, as fraud or bad faith was absent
(Article 2220). They awarded P5,000 to Precillano Necesito for his injuries and P15,000 to
Severina Garces’ heirs for loss of support, guidance, and future earnings. This sum included
compensation for lost property and burial expenses.

#### Attorney’s Fees
The Court found the award of P3,500 for attorney’s fees to be reasonable considering
plaintiffs’ low income and the necessity of the legal proceedings.

### Doctrine

1. **Carrier Liability for Mechanical Defects**: Carriers must take all possible measures to
ensure passenger safety, including detecting and preventing latent mechanical defects
through diligent inspection and testing.

2. **Standard of Utmost Diligence**: The requirement of “utmost diligence” for carriers
means regular, thorough examination and testing of critical parts beyond mere superficial
inspection.

3. *Compensatory Damages**: Compensatory awards should cover not just tangible losses
but also consider future pecuniary impacts, especially in fatalities involving primary
breadwinners.

### Class Notes

- ¥*Key Elements**:

- “Utmost diligence” standard for common carriers (Article 1755, Civil Code).

- Carrier’s liability for passenger injuries from vehicle defects (Article 1756, Civil Code).
- Fortuitous events and their impact on liability exemption.

- Moral and exemplary damages requirements (Articles 2220, 1764, Civil Code).

- Recovery of attorney’s fees (Article 2208, Civil Code).

### Historical Background
Passenger safety and carrier liability have been long-standing issues under Philippine law,

© 2024 - batas.org | 2



G.R. No. L-28673. October 23, 1984 (Case Brief / Digest)

especially with evolving transportation technologies and increasing passenger volumes. This
case reinforces the principle that carriers must ensure the utmost safety, reflecting public
trust in safe transport. It draws on both Philippine jurisprudence and comparative American
and English standards, adapting an international rationale to local context, ensuring

rigorous carrier accountability amid growing infrastructural challenges in mid-20th century
Philippines.
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