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AUSTRIA-MARTINEZ, J.:

Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court, seeking to reverse the
Decision[1] of the Court of Appeals (CA) dated June 17, 2002 in CA-G.R. No. CV-65439 which modified the
Decision of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Marikina City.

The case originated as a Complaint[2] for Sum of Money with Attachment, filed on October 18, 1995, by
Conrado Cuyugan (petitioner) against Rodolfo Siasoco (respondent) with the RTC of Marikina City. Petitioner
aleged that he owned a printing press, called CPAAA Prints, located in Marikina City; that prior to the May 1995
elections, the respondent, then a candidate for vice mayor of Marikina, ordered from the petitioner various
election campaign materials such as stickers, handbills, posters, sample ballots and others; that as a result, the
respondent incurred an obligation of P212,890.00 to the petitioner; that the petitioner made several demands for
the respondent to pay; and that in spite of several demands, the respondent failed to settle his obligations.

In his Answer,[3] the respondent averred that, indeed, he ordered campaign materials from the petitioner;
however, his monetary obligations to the petitioner have al been settled and what remain unpaid are the
obligations of other candidates for which the respondent is not responsible. The respondent then pleaded a
counterclaim for moral and exemplary damages and attorney’s fees.

The RTC conducted a pre-trial conference and in its pre-trial Order,[4] entered the following stipulations of facts
from the parties:

- That the defendant (respondent) is [sic] a vice-mayoralty candidate in the last elections in the City of
Marikinain 1995;

- That the plaintiff (petitioner) was one of the sources of the election materials by the defendant inclusive of al
the party mates running.

After trial on the merits, the RTC rendered its Decision[5] dated June 30, 1999, holding the respondent liable for
his monetary obligations to the petitioner. The dispositive portion of the decision reads:

WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered in favor of plaintiff [petitioner]
and against defendant [respondent] ordering the latter:

- to pay plaintiff the principal amount of P183,210.00 plus legal interest from October 18, 1995, the time of the
filing of the complaint until the entire principal obligation has been fully paid;

- to pay plaintiff the amount of P30,000.00 as and by way of attorney's fees; and

- to pay plaintiff the costs of this suit;
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SO ORDERED.

Respondent appeal ed the decision to the CA.

On June 17, 2002, the CA rendered its Decision,[6] modifying the decision of the RTC, by reducing the liability
of the respondent to P20,945.00 plus interest of 6% per annum counted from the time the complaint was filed up
to the date of full payment.

In its Decision, the CA found that the respondent ordered campaign materials worth an aggregate of only
P290,945.00, of which a total of P270,000.00 had already been paid, leaving an unsettled obligation of only
P20,945.00. The CA based respondent's obligations on the purchase orders he executed to order the materials as
well as the statement of account issued by the petitioner. Then, the CA based the respondent’ s total payments on
the checks he issued to the petitioner, who admitted encashing the same. The CA held that the respondent should
not be held accountable for campaign materials indicated in the statement of account but intended for other
candidates in the respondent's campaign ticket, as he did not agree to shoulder these.

Hence, the instant petition for review by the petitioner.

The petitioner claims that he had proved during trial that the respondent ordered and received delivery of the
campaign materials of the other candidates running in his party; thus, the respondent is liable for their payment. In
addition, the petitioner alleges that actually, proof of this fact is unnecessary, as one of the stipulations made
during the pre-trial conference was “that petitioner's printing press shop was to be the main source of campaign
materials including all of the other party mates.”[7]

The Court is not persuaded by petitioner’ s arguments.

The issue for resolution by the Court is; whether the respondent is liable for the campaign materials of the other
candidates belonging to his party.

To resolve the issue at hand, there is a need to answer the following questions: whether the petitioner presented
sufficient evidence to establish his claim against the respondent with regard to the other candidates materias;
and, whether a presentation of such evidence had been obviated by stipulations made during pre-trial, in which
respondent purportedly admitted liability.

On the question of sufficiency of petitioner’s evidence, the general and time-honored rule is that in an appeal by
certiorari, the Court does not resolve controversies involving factual questions, as the Court is empowered only to
resolve purely questions of law.[8] However, this rule admits of a few exceptions, among which are when the
findings of the trial court and the appellate court are in conflict[9] and when the trial court has overlooked,
ignored or disregarded some facts or circumstance of weight or significance which if considered would have
atered the case.[10]

Since the trial court and the appellate court diverge on the issue of whether the respondent ordered and took
delivery of the campaign materials of hisfellow candidates in his political party, which makes him liable for their
payment, the Court now examines the evidence on record.

The Court finds that the petitioner was unable to substantiate his claims that it was respondent who ordered and
received his partymates materials, which would have made respondent responsible for their payment. The Court
adopts the CA’s finding on the matter as follows:

The basis of Cuyugan’s claim that the unpaid campaign materials were delivered to Siasoco is one unsigned
Sales Invoice (Exhibit “C-3") and twenty two (22) delivery receipts (Exhibits “C-4" to “C-25"). However, a
careful examination of these delivery receipts reveals that only two (2) out of the twenty two (22) delivery
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receipts were duly acknowledged by a certain Nora and another person whose signature is illegible, both not
proven to be representatives of Siasoco (TSN, July 16, 1998, pp. 8-10). The rest of the delivery receipts are
unsigned and do not show that they were in fact received either by Siasoco himself or his authorized
representative. (Folder of Exhibits, pp. 7 & 8).

On cross-examination, Cuyugan admitted that he was not sure whether the personnel who picked up the
campaign materials from his office are employees of Siasoco. Thus -

Atty. Bugaring:

Y ou said you are a businessman? Of course, you issue delivery receipts, isthat correct?
Witness:

Yes, Sir.

Atty. Bugaring:

And this delivery receipt subject matter of this case properly signed by this ... personnel who received these items,
isthat correct? Yes or no?

Witness:

| usually prepare delivery receipts.

Atty. Bugaring:

My question is this properly acknowledged by the person who received the same? Y es or no.
Witness:

| could not recall.

Atty. Bugaring:

May we just ask the witness to just answer not to argue with counsel, your Honor. | am just simply asking
whether the delivery receipts were acknowledged by the recipient?

Court:

Just answer.

Witness:

First delivery was acknowledged and then the latest delivery, | could not recall.
Atty. Bugaring:

You mean to say that under your business operation, you just let your goods be taken out without the proper
acknowledgement who received the same? Y es or no?

Withess:
In some instances because there were times that when they picked up the goods, | was not in the office.
Atty. Bugaring:

Y ou agree with me that most of your delivery receipts were not really acknowledged by the person who received
the same?
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Atty. Bayhon:
Argumentative Y our Honor.
Atty. Bugaring:

As shown by your Exhibit “C” and submarkings. | am showing to you your Exhibit “C.” Y ou agree with me that
most of these delivery receipts was (sic) not acknowledged by the recipient. Y ou could go over it and tell me.

Withess:
Yes, Sir.
Atty. Bugaring:

So in these delivery receipts that were not acknowledged, you agree with me that you are (sic) not present in your
office, asyou said earlier... that the reason that they were not acknowledged because you are (sic) not around.

Witness:
Some instances.
Atty. Bugaring:

So you are not also sure whether it was the people of the defendant who picked up these goods because you are
(sic) not present?

Witness:
Yes, Sir.
(TSN, 16 July 1998, pp. 10-15).

It is clear from the foregoing testimony that the unpaid campaign materials worth Php212,890.00 were not duly
proven to have been delivered and received by appellant Siasoco or his authorized representative. Hence, there
isno basisto hold Siasoco liable for the campaign materials ordered by his party-mates.

The court a quo’s main basis for holding Siasoco liable for the printed materials of all the candidates of the
Siglakas Party isits conclusion that this was so stipulated by the parties when they met at the office of Siasoco
before the campaign.[11]

Indeed, the petitioner has no proof of respondent's actual receipt of the materials for the other candidates; in fact,
he himself tedtified that he was not present when most of these campaign materials were obtained or
delivered.[12] The petitioner also showed no evidence, documentary or otherwise, proving that it was the
respondent who placed the orders for these materials. The petitioner only claims that a member of respondent's
“staff” purportedly named “Nora’ placed the orders by phone.[13] There is no evidence on record proving that
this Nora, or anyone who obtained the other candidates’ materials, were agents or employees of the respondent.
Also, nothing corroborates the petitioner’s claim that Nora's orders were first confirmed with the respondent or a
certain Dante Enriquez (Enriquez) before the petitioner started the printing and delivery.[14] In fact, when the
petitioner presented the testimony of Enriquez, as Operations Manager of Siglakas campaign in 1995, this witness
never confirmed that indeed, he (Enriquez) placed orders for materials with the petitioner.[15]

On the other hand, the respondent presented purchase orders, marked as Exhibits “1” to “13,” representing the
materials he ordered from the petitioner. The purchase orders cover only the materials intended for the respondent
and exclude the items intended for the other candidates. When cross-checked with the Statement of Account dated
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May 20, 1995 (Exhibit “C” [for petitioner] and Exhibit “26” [for respondent]) issued by the petitioner, the
purchase orders indeed corresponded with the items or materials intended for candidate Siasoco only. There were
no purchase orders for the campaign materials of the other candidates, as the respondent never issued any. Thisis
based on the fact that the petitioner did not receive any such purchase orders from the respondent, as proven by
the petitioner’s failure to present these documents in evidence. This is compelling proof that the other candidates
obtained their own materials for their own account, not that of respondent.

In the matter of payments made, it is not disputed that the respondent already paid a total of P270,000.00, in the
form of checks, to the petitioner. When subtracted from the P290,945.00, the respondent's total obligations
represented by the purchase orders, the respondent's remaining obligation is P20,945.00, as correctly found by the
CA.

Thus comes the next question: did the respondent stipulate during pre-trial that he is liable for the other
candidates’ election campaign materials? The petitioner claims that even if he was unable to present sufficient
evidence to prove the respondent’s liability for the other candidates’ election campaign materials, this was made
unnecessary by the respondent’s own admission or stipulation of the fact during the pre-trial of the case.

The relevant stipulation of fact between the parties contained in the pre-trial Order of the RTC is quoted once
more for convenience:

XX XX

- That the plaintiff [petitioner] was one of the sources of the election materials by the defendant [respondent]
inclusive of al the party mates running.

Nothing in the stipulations indicates that the respondent admitted liability for the materials of the other candidates.
If anything, the admission went only as far as to admit that petitioner was one of the sources of election materials
of respondent’s and his partymates campaign materials. There is no admission that respondent is solely
responsible for all the materials obtained from petitioner. Applying the rules on construction, under the plain
meaning rule, only the literal meaning (of the stipulation) should control; that is, that the petitioner was one of the
sources of election materials. No further interpretation outside this literal meaning must be applied.[16] In this
case, absent qualifying or restrictive words, the respondent should not be made responsible for settling his party’s
obligations to the petitioner.

For if indeed the respondent judicially admitted his liability for the other candidates materials, as the petitioner
claims, there should have been no need for afull-blown trial before the RTC. A summary judgement would have
sufficed. Y et, such was not the case. As borne out by records, the petitioner himself did not move for a summary
judgement. On the contrary, the respondent had been consistent in his pleadings, including his Answer[17] and
Pre-Trial Brief[18] with the RTC, in denying his liability for the other candidates accounts. This makes it
impossible to conclude that the respondent admitted or stipulated his liability for the election materials of his
partymates.

In summary, the petitioner failed to discharge his burden to establish his claim in acivil case by preponderance of
evidence.[19] By “preponderance of evidence is meant simply evidence which is of greater weight, or more
convincing than that which is offered in opposition to it.”[20]

Therefore, the Court adopts the findings of the CA that the respondent’s total responsibility for the campaign
materials amounts to only P290,945.00. Out of that amount, a total of P270,000.00 had already been paid, leaving
the respondent with an unsettled obligation of only P20,945.00.

WHEREFORE, the Petition is DENIED. The Decision of the Court of Appeas dated June 17, 2002 is
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AFFIRMED.

Costs against the petitioner.

SO ORDERED.

Chico-Nazario, Nachura, and Reyes, JJ., concur.
Y nares-Santiago, (Chairperson), J., see separate opinion.

[*] The Court of Appeals having been included as a co-respondent, is deleted from the title pursuant to Section 4,
Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.

[1] Penned by Justice Wencedlao |. Agnir, Jr. with the concurrence of Justices B.A. Adefuin-De la Cruz and
Regalado E. Maambong, rollo, p. 28.

[2] Records, pp. 1-10.

[3] 1d. at 63-66.

[4] Id. at 117.

[5] Id. at 184-208.

[6] Rollo, pp. 28-38.

[7] Id. at 20-21.

[8] Philippine National Bank v. Court of Appeals, 381 Phil. 720 (2000); in addition, Section 1 of Rule 45 states:

SECTION 1. Filing of petition with Supreme Court. — A party desiring to appeal by certiorari from a judgment
or final order or resolution of the Court of Appeals, the Sandiganbayan, the Regional Trial Court or other
courts whenever authorized by law, may file with the Supreme Court a verified petition for review on
certiorari. The petition shall raise only questions of law which must be distinctly set forth.

[9] National Housing Authority v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 148830. April 13, 2005, 456 SCRA 17, 24.
[10] Salvav. Court of Appeals, 364 Phil. 281, 290 (1999).

[11] Rallo, pp. 33-36.

[12] TSN, July 16, 1998, p. 12.

[13] TSN, April 30, 1998, pp. 14-15.

[14] TSN, July 16, 1998, p. 29.

[15] TSN, September 3, 1998, pp. 1-28.

[16] Southern Cross Cement Corp. v. Philippine Cement Manufacturers Corp., G.R. No. 158540. July 8, 2004,
434 SCRA 65, 93; National Federation of Labor v. National Labor Relations Commission, 383 Phil. 910, 918
(2000).

[17] Records, pp. 63-66.
[18] Id. at 101-104.
[19] RULES OF COURT, Rule 133, Section 1.
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[20] New Testament Church of God v. Court of Appeals, 316 Phil. 330, 333 (1995) citing Republic v. Court of
Appeals, G.R. No. 84966, November 21,1991, 204 SCRA 160, 168.

SEPARATE CONCURRING OPINION

YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

In Eastern Shipping Lines, Inc. v. Court of Appeals, [1] this court laid down the following rules of thumb on the
award of interest, particularly on its rate as well asthe accrual thereof, to wit:

- When the obligation is breached, and it consists in the payment of a sum of money, i.e., aloan or forbearance
of money, the interest due shall itself earn interest from the timeit is judicially demanded; and in the absence
of stipulation, the rate of interest shall be 12% per annum to be computed from default, i.e., from judicia or
extrgjudicial demand under and subject to the provisions of Article 1169 of the Civil Code.

- When an obligation, not constituting a loan or forbearance of money, is breached, an interest on the amount
of damages awarded may be imposed at the discretion of the court at the rate of 6% per annum xxx.

- When the judgment of the court awarding a sum of money becomes final and executory, the rate of legal
interest shall be 12% per annum from such finality until its satisfaction, the interim period being deemed to be
by then an equivalent to aforbearance of credit.

In the instant case, the ponencia affirmed the Decision of the Court of Appeals, which in turn affirmed with
modification the Decision of the Regional Trial Court. The dispositive portion of the trial court's Decision reads:

WHEREFORE, the foregoing premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered in favor of plaintiff
[petitioner] and against defendant [respondent] ordering the | atter:

- to pay plaintiff the principal amount of P183,210.00 plus legal interest from October 18, 1995, the time of the
filing of the complaint and until the entire principal obligation has been fully paid;

- to pay plaintiff the amount of P30,000.00 as and by way of attorney's fees; and

- to pay plaintiff the costs of this suit.

The Court of Appeals modified the decision of the Regional Trial Court by reducing the liability of the respondent
to P20, 945.00 plus interest of 6% per annum counted from the time the complaint was filed up to the date of full
payment.

The above disposition does not conform to the rules enunciated by the Court in the Eastern Shipping case. Hence,
the same must be modified, to wit: the interest of 6% shall accrue from the date the complaint was filed up to the
finality of the Decision; and 12% interest from the finality of the Decision until full payment.

CONSUELO YNARES-SANTIAGO
Associate Justice

[1] G.R. No. 97412, July 12, 1994, 234 SCRA 78, 95-97.
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