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Title: Hedy Gan y Yu vs. Court of Appeals and People of the Philippines

Facts:
On the morning of July 4, 1972, Hedy Gan y Yu was driving a Toyota car along North Bay
Boulevard, Tondo, Manila. As she approached house no. 694, there were two vehicles—a
truck and a  jeepney—parked on one side  of  the  road,  two to  three meters  apart.  An
oncoming vehicle in the opposite direction, followed closely by another trying to overtake,
encroached on Gan’s lane. To avoid a head-on collision, Gan swerved to the right, hitting a
pedestrian, Isidoro Casino, who was crossing the boulevard. Casino was pinned against the
jeepney, causing it to move forward and hit the truck, subsequently resulting in damages to
all vehicles involved and the death of Casino upon arrival at the hospital.

An information for Homicide thru Reckless Imprudence was filed against Gan. She pleaded
not guilty and requested a re-investigation, leading to the City Fiscal moving for dismissal
due to an affidavit of desistance from the complainant and lack of eyewitnesses. The court
denied the motion and proceeded with the trial, ultimately convicting Gan of Homicide thru
Reckless Imprudence.

Gan appealed to the Court of Appeals, which modified her conviction to Homicide thru
Simple Imprudence and sentenced her to an indeterminate penalty of three months and
eleven  days  of  arresto  mayor  and  indemnity  of  P12,000.00.  Unsatisfied,  Gan  further
appealed to the Supreme Court for a complete acquittal.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  Court  of  Appeals  erred  in  determining  that  Gan  should  have  braked
immediately or lessened her speed when faced with an oncoming vehicle.
2. Whether Gan’s conviction for Homicide thru Simple Imprudence was proper.
3. Whether the indemnity awarded to the heirs of the deceased was justifiable given the
circumstances.

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court held that the appellate court’s suggestion for Gan to brake or lessen
her speed did not account for the emergency situation she faced. The emergency rule, which
asserts that one in sudden danger is not negligent for failing to adopt the best possible
course of action unless the emergency was caused by their own negligence, applied. Gan’s
reaction to swerve right was found reasonable given the immediacy of the threat.

2. In addressing Gan’s conviction of Homicide thru Simple Imprudence, the Court ruled that
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no sufficient evidence showed Gan had the time to ponder her actions. The prosecution’s
evidence confirmed Gan’s assertion that she acted instantaneously to avoid greater danger,
thus negating criminal negligence.

3. The indemnity to the heirs was set aside because they had executed a release of claim,
effectively waiving their right to compensation.

Doctrine:
1. Emergency Rule: A person suddenly confronted with danger is not deemed negligent if
they act in haste and fail to adopt the best course of action, provided they did not create the
emergency.

2. Negligence Standard: Determined by whether a reasonably prudent person foresee harm
resulting from their actions and whether they took necessary precautions to prevent such
harm.

Class Notes:
– **Negligence**: It is judged on whether a reasonable person would foresee harm and act
to prevent it.
– **Emergency Rule**: Protects individuals required to act quickly in danger from being
deemed negligent if their actions aren’t the best possible under retrospective consideration.
–  **Criminal  Responsibility**:  Requires  proof  beyond  reasonable  doubt;  immediate
hazardous situations like road accidents are scrutinized under emergency rule principles.
– **Indemnity and Release**:  Legal indemnity can be waived by the concerned parties
through proper release agreements.

Historical Background:
The  case  highlights  the  judiciary’s  effort  to  balance  individual  accountability  with
recognition of human limits under sudden danger. Emerging during a transitional period in
the Philippine judiciary,  it  underscores the development of  “emergency rule” doctrines
adapting  Western  legal  principles  to  local  jurisprudence,  prioritizing  fairness  in
instantaneous  decision-making  scenarios.


