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[ G.R. No. 106214, September 05, 1997 ]

TERESITA VILLALUZ, CHIT ILAGAN, SPOUSES ADOR AND TESS
TABERNA AND MARIO LLAMAS, PETITIONER, VS. THE

HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS AND SPOUSES REYNALDO AND
ZENAIDA ANZURES, RESPONDENTS. 

  
D E C I S I O N

FRANCISCO, J.:

This petition assails the decision of the Court of Appeals (CA) in two consolidated
cases involving (i) the civil aspect of a criminal case for violation of Batas Pambansa
No. 22[1] (CA G.R. No. 28780) and (ii) an ejectment suit (CA G.R. S.P. No. 20055).
[2]

Both cases arose from the following undisputed facts given credence by the CA:

CA G.R. No. 28780.[3]
 

Complainant (private respondent) Reynaldo Anzures, his wife, Zenaida
Anzures, accused Teresita Villaluz and her husband, Romeo Villaluz, have
known each other for quite sometime. As a matter of fact, they were
friends and have undertaken business transactions together. 

 

Complainant Reynaldo Anzures was the registered owner of a vessel,
ROTA FLOAT, per Certificate of Philippine Register (Katibayan ng
Pagpapatala sa Pilipinas) (Exhibit B). On April 30, 1987, in Hongkong,
complainant sold the vessel to accused (petitioner) Teresita Villaluz for
and in consideration of the sum of HK$ 750,000.00, as evidenced by a
Bill of Sale (Exhibit C) and an agreement and Certificate of payment and
Delivery (Exhibit D). Despite the fact that complainant, in the Certificate
of Payment and Delivery (Exhibit D-2), acknowledged receipt of the
purchase price, the purchase price was not actually paid. Instead, they
agreed that the payment would be made in Manila right after they
arrived in said place. Complainant arrived in Manila on September 18,
1987. Accused, however, failed to pay complainant, in violation of what
they agreed upon. Thus, complainant, for at least ten times, visited
accused and demanded the payment of the price from her.

 

On the 18th of November, 1987, accused issued a Producers Bank Check,
payable to Reynaldo Anzures, in the amount of Two Million One Hundred
Twenty Three Thousand Four Hundred (P2,123,400.00) Pesos, postdated
December 18, 1987.

 

On November 15, 1987, accused sold to complainant’s wife an Isuzu crew



cab worth P100,000.00 (Exhibit 4). On November 17, 1987, accused sold
to complainant parcels of land and a house located at San Gregorio,
Pasay City, in the amount of P1,500,000.00 (Exhibit 5 & 6). Also on
November 18, 1987, accused sold a sala set valued at P120,000.00 to
complainant. The purchase prices of said properties were, nevertheless,
not paid because their agreement was to deduct the same from an
indebtedness of the accused to complainant and his wife.

Thereafter, complainant deposited the check with the China Banking
Corporation, Balut Branch, but it bounced for the reason that the account
of the accused with the drawee bank, Producer’s Bank, was already
closed as of November 16, 1987, per notice sent by China Banking
Corporation to complainant’s wife, dated February 10, 1988 (Exhibit E-1).
On May 30, 1988 complainant, thru lawyer, sent a letter to accused
asking the latter to discuss and settle the matter with him, but in vain
(Exhibit F).

On July 11, 1988, complainant sent another letter, this time demanding
from the accused the replacement of the dishonored check, in the
amount of P2,123,400.00, plus interest (Exhibit G), Still, accused did not
heed complainant’s demand. Therefore, on August 26, 1988, complainant
instituted a complaint against accused for violation of B.P. 22.[4]

The corresponding criminal information was filed before the Regional Trial Court
(RTC). Later, by order of said court issued on July 3, 1989, and upon motion of
private respondents who posted an attachment bond furnished by an insurance
company, the sheriff attached certain properties of petitioner.[5] The attachments
were duly annotated on petitioner’s certificates of title on the attached properties.[6]

After trial, the court a quo rendered judgment acquitting petitioner Villaluz of the
crime charged, but held her civilly liable and ordered her to:

 
pay complainant Reynaldo Anzures the sum of TWO MILLION ONE
HUNDRED TWENTY THREE THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED (P2,123,400.00)
PESOS with legal rate of interest from December 18, 1987 until fully
paid, the sum of P50,000.00 as attorney’s fees and the cost of suit.[7]

Petitioner Villaluz appealed to the CA (docketed as CA G.R. No. 28780) questioning
her adjudged civil liability.

 

CA G.R. No. 20055.[8]
 

Plaintiffs (private respondents’ Anzures) are the owners of a lot and a
building located at 20 Apollo Street, San Gregorio Village, Pasay city,
which they bought from Mrs. Teresita Estacio Villaluz, as evidenced by
Annexes “A” and “A-1” (Deed of Absolute sale) and “B” (TCT No. 127633)
of the complaint.

 

Defendants (petitioners Ilagan, the spouses Taberna and Llamas) are all
employees of Mrs. Villaluz and they are occupying the aforesaid premises
by virtue of their employment with Mrs. Villaluz.

 



One of the conditions of the sale between plaintiffs and Mrs. Villaluz was
that all the employees of Mrs. Villaluz who occupies (sic) the premises
will (sic) have to vacate the same on or before March 31, 1988. This is
evidenced by a Memorandum of Agreement signed by plaintiffs and Mr.
Pepito Garcia, a treasurer of a corporation of Mrs. Villaluz (Annex “D” of
the complaint).

Plaintiffs are seeking the ejectment of the defendants from the premises
because the latter have failed and refused and still continuously fail and
refuse to vacate the premises despite verbal and written demands the
last of which was on March 11, 1989, as evidenced by Annexes ‘E’, ‘F’, ‘G’
and ‘H’ of the complaint.[9]

Petitioners (other than Villaluz) filed with the Metropolitan Trial Court (MTC) a
motion to dismiss the ejectment suit on the ground of lack of jurisdiction, arguing
that the complaint was filed beyond the prescribed one (1) year period for
instituting an action for unlawful detainer. After trial, the MTC rendered judgment
ordering:

 

defendant and all persons claiming rights under them to vacate the
subject premises at 20 Apollo Street, San Gregorio Village, Pasay City,
and to surrender the peaceful possession thereof to petitioner’s plaintiffs;
ordering the said defendants jointly and severally to pay the sum of
P10,000.00 a month from April 1, 1988 representing reasonable rentals
on the premises, until the said premises is finally vacated; ordering the
defendants to pay plaintiffs the sum of P10,000.00 as and by way of
attorney’s fees and to pay the costs.”[10]

However, in a “petition for certiorari, prohibition and mandamus with prayer for TRO
and preliminary injunction,” the RTC reversed the MTC ruling. Private respondents
questioned before the CA (docketed as CA G.R. 20055) the RTC decision via a
petition for review.

 

The CA, after consolidating the appeal (CA G.R. 28780) and petition (CA G.R.
20055), rendered judgment, affirming the trial courts’ ruling on the civil aspect of
the B.P. 22 case, but set aside the judgment in the ejectment suit. The dispositive
portion of the CA decision reads:

 

WHEREFORE, in CA-G.R. CV NO. 28780, the Decision of the Regional Trial
Court of Manila, Branch 9, dated May 25, 1990, as to the civil aspect of
Criminal Case No. 89-69257, is hereby AFFIRMED, in all respects. On the
other hand, in CA-G.R. SP NO. 20055, the Resolution of the Regional Trial
Court of Pasay City, Branch 142, dated February 6, 1990, is hereby SET
ASIDE. Defendants-respondents and all persons claiming rights under
them are ORDERED to vacate the subject premises at 20 Apollo Street,
San Gregorio Village, Pasay City; to surrender the peaceful possession
thereof to plaintiffs-petitioners; and to pay the sum of P10,000.00 a
month from April 1, 1988, representing the reasonable compensation for



the use of the premises, until said premises have been fully vacated, and
the amount of P10,000.00 as attorney’s fees. Costs against defendants-
respondents.

IT IS SO ORDERED.[11]

Hence, this petition whereby petitioner Villaluz assails the finding of the appellate
court concerning her civil liability on the B.P. 22 case, claiming that the trial court
ruled that she has no liability to private respondents. Alternatively, petitioner Villaluz
argues that if she is so liable, the price of the properties she sold to the latter should
be set-off with said obligation. She also questions the award of attorney’s fees to
private respondents.[12] The other petitioners contend that the civil case in B.P. 22
constitutes a pre-judicial question to the ejectment case and that the one-year
period for filing the latter suit had already prescribed.

 

During the pendency of this petition, a counter-attachment bond was filed by
petitioner Villaluz before this Court to discharge the attachment earlier issued by the
trial court. Said bond amounting to P2.5million was furnished by Security Pacific
Assurance, Corp. which agreed to bind itself “jointly and severally” with petitioner
for “any judgment” that may be recovered by private respondent against the former.

 

Upon review of the case, the Court finds the petition unmeritorious.
 

First, the contention of petitioner Villaluz essentially strikes at a factual question. It
is well-settled, however, that cases brought to this Court from the CA are limited to
a review of questions of law, as the factual findings thereon are conclusive on this
Court.[13] In addition, it is also well-settled that the factual findings of the trial court
if supported by substantial evidence on record are likewise conclusive on this Court
and even carries more weight when affirmed by the CA.[14] These doctrines find
applicability in this case considering that the assailed findings do not fall under any
of the recognized exceptions where the lower courts’ factual findings are not binding
on this Court.[15] No adequate reason appears for the Court to disturb the following
ruling of the trial court, to wit:

 
But the court is convinced the amount reflected in the check was the
total obligation due the complainant from the accused at the time it was
issued.”[16]

as well as those of the appellate court that:
 

It could not be doubted, however, that accused (petitioner Villaluz)
bought a vessel from complainant (Anzures); that accused did not pay
the purchase price of the vessel; and that accused issued a check in
favor of complainant, in the amount of P2,123,400.00, which, certainly,
was the amount of accused’s indebtedness to complainant.[17]

Moreover, it is totally misleading for petitioner Villaluz’s to say that the trial court
found that she has no liability to private respondents. The mere fact that the trial
court as affirmed by the CA ordered her to pay P2,123,400.00 to private
respondents belies her claim. In addition, it is absurd for her to issue checks[18] in
such a huge amount to private respondents had this not been for the satisfaction of


