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DECISION 

PERLAS-BERNABE, J.: 

Assailed in this petition for review on certiorari1 are the Decision2 

dated November 16, 2011 and the Resolution3 dated December 10, 2012 of 
the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. CV No. 94693 which affirmed the 
Decision4 dated August 25, 2009 of the Regional Trial Court of Makati City, 
Branch 142 (RTC) in Civil Case No. 03-1452 holding, inter alia, petitioner 
Ruks Konsult and Construction (Ruks) and respondent Transworld Media 
Ads, Inc. (Transworld) jointly and severally liable to respondent Adworld 
Sign and Advertising Corporation (Adworld) for damages. 

"Adworld Signs and Advertising Corporation" in some parts of the records. 
Rollo (G.R. No. 204866), pp. 11-55. 
Id. at 73-87. Penned by Associate Justice Juan Q. Enriquez, Jr. with Associate Justices Apolinario D. 
Bruselas, Jr. and Manuel M. Barrios, concurring. 
Id. at 59-61. Penned by Associate Justice Apolinario D. Bruselas, Jr. with Associate Justices Noel G. 
Tijam and Ricardo R. Rosario, concurring. 
Id. at 97-109. Penned by Presiding Judge Dina Pestano Teves. 
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The Facts 
 

The instant case arose from a complaint for damages filed by Adworld 
against Transworld and Comark International Corporation (Comark) before 
the RTC.5 In the complaint, Adworld alleged that it is the owner of a 75 ft. x 
60 ft. billboard structure located at EDSA Tulay, Guadalupe, Barangka 
Mandaluyong, which was misaligned and its foundation impaired when, on 
August 11, 2003, the adjacent billboard structure owned by Transworld and 
used by Comark collapsed and crashed against it. Resultantly, on August 19, 
2003, Adworld sent Transworld and Comark a letter demanding payment for 
the repairs of its billboard as well as loss of rental income. On August 29, 
2003, Transworld sent its reply, admitting the damage caused by its 
billboard structure on Adworld’s billboard, but nevertheless, refused and 
failed to pay the amounts demanded by Adworld. As Adworld’s final 
demand letter also went unheeded, it was constrained to file the instant 
complaint, praying for damages in the aggregate amount of �474,204.00, 
comprised of �281,204.00 for materials, �72,000.00 for labor, and 
�121,000.00 for indemnity for loss of income.6 

 

In its Answer with Counterclaim, Transworld averred that the collapse 
of its billboard structure was due to extraordinarily strong winds that 
occurred instantly and unexpectedly, and maintained that the damage caused 
to Adworld’s billboard structure was hardly noticeable. Transworld likewise 
filed a Third-Party Complaint against Ruks, the company which built the 
collapsed billboard structure in the former’s favor. It was alleged therein that 
the structure constructed by Ruks had a weak and poor foundation not suited 
for billboards, thus, prone to collapse, and as such, Ruks should ultimately 
be held liable for the damages caused to Adworld’s billboard structure.7 

 

For its part, Comark denied liability for the damages caused to 
Adworld’s billboard structure, maintaining that it does not have any interest 
on Transworld’s collapsed billboard structure as it only contracted the use of 
the same. In this relation, Comark prayed for exemplary damages from 
Transworld for unreasonably including it as a party-defendant in the 
complaint.8 

 

Lastly, Ruks admitted that it entered into a contract with Transworld 
for the construction of the latter’s billboard structure, but denied liability for 
the damages caused by its collapse. It contended that when Transworld hired 
its services, there was already an existing foundation for the billboard and 
that it merely finished the structure according to the terms and conditions of 
its contract with the latter.9 

                                           
5  Id. at 97. 
6  See id. at 74-76. 
7  Id. at 76-77. 
8  Id. at 77. 
9  Id. 
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The RTC Ruling 
       

In a Decision10 dated August 25, 2009, the RTC ultimately ruled in 
Adworld’s favor, and accordingly, declared, inter alia, Transworld and Ruks 
jointly and severally liable to Adworld in the amount of �474,204.00 as 
actual damages, with legal interest from the date of the filing of the 
complaint until full payment thereof, plus attorney’s fees in the amount of 
�50,000.00.11 

 

The RTC found both Transworld and Ruks negligent in the 
construction of the collapsed billboard as they knew that the foundation 
supporting the same was weak and would pose danger to the safety of the 
motorists and the other adjacent properties, such as Adworld’s billboard, and 
yet, they did not do anything to remedy the situation.12 In particular, the 
RTC explained that Transworld was made aware by Ruks that the initial 
construction of the lower structure of its billboard did not have the proper 
foundation and would require additional columns and pedestals to support 
the structure. Notwithstanding, however, Ruks proceeded with the 
construction of the billboard’s upper structure and merely assumed that 
Transworld would reinforce its lower structure.13 The RTC then concluded 
that these negligent acts were the direct and proximate cause of the damages 
suffered by Adworld’s billboard.14 

 

Aggrieved, both Transworld and Ruks appealed to the CA. In a 
Resolution dated February 3, 2011, the CA dismissed Transworld’s appeal 
for its failure to file an appellant’s brief on time.15 Transworld elevated its 
case before the Court, docketed as G.R. No. 197601. 16  However, in a 
Resolution17 dated November 23, 2011, the Court declared the case closed 
and terminated for failure of Transworld to file the intended petition for 
review on certiorari within the extended reglementary period. Subsequently, 
the Court issued an Entry of Judgment18 dated February 22, 2012 in G.R. 
No. 197601 declaring the Court’s November 23, 2011 Resolution  final and 
executory. 

 

 

 

 

                                           
10  Id. at 97-109. 
11  Id. at 109. 
12  Id. at 105-106. 
13  Id. at 104. 
14  Id. at 106. 
15  Id. at 78. 
16  Entitled “Transworld Media Ads, Inc. v. Adworld Sign and Advertising Corporation, et al.” 
17  Rollo (G.R. No. 197601), p. 7. 
18  Id. at 11. 
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The CA Ruling 
 

In a Decision19 dated November 16, 2011, the CA denied Ruks’s 
appeal and affirmed the ruling of the RTC. It adhered to the RTC’s finding 
of negligence on the part of Transworld and Ruks which brought about the 
damage to Adworld’s billboard. It found that Transworld failed to ensure 
that Ruks will comply with the approved plans and specifications of the 
structure, and that Ruks continued to install and finish the billboard structure 
despite the knowledge that there were no adequate columns to support the 
same.20 

 

Dissatisfied, Ruks moved for reconsideration,21 which was, however, 
denied in a Resolution22 dated December 10, 2012, hence, this petition. 

 

On the other hand, Transworld filed another appeal before the Court, 
docketed as G.R. No. 205120. 23  However, the Court denied outright 
Transworld’s petition in a Resolution24 dated April 15, 2013, holding that 
the same was already bound by the dismissal of its petition filed in G.R. No. 
197601. 

 

The Issue Before the Court 
 

The primordial issue for the Court’s resolution is whether or not the 
CA correctly affirmed the ruling of the RTC declaring Ruks jointly and 
severally liable with Transworld for damages sustained by Adworld. 

 

The Court’s Ruling 
 

The petition is without merit. 
 

At the outset, it must be stressed that factual findings of the RTC, 
when affirmed by the CA, are entitled to great weight by the Court and are 
deemed final and conclusive when supported by the evidence on record.25 
Absent any exceptions to this rule – such as when it is established that the 
trial court ignored, overlooked, misconstrued, or misinterpreted cogent facts 
and circumstances that, if considered, would change the outcome of the 
case26 – such findings must stand. 

                                           
19 Rollo (G.R. No. 204866), pp. 73-87.  
20  Id. at 85. 
21  See Motion for Reconsideration dated December 8, 2011; id. at 63-71. 
22 Id. at 59-61. 
23  Entitled  “Transworld Media Ads, Inc. v. Adworld Signs and Advertising Corp.” 
24  Rollo (G.R. No. 205120), p. 164. 
25  See Guevarra v. People, G.R. No. 170462, February 5, 2014, citing Maxwell Heavy Equipment 

Corporation v. Yu, G.R. No. 179395, December 15, 2010, 638 SCRA 653, 658. 
26  People v. Anod, 613 Phil. 565, 572 (2009). 
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After a judicious perusal of the records, the Court sees no cogent 
reason to deviate from the findings of the RTC and the CA and their uniform 
conclusion that both Transworld and Ruks committed acts resulting in the 
collapse of the former’s billboard, which in turn, caused damage to the 
adjacent billboard of Adworld. 

 

Jurisprudence defines negligence as the omission to do something 
which a reasonable man, guided by those considerations which ordinarily 
regulate the conduct of human affairs, would do, or the doing of something 
which a prudent and reasonable man would not do.27 It is the failure to 
observe for the protection of the interest of another person that degree of 
care, precaution, and vigilance which the circumstances justly demand, 
whereby such other person suffers injury.28 

 

In this case, the CA correctly affirmed the RTC’s finding that 
Transworld’s initial construction of its billboard’s lower structure without 
the proper foundation, and that of Ruks’s finishing its upper structure and 
just merely assuming that Transworld would reinforce the weak foundation 
are the two (2) successive acts which were the direct and proximate cause of 
the damages sustained by Adworld. Worse, both Transworld and Ruks were 
fully aware that the foundation for the former’s billboard was weak; yet, 
neither of them took any positive step to reinforce the same. They merely 
relied on each other’s word that repairs would be done to such foundation, 
but none was done at all. Clearly, the foregoing circumstances show that 
both Transworld and Ruks are guilty of negligence in the construction of the 
former’s billboard, and perforce, should be held liable for its collapse and 
the resulting damage to Adworld’s billboard structure. As joint tortfeasors, 
therefore, they are solidarily liable to Adworld. Verily, “[j]oint tortfeasors 
are those who command, instigate, promote, encourage, advise, 
countenance, cooperate in, aid or abet the commission of a tort, or approve 
of it after it is done, if done for their benefit. They are also referred to as 
those who act together in committing wrong or whose acts, if independent of 
each other, unite in causing a single injury. Under Article 219429 of the Civil 
Code, joint tortfeasors are solidarily liable for the resulting damage. In other 
words, joint tortfeasors are each liable as principals, to the same extent and 
in the same manner as if they had performed the wrongful act themselves.”30 
The Court’s pronouncement in People v. Velasco31  is instructive on this 
matter, to wit:32 
 

                                           
27  Bank of the Philippine Islands v. Lifetime Marketing Corporation, 578 Phil. 354, 362 (2008), citing 

Philippine Bank of Commerce v. CA, 336 Phil. 667, 676 (1997). 
28  Garcia, Jr. v. Salvador, 547 Phil. 463, 470 (2007), citing Child Learning Center, Inc. v. Tagorio, 512 

Phil. 618, 623-624 (2005). 
29  Article 2194 of the Civil Code reads: 
 

Art. 2194. The responsibility of two or more persons who are liable for a quasi-delict is 
solidary. 

30  See People v. Velasco, G.R. No. 195668, June 25, 2014, citations omitted. 
31  Id. 
32  See id., citing Far Eastern Shipping Company v. CA, 357 Phil. 703, 751 (1998). 
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Where several causes producing an injury are concurrent and each is 
an efficient cause without which the injury would not have happened, 
the injury may be attributed to all or any of the causes and recovery 
may be had against any or all of the responsible persons although 
under the circumstances of the case, it may appear that one of them was 
more culpable, and that the duty owed by them to the injured person was 
not same. No actor's negligence ceases to be a proximate cause merely 
because it does not exceed the negligence of other actors. Each wrongdoer 
is responsible for the entire result and is liable as though his acts were the 
sole cause of the injury. 

There is no contribution between joint [tortfeasors] whose liability 
is solidary since both of them are liable for the total damage. Where the 
concurrent or successive negligent acts or omissions of two or more 
persons, although acting independently, are in combination the direct 
and proximate cause of a single injury to a third person, it is 
impossible to determine in what proportion each contributed to the 
injury and either of them is responsible for the whole injury. x x x. 
(Emphases and underscoring supplied) 

In conclusion, the CA correctly affirmed the ruling of the RTC 
declaring Ruks jointly and severally liable with Transworld for damages 
sustained by Adworld. 

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED. The Decision dated 
November 16, 2011 and the Resolution dated December 10, 2012 of the 
Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 94693 are hereby AFFIRMED. 

SO ORDERED. 

WE CONCUR: 

ESTELA M.~~RNABE 
Associate Justice 

MARIA LOURDES P.A. SERENO 
Chief Justice 
Chairperson 

.llLIA0 1;;, ~ iJ, ~ 
T"tR.£SITA_ J. LEONARDO-DE CASTRO 

Associate Justice 



Decision 7 G.R. No. 204866 

EREZ 

CERTIFICATION 

Pursuant to Section 13, Article VIII of the Constitution, I certify that 
the conclusions in the above Decision had been reached in consultation 
before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the Court's 
Division. 

MARIA LOURDES P.A. SERENO 
Chief Justice 


