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Vinueza versus Scotto Case Review
Introduction
This is a case that was done in the small claims court. The small claims court deals with resolving disputes about little disputes involving amounts of relatively small quantities and is done expeditiously. In this particular case, the accuser, identified as Cincy Vinueza, contends that she is owed by Michael Scotto, who is now the defendant. As a result of this, the point is a small claim action to recover a sum of three thousand six hundred dollars (Lemaire-Mayo, et., 2020). These reviews aim to find out if justice prevailed in the order of the court regarding this case.
The plaintiff (Vinueza) contends that Michael Scotto owes her the above amount of money based on a promissory note. A promissory message is a financial instrument that contains a promise made by one party to pay the other party a definite amount of money. The payment should be made either on-demand or at a specified date in the future, depending on their agreement. It is important to note that the promissory note contains all the relevant terms pertaining the indebtedness. This includes the principal amount, interest rate, maturity date, date and place of issuance, and issuer's signature.
In this particular case, there is a promissory note made and is dated September 26, 2009, which provides in its entirety,  "I Michael Scotto owe Cindy Vinueza $2,970 (two thousand and nine-hundred seventy dollars) [sic] agree to pay her back in full. Signed on this 26th day of September 2009." Indicated on the bottom of the Note are the signatures of Michael Scotto and Cindy Vinueza, according to Sun et al. (2014).On the bottom of the promissory note are signatures for both Michael Scotto and Cindy Vinueza. 
During the court proceedings, the defendant does not contest that he had borrowed the money from Vinueza. However, Scotto contends that he repaid the money in its total amount. Still, he could not execute the note on the 26th of September 2009 as, during that time, he allegedly suffered from a chemical dependency referred to as opiates. An Opiates is a type of analgesic agent (Sun et., 2014). In other words, these are substances with active ingredients that are used to treat pain or cause someone to sleep. Examples are codeine and heroin.
According to section 3-104 of the uniform commercial code, it must fulfil the following conditions for any writing to be a negotiable instrument. One, it must contain the signature of the maker or the drawer, two, it must have an unconditional promise or order to pay a certain sum of money and no other guarantee, charge, obligation or power given by the maker or drawer except as authorized by this Article, condition three is that the money should be payable on demand or at a definite time and the fourth condition is that the money should be paid to be expected on-demand or at a substantial time.
Further, the uniform commercial code 3-108 states that the Instruments that are to be payable on demand include those payable at sight or on presentation and those in which no time for payment is stated. Therefore an instrument is payable immediately. This applies if there is no fixed time and there is no contingency specified upon which amount is to be made (Sun et al., 2014). Hence writing that complies with the requirements of section 3-104 is considered a note if it is a promise and not a certificate of deposit. Also, a guarantee is an undertaking to pay and must be more than an acknowledgement of an obligation as clearly stated in the New York Uniform Commercial Code section 3-102.
Now, looking at the facts in the case at hand and considering all the above principles, all the requirements that must be met for a note to be regarded as a valid negotiable instrument are in place. All the standards of the uniform commercial code are also met. This is shown in the evidence provided in the case, which is as follows: Michael Scotto, who is the maker of the note, has signed it, there are no conditions or promises that must occur other than the unconditional promise to pay the sum of two thousand nine hundred and seventy dollars. Thirdly absent a defined repayment date, the sum certain is payable upon demand, and lastly, the sum certain is payable to Ms Vinueza, the bearer. According to Lemaire-Mayo et al.,. (2020) the defendant does not deny the existence of the note. The court then rejects his lightly supported claim that he was not aware that he was signing the note. At the trial, Vinueza presented two letters to the court. One was dated the 18th of October 2010 from Mr Scotto's treating physician. It stated that Mr Scotto has been under treatment for opiate dependency in his care since April 2010. The second letter was from Mr Scotto's primary counsellor, who works at Chemical Dependency Inpatient Program at South Oaks Hospital. This letter indicated that Mr Scotto was admitted to the health facility on December 8, 2009, was discharged after completing the program on December 22, 2009. He was referred to outpatient treatment. Lemaire-Mayo et al. (2020) state that this was two and a half months after the execution of the note. According to Sun et al. (2014), absent these documents. Still, for Mr Scotto's testimony of being under the influence of drugs when the note was executed, no additional evidence supporting his defence was proffered. To add to this, the defendant could not suggest any evidence showing that the amount was fully paid. Meaning, it is true that the defendant had health challenges according to the above evidence, but that cannot be enough to vindicate him as the note was executed two and a half months before his hospitalization.
The law in New York states that someone must have carefully read and understood a document before signing it. In this case, both the plaintiff and the defendant signed on the note. It is stated in the same law that not reading this kind of document before signing it is gross negligence. The defendant is presumed that he had read and understood the form before he signed it. According to Sun et al. (2014), he, therefore, cannot avoid liability by claiming he failed to read it and understand the obligation imparted by the note.
It is self-evident in a civil action that the accuser has the burden to prove her case by the predominance of credible evidence. After the hearing, the court was able to review the court transcript and documentary evidence presented. It concluded that the accuser was able to prove her case and deliver the most credible evidence. She demonstrated that the defendant owed her a sum of two thousand nine hundred and seventy dollars. She was, however, not able to present credible evidence about the remaining six hundred and thirty dollars which represents the remainder of her claim (Sun et., 2014).
On the other hand, the defendant failed to prove a valid defence and is ordered to remit a sum of two thousand nine hundred and seventy dollars to the accuser and does it with immediate effect whereby she is handed the amount in full. In a nutshell, the preceding as a result of this constitutes the order of the court.
In conclusion, my opinion is that the verdict was fair. The fact that Scotto had borrowed money and was trying to dodge payments for whatever reasons was unfair. The fact that Vinueza could not get the other amount that totalled six hundred and thirty dollars was because she could not provide concrete evidence in support of it. Ignorance is no defence, and the court was able to stay put about the t fact even when Mr Michael tried to justify himself by purporting that he was mentally unfit and did not know while he was signing the note. He had also tried to defend himself by purporting that he had not read and understood the document before signing it. That could not vindicate him as the law is unambiguous on what it dictates. Generally, the case was fair, and at this point, I can say that justice was served for Vinueza.
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