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Title: **Angelina D. Guevara vs. Consuelo S. de Garcia**: Recovery and Ownership of Stolen
Property

Facts:
Angelina D. Guevara, assisted by her spouse Juan B. Guevara, initiated a case aiming to
reclaim ownership of a specific diamond ring purchased in 1947, which she identified in
1953 on Consuelo S. de Garcia’s finger, the owner of La Bulakeña restaurant. This discovery
led to a legal battle after Garcia refused to return the ring, claiming it was bought from a
series of individuals ending with Aling Petring, a mysterious figure with unclear origins.

Despite  Guevara’s  efforts,  including  a  re-examination  by  the  ring’s  original  seller,  R.
Rebullida, Inc., who confirmed the ring’s identity, and subsequent legal demands, Garcia
remained unyielding, leading to court actions. The municipal trial court sided with Garcia,
but upon Guevara’s appeal, the Court of Appeals reversed this decision, finding in favor of
Guevara’s claim. Garcia’s subsequent petition for certiorari to the Supreme Court hinged on
alleged legal misinterpretations by the Court of Appeals.

Issues:
1.  Application and scope of  Article  559 of  the Civil  Code regarding movable  property
acquired in good faith.
2. Veracity and sufficiency of evidence concerning the identity of the disputed ring.
3. Reliability of testimonies and admissions made by the parties.
4. Procedural propriety and implications of claim and counterclaim, including the alleged
substitution of the diamond on the ring.
5. Justifiability of awarded damages and attorney’s fees to Guevara.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court  affirmed the  Court  of  Appeals’  decision,  emphasizing the  broader
protective scope of Article 559 of the Civil Code, which entitles the owner of a stolen or lost
movable property to recover it, notwithstanding the good faith of the current possessor. The
Court systematically refuted each issue raised by Garcia, stressing the appellate court’s
factual  findings  and  legal  interpretations  were  both  conclusive  and  consistent  with
jurisprudence. The Court highlighted the unconvincing nature of Garcia’s claims regarding
the ring’s provenance and identified issues with her credibility. It deemed the evidence of
Guevara’s ownership convincing, supported by the testimony of disinterested parties and
pertinent legal doctrines.
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Doctrine:
This case reaffirms the doctrine that the right of an owner to recover personal property
unlawfully  deprived  from  them  prevails  over  the  possessor’s  good  faith  acquisition,
emphasizing Article 559 of the Civil Code. It underscores that possession acquired in good
faith does not equate to ownership until the property has been possessed uninterruptedly
for  the  period  prescribed  by  law,  establishing  acquisitive  prescription.  The  decision
illustrates the protective measures the legal system provides to rightful owners against
fraudulent claims of property.

Class Notes:
1. **Article 559, Civil Code**: Furnishes the basis for the recovery of lost or stolen movable
property from one in possession, notwithstanding their good faith.
2. **Evidence of Ownership**: Importance of substantive proof linking one to property,
which  can  include  purchase  records,  recognition  by  disinterested  professionals,  and
physical identification.
3. **Good Faith Acquisition**: Does not trump original ownership rights in contexts of theft
or loss, especially when challenged within the period renderable to acquisitive prescription.
4. **Legal Representation and Admissions**: Statements made by legal counsel within the
scope of their authority are binding on their clients.
5.  **Remedies for Unlawful  Deprivation**:  The rightful  owner may reclaim property or
receive compensation; the possessor’s faith or title legitimacy is secondary.

Historical Background:
The case reflects a period in the Philippine’s judicial history where the Supreme Court took
firm stances on property rights and ownership disputes, often prioritizing the reinstatement
of rightful ownership over presumptive rights based on flawed transactions. It exemplifies
the Court’s  effort  to  align legal  outcomes with  equitable  principles,  ensuring that  the
protective mandates of the Civil Code serve the interests of justice, notably in situations
involving movable property disputes.


