G.R. No. 126712. April 14, 1999 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**Quinto vs. People of the Philippines: A Case of Estafa**

### Facts:

Leonida Quinto was charged with estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1(b), of the Revised
Penal Code, for failing to return or remit the proceeds of jewelry entrusted to her by Aurelia
Cariaga for sale on a commission basis. The jewelry worth PHP36,000 was to be sold or
returned within five days, a condition Quinto failed to fulfill even after an extension was
granted. Despite demand letters, Quinto neither returned the jewelry nor remitted any sales
proceeds, leading Cariaga to file an estafa case. Quinto’s defense was the transactions were
part of a larger ongoing business relationship, which included installment payments from
other buyers accredited to Cariaga, suggesting a novation of agreement. The Regional Trial
Court found Quinto guilty, a decision upheld by the Court of Appeals upon appeal.

### Issues:

1. Whether the agreement between Quinto and Cariaga was novated by allowing payments
in installments from third-party buyers.

2. Whether Quinto’s failure to return the jewelry or remit proceeds constitutes estafa.

3. The applicability of novation in extinguishing criminal liability for estafa.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court held that there was no novation of the agreement that could extinguish
Quinto’s obligation to return the jewelry or the proceeds. The Court found that changes in
the manner of payment did not constitute novation as there was no clear intent from all
parties to create a new obligation that would replace the original. Consequently, the Court
affirmed Quinto’s conviction for estafa, emphasizing the misappropriation of the jewelry by
converting it for her own benefit, which squarely falls under the crime of estafa as defined
by the Revised Penal Code.

### Doctrine:

The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that novation requires a clear and unequivocal
intent from all parties to extinguish an existing obligation and create a new one in place.
Novation is never presumed and must be explicitly stated or demonstrated through
incompatible obligations. The Court also confirmed that the basis of estafa under Article 315
of the Revised Penal Code is the misappropriation or conversion of goods entrusted for
delivery or return, where intent to defraud is material.
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### Class Notes:

- **Estafa**: Defined under Article 315 of the Revised Penal Code, emphasizing the
misappropriation or conversion to one’s personal benefit of money, goods, or any other
personal property received by the offender under an obligation to return the same.

- ¥*Novation**: Requires an explicit intent to extinguish an old obligation and replace it with
a new one, characterized by an absolute incompatibility between the old and new
obligations.

- **Legal Process**: The transition from trial courts through the Court of Appeals and to the
Supreme Court highlights the procedural posture of criminal cases and the appeals process.
- *Doctrine Reiteration**: The case reiterates crucial legal principles surrounding the
application of novation in criminal liability and the parameters defining estafa.

### Historical Background:

The case encapsulates the complexities of business transactions transformed into criminal
disputes. It underscores the fine line between civil agreements and criminal liability,
especially in scenarios where trust is breached leading to financial loss. This case also
elucidates the evolving interpretation and application of legal doctrines such as novation
and its insufficient role in absolving criminal actions, particularly in estafa cases, within the
Philippine legal framework.
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