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Title: Unson vs. Court of Appeals and The People of the Philippines

Facts:
Elenita V. Unson was charged with estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1-b of the Revised
Penal Code for defrauding Rizalina Pingol by failing to return or account for a pair of
earrings valued at PHP 7,000, received under a commission sale agreement. Unson failed to
comply with her obligation and, upon request for the return of the jewelry, presented a
pawnshop ticket indicating the earrings were pawned by Rufina Saldaña for PHP 4,000. This
incident prompted Pingol to redeem the earrings and pursue criminal action against Unson
for  estafa.  During  her  defense,  Unson  claimed  she  had  exchanged  the  earrings  with
diamond stones from Saldaña, intending to give these to Pingol, and alleged coercion in
signing a statement about the transaction.

Procedural Posture:
Following the trial, the Court of First Instance of Manila found Unson guilty, imposing a
prison sentence and ordering indemnification of the offended party. Unson’s appeal to the
Court of Appeals was unsuccessful, prompting further appeal to the Supreme Court via a
petition for certiorari.

Issues:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in disregarding the pawnshop ticket and application
to pawn as the best evidence of who pawned the earrings.
2.  Whether the appellate court  incorrectly held it  was Unson’s duty to present Rufina
Saldaña to corroborate her testimony.
3. Whether the appellate court wrongly shifted the burden of proof to the defense.
4.  Whether  the  Appellate  Court  erred  in  finding  the  element  of  conversion  or
misappropriation  in  the  crime  of  estafa.
5. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in determining that the alleged misappropriation or
conversion resulted in prejudice or damage to Pingol.

Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  upheld  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  affirming  Unson’s
conviction. The Court found:
1. No error in the appellate court’s judgment regarding the pawnshop ticket and application
to pawn, citing Unson’s statement admitting to pawning the item as decisive evidence.
2. Unson’s failure to present Rufina Saldaña to corroborate her claims did not translate to
an obligation on the prosecution’s part to present Saldaña.
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3.  The appellate  court’s  ruling did  not  improperly  shift  the  burden of  proof  from the
prosecution to the defense.
4. The claims of misappropriation or conversion being committed by another were deemed
irrelevant since Unson admitted to pawning the earrings.
5. The court found no mistake in the appellate court’s conclusions about the prejudicial
impact of Unson’s actions on Pingol.

Doctrine:
In criminal cases, the best evidence rule mandates that the original document be presented
in court unless exceptions apply. An accused’s own statement against interest constitutes
powerful evidence that can refute claims made against documentary evidence. Furthermore,
the prosecution’s duty to prove guilt beyond a reasonable doubt does not obligate it to
present witnesses in support of the defense’s case.

Class Notes:
1. Best Evidence Rule – Only the original document or acceptable exceptions to this rule are
admissible to prove the contents of a writing.
2. Admission Against Interest – Statements made by a party that are against their own
interest can serve as strong evidence in criminal cases.
3. Burden of Proof – The prosecution bears the burden of proving the accused’s guilt beyond
a reasonable doubt.
4. Conversion or Misappropriation in Estafa – The accused’s confession or admission to
misappropriating property or funds can be sufficient to establish guilt.

Historical Background:
This  case  highlights  the  application of  the  Revised Penal  Code’s  provisions  on estafa,
specifically focusing on the obligation of parties in a commission sale and the consequences
of failing to adhere to such agreements. It underscores the importance of evidentiary rules
in criminal proceedings and the defendant’s responsibilities in presenting their defense. The
case  elucidates  the  judiciary’s  approach  to  dissecting  testimonies  and  documentary
evidence to ascertain truth and administer justice accordingly.


