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### Title:
Carmen Liwanag vs. The Court of Appeals and The People of the Philippines

### Facts:
Carmen Liwanag was accused of estafa as per an information charging her with deceiving
Isidora Rosales by misappropriating cash amounting to P536,650.00, which was entrusted
to her for the purpose of  buying and selling cigarettes.  Liwanag and Thelma Tabligan
solicited  Rosales  to  finance  their  cigarette  selling  business,  promising  her  a  40%
commission on the profits or the return of her money if the venture failed. Initially, Liwanag
and  Tabligan  reported  their  business  progress  to  Rosales  but  eventually  ceased
communication, leading Rosales to believe her funds were misappropriated, prompting her
to file an estafa case against Liwanag.

After the trial, the Regional Trial Court found Liwanag guilty, a decision which was affirmed
with modifications by the Court of Appeals. The penalty was revised to prision mayor as
minimum  and  reclusion  temporal  as  maximum.  Liwanag’s  subsequent  motion  for
reconsideration was denied,  leading her  to  appeal  to  the Supreme Court,  arguing the
transaction was a simple loan or a partnership/joint venture agreement, thus claiming the
issue to be civil, not criminal.

### Issues:
1. Whether the agreement between Liwanag and Rosales constituted a simple loan or a
partnership/joint venture.
2. Whether the non-return of the money by Liwanag to Rosales should be considered a civil
matter rather than criminal (estafa).

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeals. It rejected Liwanag’s
theory of the transaction being either a partnership/joint venture or a simple loan. The
Court pointed out the essential elements of estafa were present: defrauding another by
abuse of confidence or deceit, and causing damage or prejudice. The Court noted that the
agreement clearly indicated the money was only for purchasing cigarettes and should be
returned if the venture failed, evidencing a fiduciary relationship. The Court concluded that
even if there was a partnership, Liwanag’s misappropriation of the funds constituted estafa.
Furthermore, it  ruled that the transaction could not be considered a loan because the
money was provided for a specific purpose without transferring ownership to Liwanag.
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### Doctrine:
1. **Elements of Estafa** – The essential elements include defrauding another by abuse of
confidence or deceit, and causing damage or prejudice to the offended party.
2. **Misappropriation in Partnerships** – When money or property is received by a partner
for a specific purpose and is later misappropriated, the partner is guilty of estafa.
3. **Distinguishing Loans from Other Transactions** – A transaction cannot be deemed a
loan if the money is given for a specific purpose without transferring ownership to the
borrower.

### Class Notes:
– **Estafa Elements**: To constitute estafa, there must be deceit or abuse of confidence,
and pecuniary damage must be caused to the offended party.
–  **Partnership  Misappropriation**:  Receiving  funds  for  a  specific  venture  and
misappropriating  them  constitutes  estafa,  even  within  a  supposed  partnership  context.
– **Loan vs. Specific Purpose Transactions**: A loan implies the transfer of ownership of the
money to the borrower, who may then use it at their discretion. If money is handed over for
a specific purpose without such transfer of ownership, the transaction is not considered a
loan, and misappropriation can lead to estafa.

### Historical Background:
Estafa cases often hinge on the specifics of the agreement and the intent of the parties
involved. In the context of the Philippines’ legal system, which blends civil law and local
customs,  the distinction between civil  transactions and criminal  actions such as estafa
hinges on the presence of deceit or abuse of confidence, intending to protect the deceived
party  from financial  harm.  Carmen  Liwanag’s  case  emphasizes  the  judiciary’s  role  in
interpreting  agreements’  nature  and  intent,  bearing  significant  implications  for
distinguishing  between  criminal  fraud  and  civil  disputes  over  money.


