
G.R. No. 119858. April 29, 2003 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title:
Araceli Ramos Fontanilla v. People of the Philippines, Court of Appeals, Oscar V. Salud, and
Thelma C. Mercado

### Facts:
**Step-by-Step Facts and Procedural History:**

1. **Initial Interaction and Investments (August – October 1990):**
– Araceli Ramos Fontanilla, owner of a canteen at Philippine Naval Base, persuaded M/Sgt.
Oscar V.  Salud and Thelma C.  Mercado to  invest  in  Philtrust  Investment Corporation,
promising an interest of 0.8% per working day.
– On August 3, 1990, Salud invested P10,000 and Mercado invested P5,000.
–  Subsequent  investments:  Mercado  added  P30,000  on  August  21,  1990,  and  Salud
increased his investment by P40,000 on September 4, 1990. Finally, Mercado invested an
additional P35,000 on October 25, 1990.

2. **Issuance of Certifications:**
– Fontanilla issued certifications to Salud and Mercado acknowledging receipt of the money
and stating it could be withdrawn anytime.

3. **Failure to Pay Interests and Return Principal (November 1990 – January 1991):**
– Fontanilla initially paid the promised interests, but started defaulting in payments from
November 19, 1990.
– Despite repeated demands for interest and principal by Salud and Mercado, Fontanilla
failed to fulfill her obligations.

4. **Filing of Criminal Complaints (March 1991):**
– After months of failed promises and a bounced cheque given by Fontanilla, both Salud and
Mercado filed complaints for Estafa against Fontanilla.

5. **Trial Court Proceedings:**
– Fontanilla pleaded not guilty upon arraignment and trial commenced handling Criminal
Cases Nos. 298-91 and 299-91 jointly.
– The Regional Trial Court found Fontanilla guilty of Estafa and sentenced her to separate
prison terms and payment defaults to the complainants.

6. **Appeal to the Court of Appeals:**
– Fontanilla appealed the trial court’s decision, arguing primarily that the transactions were
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simple loan agreements and not fiduciary obligations leading to Estafa.
–  The  Court  of  Appeals  affirmed  the  conviction  in  its  decision  on  March  3,  1995.  A
subsequent Motion for Reconsideration was denied on July 17, 1995.

7. **Petition for Review to the Supreme Court:**
– Fontanilla filed a petition for review with the Supreme Court raising issues around the
nature of the agreement, the existence of fiduciary relationship, and her advanced age as
mitigating circumstances.

### Issues:
1.  **Nature  of  Agreement:**  Whether  the  transactions  between  Fontanilla  and  the
complainants  were  simple  loan  agreements  or  an  investment  entrusting  money  which
created a fiduciary relationship.
2. **Existence of Fiduciary Relationship:** Whether Fontanilla received the money in trust,
thereby establishing the basis for Estafa.
3. **Elements of Estafa:** Whether the prosecution proved beyond reasonable doubt that all
elements of Estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1(b) of the Revised Penal Code were met.
4. **Mitigating Circumstances:** Whether Fontanilla’s advanced age should be considered
as a mitigating circumstance altering the penalty to be imposed.

### Court’s Decision:
**Analysis and Ruling per Issue:**

1. **Nature of Agreement:**
– Supreme Court upheld the findings that the transaction was not a simple loan but an
investment where Fontanilla received the money in fiduciary capacity to be invested with
Philtrust Investment Corporation.
– The yields and certifications issued substantiated that the relationship went beyond a
mere loan agreement.

2. **Existence of Fiduciary Relationship:**
– It was ruled that Fontanilla received the money in trust with an explicit obligation to
manage and return it upon demand.
– Testimonies and certifications confirmed the fiduciary nature of the agreement, despite
claims of personal use of funds.

3. **Elements of Estafa:**
–  All  elements  of  Estafa  were  established:  (1)  Receipt  of  money  in  trust;  (2)
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Misappropriation of funds; (3) Prejudice to complainants; (4) Unfulfilled demands for return.
– Fontanilla’s defense that complainants lent her money was rejected as she failed to return
the funds while having control over them for investment purposes.

4. **Mitigating Circumstances:**
– Fontanilla’s advanced age was recognized as a generic mitigating circumstance, but it did
not significantly alter the prison sentence.

**Final Sentence Modification:**
– In Criminal Case No. 298-91: Sentenced to 4 years and 2 months (minimum) to 12 years
(maximum).
– In Criminal Case No. 299-91: Sentenced to 4 years and 2 months (minimum) to 10 years
(maximum).

### Doctrine:
The case reaffirms that:

–  Misappropriation of  entrusted money for  personal  use  and failure  to  return it  upon
demand constitutes Estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1(b) of the Revised Penal Code.
– The existence of certifications and the context of transactions are pivotal in establishing
fiduciary relationships and determining the nature of agreements.
– Generic mitigating circumstances like advanced age affect the penalty’s terms but do not
alter the fundamental sentencing structure.

### Class Notes:

1. **Elements of Estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1(b), Revised Penal Code:**
– Money received in trust.
– Misappropriation or conversion by the offender.
– Prejudice to the complainant.
– Demand by the complainant for return of the money.

2. **Key Concepts:**
– **Fiduciary Relationship:** Exists when one party entrusts money or property to another
under the obligation to manage or return it.
–  **Simple  Loan  vs.  Trust  Agreement:**  Understanding  certifications  and  parties’
agreements  crucial  in  distinguishing  between  loan  and  fiduciary  dealings.
–  **Mitigating Circumstances:**  Recognized in  sentencing,  but  not  necessarily  altering
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fundamental obligations or penalties.

### Historical Background:
The case illustrates a common financial fraud scenario in the Philippines, where trust and
investment promises are exploited. It reflects the judiciary’s stringent measures against
financial  misappropriation  and  reiterates  legal  safeguards  protecting  investors  against
fraudulent  schemes.  The  case  also  underscores  the  importance  of  strict  adherence  to
fiduciary duties in financial dealings within the legal framework.


