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Title: Jaime Guinhawa v. People of the Philippines

Facts:
1. Jaime Guinhawa, through his business Guinrox Motor Sales in Naga City, sold brand new
vehicles, including Mitsubishi vans.

2. On March 17, 1995, Guinhawa purchased a brand new Mitsubishi L-300 Versa Van from
Union Motors Corporation (UMC) in Manila. While being driven to Naga City, the van was
involved in an accident in Daet, Camarines Norte, resulting in repairs including welding of
some parts.

3. In October 1995, the spouses Ralph and Josephine Silo sought to purchase a new van for
their  business  and  were  shown  the  Mitsubishi  L-300  Versa  Van  by  Guinhawa’s  sales
manager, Gil Azotea. The Silos bought the van assuming it was new, with a downpayment
followed  by  installment  payments  through  a  loan  from United  Coconut  Planters  Bank
(UCPB).

4. After the purchase, on a trip back from Manila, a squeaking noise was identified from the
van, leading to examinations. It was discovered that the van had been previously damaged
and repaired.

5. Josephine Silo filed a complaint with the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) for
rescission of the sale and refund. Subsequently, she withdrew the DTI complaint and filed a
criminal complaint for deceit against Guinhawa.

6. An Information was filed against Guinhawa for fraud and deceit under Article 318 of the
Revised Penal Code, specifically other deceits.

Procedural Posture:
1. Guinhawa was charged before the Municipal Trial Court (MTC) of Naga City. The trial
court found him guilty, sentencing him to imprisonment and imposing fines and damages.

2. Guinhawa appealed to the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Naga City, which affirmed the
MTC’s decision.

3. Guinhawa then sought review by the Court of Appeals (CA), which upheld the conviction
but reduced the awarded moral and exemplary damages.

4. Unsatisfied with the CA’s decision, Guinhawa filed a petition for review on certiorari with
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the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether Guinhawa was properly charged under the correct provision of the Revised
Penal Code for deceit.
2.  Whether the evidence presented was sufficient to establish Guinhawa’s guilt  beyond
reasonable doubt for the crime of other deceits.
3. Whether the alleged misrepresentation constituted deceit under the applicable penal
statutes.
4. Whether there was valid conviction for the crime charged.

Court’s Decision:
1.  The Supreme Court  affirmed the lower  courts’  rulings,  holding that  Guinhawa was
correctly charged with other deceits under Article 318 and had committed deceit through
nondisclosure, amounting to fraudulent misrepresentation that the van was brand new.

2. The essential elements of false pretense, executed prior to or simultaneously with the
transaction, resulting in damage to Josephine Silo, were proven.

3. Deceit was established by Guinhawa’s failure to disclose the van’s involvement in an
accident and subsequent repair, and this fraudulent concealment warranted the conviction.

4. The Court modified the sentence to a straight penalty of six months of imprisonment due
to the applicable provisions of the Indeterminate Sentence Law.

Doctrine:
– Fraud or deceit may be committed by omission, sufficing as fraudulent concealment if a
party fails to disclose facts they are duty-bound to reveal.
– In contracts, deceit includes fraudulent nondisclosure of material facts causing others to
rely on misrepresentations to their detriment.

Class Notes:
–  Key  legal  concepts  include  fraudulent  concealment,  the  significance  of  disclosure
obligations, and the criminal implications of a seller’s representations.
– Article 318 of the Revised Penal Code (Other Deceits) covers deceitful acts not specified in
preceding articles, punishable by arresto mayor.
–  The  principle  of  caveat  emptor  (“let  the  buyer  beware”)  is  not  absolute  where
nondisclosure of material facts arises.
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Historical Background:
–  The  case  illustrates  consumer  protection  principles  amidst  expanding  motor  vehicle
commerce in the Philippines during the 1990s.
–  Reflects  evolving  judicial  interpretations  of  fraud  and  deceit  in  sales  transactions,
promoting fair business practices.


