
455 Phil. 926


THIRD DIVISION

[ G.R. No. 127210, August 07, 2003 ]

ALVIN TAN, PETITIONER, VS. COURT OF APPEALS AND ARTHUR
DY GUANI, RESPONDENTS.




D E C I S I O N

CARPIO MORALES, J.:

The present petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of
Court assails the October 24, 1996 Decision of the Court of Appeals (CA) which
upheld the August 1, 1994 Decision of the Regional Trial Court of Cebu City, Branch
20 in Civil Case No. CEB-9353, "Arthur Dy Guani v. Alvin Tan."

In the later part of 1988, private respondent Arthur Dy Guani, President and General
Manager of Guani Marketing, Inc. (Guani Marketing), agreed to buy for
P1,100,000.00 a Mercedes Benz being sold by petitioner Alvin Tan.

Noting from the official receipt covering the vehicle that it was registered in the
name of a certain Jacky Del Mundo,[1] private respondent asked for the
whereabouts of Del Mundo. Petitioner allegedly told private respondent, however,
that he had the authority to sell the vehicle. Private respondent then inquired
whether the vehicle was imported or not, to which petitioner replied that it was, he
exhibiting to private respondent a photocopy of the certificate of payment[2] and
official receipt issued by the Bureau of Customs[3] showing payment of customs
duties. By private respondent's account, he asked petitioner for the original of these
documents, and petitioner replied that the same had been submitted to the Land
Transportation Office, but he assured private respondent that the photocopy of the
certificate of payment and of the official receipt were faithful reproductions of the
original.

Also by private respondent's claim, sometime in December 1988, petitioner went to
the office of Guani Marketing and proposed to private respondent that instead of
paying for the vehicle in one lump sum, it would be more advantageous to enter into
a lease-financing agreement with Cebu International Finance Corporation (CIFC), of
which petitioner was Assistant Manager, which would finance the purchase price of
the vehicle and private respondent, as lessee, would pay the amount financed in
installments.

On December 8, 1988, the Board of Directors of Guani Marketing authorized private
respondent to 1) purchase a Mercedes Benz through a lease-financing agreement
with CIFC, 2) negotiate with CIFC for the purchase of the vehicle through lease-
financing, and 3) sign all documents necessary to facilitate the purchase.[4]

On December 12, 1988, CIFC as lessor and Guani Marketing as lessee entered into



an Equipment Lease Agreement (the Agreement).[5] Under the terms of the
Agreement, the lessee was obligated to pay a downpayment/guaranty deposit of
P200,000.00, which would be refunded upon the termination of the lease, and a
monthly rental fee of P48,685.00 for twenty-four (24) months or a total of
P1,368,440.00.

On December 15, 1988, petitioner turned over the vehicle to private respondent
after a downpayment/guaranty deposit was made.

Petitioner later delivered to private respondent a Deed of Sale dated December 28,
1988 bearing the signature of Jacky del Mundo in his (private respondent's) favor[6]

and another deed also dated December 28, 1988 wherein private respondent was
selling the vehicle to CIFC.[7] The vehicle was later registered in the name of CIFC.
[8]

On March 2, 1990, the Bureau of Customs issued a warrant of seizure and
detention[9] over the vehicle on account of which it was impounded by the
Constabulary Highway Patrol of Cebu City,[10] it having allegedly been imported
without payment of the requisite customs duties and taxes in violation of the Tariff
and Customs Code. The seizure of the vehicle was published in the March 9, 1990
issue of the Newstime Daily[11] which private respondent claims caused him great
embarrassment.[12]

The Bureau of Customs subsequently filed a case against private respondent as the
possessor of the vehicle.[13] And CIFC also filed a complaint against Guani
Marketing before the RTC of Cebu for sum of money.[14]

From December 1988 up to March 1990, Guani Marketing had paid CIFC the total
amount of P978,960.00 to CIFC as rental fees.[15]

Private respondent thus filed a complaint,[16] now the subject of the present
petition, for "damages and attorney's fees," before the Regional Trial Court of Cebu
City, alleging that, inter alia, as a result of petitioner's fraudulent acts, he suffered
damages and accordingly prayed as follows:

WHEREFORE, it is most respectfully prayed to this Honorable Court that
after due notice and hearing judgment be rendered against defendant, to
wit:



a. Sentencing the defendant to pay plaintiff the amount he paid to the

Cebu International Finance Corporation by way of reimbursement in
the sum of P978,960.00;




b. Sentencing defendant to pay plaintiff the sum of P8,000.000.00
representing moral damages in violation of Article[s] 19, 20 and 21
of the New Civil code;




c. Sentencing defendant to pay plaintiff Exemplary Damages of
P2,000,000.00;






d. Sentencing defendant to pay litigation expenses in the sum of
P100,000.00;

e. Sentencing defendant to reimburse plaintiff the sum of P150,000.00
representing attorney's fee[s] advanced by the plaintiff; and

f. Further prays for other relief[s] just and equitable under given
premises.[17]

In his Answer, petitioner denied, among other things, having represented that he
was authorized to sell the vehicle, he claiming that he had told private respondent
that he was just "authorized to act as the go-between in the negotiations" for the
sale.[18] And he imputed negligence to private respondent in not having examined
the original of the certificate of payment and official receipt issued by the Bureau of
Customs.[19]




Before petitioner rested his case before the trial court, he submitted his formal offer
of evidence stating, among other things, that the Equipment Lease Agreement
marked as Exhibit "1" was being offered to show that private respondent did not
have the legal personality to file the complaint, he being merely the agent of Guani
Marketing which was the lessee of the vehicle.[20] To the offer of Exhibit "1" private
respondent objected to its purpose, he asserting that the case is "a personal action"
against petitioner.[21]




After trial on the merits, the trial court rendered judgment in favor of the plaintiff-
herein private respondent, holding as follows:



In view of the undue publication that plaintiff underwent in a local
newspaper of general circulation, that latter was embarrassed, insulted,
became anxious, suffered anxiety - all of these sufferings could be
attributed to the complained acts of defendant who is obliged to be
honest and circumspect in his business dealings much more in this case
with plaintiff. The brunt of evidence pointed to the deliberate failure to
give plaintiff the original copies of said documents so that plaintiff will be
spared from any difficulty or problem relative to the use, possession and
enjoyment of the car in question. The pertinent provisions of the New
Civil Code of the Philippines governing "human relations" provide, to wit:




x x x

WHEREFORE, in view of all the foregoing premises, judgment is hereby
rendered in favor of plaintiff as against defendant. The latter (defendant)
is hereby ordered to pay plaintiff the sum of P50,000.00 as moral
damages, the sum of P10,000.00 as attorney's fees and the sum of
P5,000.00 as costs of suit.[22]

Upon recourse to the Court of Appeals by both the defendant-herein petitioner and
the plaintiff-herein private respondent, the Court of Appeals, by Decision of October
24, 1996,[23] affirmed the trial court's decision.




Hence, the present petition of the defendant-herein petitioner filed on November 18,


