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### Title:
Boston Equity Resources, Inc. v. Court of Appeals and Lolita G. Toledo

### Facts:
Boston Equity Resources, Inc. (petitioner) filed a complaint on December 24, 1997, for sum
of money with a prayer for the issuance of a writ of preliminary attachment against spouses
Manuel and Lolita Toledo. Lolita (respondent) filed an Answer on March 19, 1998. She later
amended her Answer, revealing her husband Manuel was deceased since July 13, 1995. The
petitioner then requested to disclose Manuel’s heirs, which the respondent complied with.
Subsequently, a Motion for Substitution was filed by the petitioner and granted by the RTC,
allowing Manuel’s children as party-defendants.

Pre-trial and hearings proceeded. Petitioner presented its evidence. On May 26, 2004, the
reception of evidence for the respondent was canceled, and on September 24, 2004, a
demurrer to evidence was scheduled. Instead, on October 7, 2004, the respondent filed a
motion to dismiss on the grounds of failure to implead an indispensable party, lack of
jurisdiction over Manuel, erroneous order of substitution, and the motion to dismiss the case
against Lolita based on the Rules of Court. The RTC denied the motion, stating it was out of
time and barred by estoppel by laches.

The respondent took the matter to the Court of Appeals through a petition for certiorari.
The CA found the RTC’s denial was based on estoppel by laches, incorrectly sidestepping
the principle that issues of jurisdiction may be raised at any stage. The complaint should
have impleaded Manuel’s estate and since his obligation was solidary, the claim against him
should  be  filed  in  estate  proceedings.  The  petitioner’s  subsequent  motion  for
reconsideration  was  denied.

### Issues:
1. Is the respondent estopped from questioning the trial court’s jurisdiction?
2. Was the petitioner’s failure to implead an indispensable party such as the estate of
Manuel a ground for dismissal?
3. Does the inclusion of Manuel as a party-defendant constitute misjoinder not warranting
the dismissal of the case?
4. Was it necessary for the petitioner to file its claim against the estate of Manuel?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petitioner’s appeal. It reinstated the orders of the Regional
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Trial Court (RTC) and directed the continued trial against Lolita G. Toledo only, dismissing
the case against Manuel as he was deceased before the case was filed. The Court found the
CA erred in granting the writ of certiorari to the respondent. Jurisdiction over the person of
Manuel was never acquired as he was deceased beforehand.

### Doctrine:
Jurisdiction over the person of a defendant is acquired through valid service of summons.
Summons notifies the defendant of the action against them and is the means for the court to
acquire jurisdiction over their person. A court cannot proceed against a dead person and
claims against deceased persons should be filed against their estates.

### Class Notes:
Key Elements:
1. Misjoinder of Parties – Misjoinder does not warrant dismissal; parties can be dropped or
added at any stage.
2. Jurisdiction – Jurisdiction over a person is acquired by valid service of summons.
3. Indispensable Party – A party is indispensable if his interest in the controversy means that
the court cannot make a determination without affecting this interest.
4. Estoppel by Laches – In civil procedure, parties may be precluded from raising certain
issues if not timely claimed.

Relevant Provision:
Article 1216 of the Civil Code of the Philippines – Creditor may proceed against any one or
all of the solidary debtors.
Section 7 of Rule 3 of the Revised Rules of Court – Mandates the joinder of indispensable
parties.
Section 5 and 6 of Rule 86 of the Revised Rules of Court – Relates to claims against the
estate of a deceased person.

Application:
Petitioner could proceed against respondent alone due to the solidary nature of the debt
without impleading the estate of Manuel.

### Historical Background:
In cases where the debtor is deceased, jurisprudence has developed to indicate that the
proper  procedure  is  to  proceed  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  in  the  settlement
proceedings if the creditor wishes to do so. However, creditors may also choose to proceed
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solely against surviving solidary debtors. The Boston Equity case clarifies the application of
rules on indispensable parties and jurisdictions over deceased parties in the context of
solidary obligations.


