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### Title: Spouses Lydia and Virgilio Meliton vs. Court of Appeals and Nelia A. Ziga

### Facts:
Nelia Ziga filed a complaint against Lydia Meliton for rescission of a lease contract due to
alleged  violations  by  Meliton.  Meliton  countered  with  claims  for  damages  due  to  the
demolition of improvements she made on the leased property. The trial court dismissed
Ziga’s complaint as moot after the lease expired and also dismissed Meliton’s counterclaims
for non-payment of docket fees. The Melitons then filed a separate action for the same
claims, which was initially denied dismissal and then led to a petition for certiorari by Ziga
to the Supreme Court, which referred the case to the Court of Appeals. The CA decided
against the Melitons, stating their previous counterclaim was compulsory and its dismissal
barred a subsequent action for the same claims.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Melitons’ counterclaims were compulsory in nature.
2. Whether the Melitons were barred from asserting their claims in a separate action after
failing to seek reconsideration of or to appeal from the dismissal of their counterclaims.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the decision of the Court of Appeals, holding that:
1. The Melitons’ counterclaims were indeed compulsory but their dismissal for non-payment
of docket fees did not adjudicate on the merits, hence not barring a subsequent action.
2.  The Melitons,  having set up their claims as counterclaims in the prior action, were
improperly barred from pursuing these in a later action due to technical procedural errors
and misunderstandings arising from the court’s dismissal of their counterclaims.

### Doctrine:
The case established that a dismissal of compulsory counterclaims due to non-payment of
docket fees, without a clear adjudication on the merits, does not constitute a bar to filing a
subsequent  action  based  on  the  same  claims.  Furthermore,  it  highlights  the  court’s
discretion in allowing claims to proceed when technical procedural errors occur, in service
of substantive justice.

### Class Notes:
–  Compulsory  vs.  Permissive  Counterclaims:  Understand  the  criteria  that  distinguish
compulsory from permissive counterclaims and how these affect subsequent litigation.
– Dismissal for Non-payment of Docket Fees: Note how such a dismissal impacts the ability
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to refile claims based on the same action.
– Res Judicata: Grasp the elements required for a prior judgment to bar a subsequent case:
final judgment, jurisdiction over subject matter and parties, judgment on merits, identity in
parties, subject, and cause of action.
–  Relaxation of  Procedural  Rules:  Appreciate  circumstances when the court  may relax
procedural rules to prevent a miscarriage of justice.

### Historical Background:
This case underscores the evolving interpretation of legal doctrines related to counterclaims
and procedural dismissals in Philippine jurisprudence. It illustrates the judiciary’s balancing
act between strict adherence to procedural laws and the overarching goal of dispensing
substantive justice.


