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### Title:
Quiombing v. Court of Appeals: A Case on Solidary Creditors and Indispensable Parties

### Facts:
The case revolves around a “Construction and Service Agreement” executed on August 30,
1983, where Nicencio Tan Quiombing and Dante Biscocho, collectively referred to as the
First Party, agreed to construct a house for Francisco and Manuelita Saligo, the Second
Party, for a contract price of P137,940.00. Subsequently, a second agreement was formed
between  Quiombing  and  Manuelita  Saligo  on  October  10,  1984,  acknowledging  the
completion of the house and outlining the payment method for the contract price balance.
This led to Manuelita Saligo issuing a promissory note for P125,363.50 as the remaining
amount due, payable to Quiombing by December 31, 1984.

Quiombing filed a complaint on October 9, 1986, for the recovery of the said amount plus
charges and interests after the Saligos failed to fulfill  their payment obligation despite
repeated demands. The defendants motioned for the dismissal of the complaint on February
4, 1987, citing the non-joinder of Biscocho, an allegedly indispensable party, which was
initially  denied  but  then  granted  upon  reconsideration  by  the  trial  court.  Quiombing
escalated the matter to the Court of Appeals (CA), arguing his right to act alone as a
solidary creditor. The CA, however, sustained the trial court’s decision, leading Quiombing
to appeal to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether a solidary creditor can sue alone for the recovery of amounts due without
including the other solidary creditor as a co-plaintiff.
2. Whether the non-joinder of a solidary creditor constitutes grounds for dismissal of the
complaint due to the non-inclusion of an indispensable party.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petition, setting aside the CA’s decision and directing the
Regional Trial Court of Antipolo, Rizal, to reinstate Civil Case No. 913-A. The Court clarified
that Quiombing, as a solidary creditor, was entitled to enforce the payment by himself alone,
without the need to include Biscocho as a co-plaintiff.  It  adhered to the principle that
solidary obligations allow any one of the creditors to act for the benefit of all, distinguishing
between indispensable and necessary parties in the context of solidary obligations.

### Doctrine:
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The cardinal  principle  established is  that  in  solidary  obligations,  one creditor  has  the
authority  to  enforce  the  whole  obligation,  distinguishing  between  indispensable  and
necessary parties by elucidating that the non-joinder of a solidary creditor is not grounds for
the dismissal of a complaint for non-inclusion of an indispensable party.

### Class Notes:
– **Solidary Obligation**: Involves each debtor being liable for the entire obligation and
each creditor entitled to demand the whole obligation (Civil Code, Art. 1212).
– **Indispensable vs. Necessary Parties**: Indispensable parties are those without whom no
final determination can be had of an action, whereas necessary (proper) parties are those
whose presence is necessary to adjudicate the whole controversy, but a final decree can be
made in their absence without affecting them.
– **Article 1212 and 1214 of the Civil Code**: Pertinent provisions elucidating the rights of
solidary  creditors  to  act  individually  in  enforcing obligations and the specific  scenario
regarding payment post-demands made by one of the solidary creditors.
– **Application of Rules**: Distinguishes between joint and solidary obligations, asserting
the authority of any solidary creditor to pursue action for recovery of the entire debt.

### Historical Background:
The  case  underscores  the  applicability  of  solidary  obligations  amid  contract  and  debt
arrangements within Philippine jurisprudence, providing a pivotal standpoint on the rights
and  capacities  of  solidary  creditors  against  solidary  debtors,  and  solidifying  the
interpretation  of  obligational  roles  within  legal  and  contractual  frameworks.


