G.R. No. 205810. September 09, 2020 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title: Estate of Valeriano C. Bueno and Genoveva I. Bueno v. Estate of Atty. Eduardo M.
Peralta, Sr. and Luz B. Peralta: A Contract Beyond Words**

**Facts:**

The case revolves around a verbal contract between Valeriano Bueno, Sr. (Bueno) and his
lawyer, Atty. Eduardo M. Peralta, Sr. (Atty. Peralta), in which Bueno promised the transfer
of a property to Atty. Peralta as partial payment for legal services rendered. This
arrangement was not formalized in writing but was acted upon by both parties: Atty. Peralta
and his family took possession of the property, introduced improvements, and paid the real
estate taxes from 1962 until Atty. Peralta’s death in 1983. Despite repeated requests for
formal conveyance, the Bueno family refused, leading to the filing of a complaint for specific
performance by Dr. Edgardo B. Peralta, representing his father’s estate. The case escalated
through various legal challenges, from denial of a motion to dismiss at the Regional Trial
Court (RTC) level to reconsideration of demurrer to evidence that was ultimately denied by
the RTC, which initially ruled in favor of the Bueno Estate. Upon appeal, the Court of
Appeals reversed the RTC’s decision, holding that the agreement between Bueno and Atty.
Peralta constituted an innominate contract that was partially executed, thus removing it
from the scope of the Statute of Frauds.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the Statute of Frauds is applicable to the verbal agreement between Bueno and
Atty. Peralta.

2. Whether the contract between Bueno and Atty. Peralta, being partially executed, could
still be valid and enforceable despite not being in writing.

3. Whether Bueno’s promise to convey the property to Atty. Peralta, in exchange for legal
services until retirement, was fulfilled, considering that Atty. Peralta continued providing
legal services until his retirement age.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court upheld the Court of Appeals’ decision, ruling that the verbal contract
between Bueno and Atty. Peralta was indeed partially executed and thus valid and
enforceable, effectively sidestepping the Statute of Frauds. The Court emphasized that such
a contract was ratified through the parties’ actions, particularly Bueno’s delivery of
possession of the property to Atty. Peralta and Atty. Peralta’s continued provision of legal
services. It concluded that enforcing Bueno’s obligation to formally convey the title was only
just and equitable, ensuring Atty. Peralta’s services were properly compensated.
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**Doctrine:**

The case reiterates the doctrine that the Statute of Frauds is inapplicable to contracts
partially executed. It underlines the principle that equity will not allow the statute to be
used as an instrument of fraud, thus preventing parties from reneging on their obligations
under partially executed verbal agreements.

**Class Notes:**

- The Statute of Frauds (Article 1403, Civil Code of the Philippines) demands specific
contracts to be in writing to be enforceable. However, this case highlights an exception:
when the contract is partially executed, it may be deemed valid and enforceable despite not
being in writing.

- Partial execution of a contract is a crucial concept, demonstrating commitment to the
agreement through actions consistent with its terms.

- Ratification can occur by implicit actions that recognize and abide by the terms of an
otherwise unenforceable contract.

**Historical Background:**

This case underscores the interplay between formal legal requirements and the equitable
consideration of actions taken in good faith reliance on verbal agreements. It illuminates the
judiciary’s role in upholding justice beyond the confines of strict legal formalities, reflecting
an essential aspect of legal history where equitable principles intervene to prevent the uses
of statutory provisions as tools for injustice.
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