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### Title:
Oberes v. Oberes: A Case of Annulment of Deed of Sale Due to Prescription and Vitiated
Consent

### Facts:
The legal journey began with a Complaint for Annulment of Deed of Sale, Recovery of
Possession, and Judicial Partition of Real Estate, Damages, and Attorney’s Fees filed by
Ciriaco, Cesario, and Gaudencio Oberes against Adriano Oberes on August 13, 2003. The
dispute revolved around Lot No. 5306, inherited by the Oberes siblings — Ciriaco, Cesario,
Gaudencio, Adriano, and Domingo — from their late parents. However, an alleged Deed of
Sale was executed in 1973 suggesting Gaudencio sold his shared interest in the lot to
Adriano — a transaction Gaudencio later contested due to his inability to read or write.
Despite  multiple  translations  through  various  courts,  the  Regional  Trial  Court,  and
eventually the Court of Appeals, the case culminated in the Supreme Court due to concerns
over prescription and the validity of the consent given under the contested Deed of Sale.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  the  Court  of  Appeals  erred in  dismissing the  complaint  on the  ground of
prescription.
2. Whether the Court of Appeals improperly concluded the disputed Deed of Sale as merely
voidable instead of outright null and void.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the CA’s decision, emphasizing the principle that contracts
where consent is vitiated — in this case, due to fraud or the inability of Gaudencio to
comprehend the deed due to illiteracy — are voidable and not automatically void. It was
highlighted  that  an  action  for  annulment  must  be  brought  within  four  years  from
discovering the fraud. The Court concluded that the petitioners filed the complaint outside
this period, therefore dismissing the case based on prescription. Specifically, it found that
the Oberes had been aware of Adriano’s claims to sole ownership since at least 1994 but did
not file a complaint until 2002, well beyond the four-year allowance.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterates the doctrines regarding the concurrence of consent for a valid contract
under Article 1318 of the Civil Code and the voidability of contracts under Articles 1390 and
1391 of  the Civil  Code when consent is  vitiated,  as well  as the critical  importance of
adhering to prescriptive periods for taking legal action.
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### Class Notes:
– Consent as a Vital Element for Contracts: A meeting of minds upon the object and the
price forms a valid contract (Article 1318, Civil Code).
–  Voidable Contracts Due to Vitiated Consent:  Contracts are voidable when consent is
vitiated by fraud, and actions to annul such contracts must be initiated within four years
from the discovery of fraud (Articles 1390 & 1391, Civil Code).
–  Importance  of  Prescription  Periods:  Legal  actions  must  be  brought  within  specified
periods, and failure to do so results in the dismissal of the case based on prescription
(Article 1139, Civil Code).

### Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  complexities  surrounding  inheritance  disputes  and  the
importance of clear, valid consent in contract law within the Philippine legal system. It
highlights how traditional practices, such as oral agreements and informal partitioning of
inherited property among siblings, can lead to significant legal disputes, especially when
compounded by issues of literacy and comprehension of legal documents. This decision
reinforces the need for clarity, the importance of timely legal action, and the protection of
parties with lesser negotiating power or understanding of legal processes.


