
G.R. NO. 153201. January 26, 2005 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

Title: **Menchavez et al. vs. Teves Jr.**

Facts:
The case revolves around a “Contract of Lease” executed on February 28, 1986, involving
José Menchavez alongside other members of the Menchavez family as lessors and Florentino
Teves Jr.  as  the lessee.  The contract  concerned a 10-hectare area in  Tabuelan,  Cebu,
purported to be owned by the Menchavezes and used as a fishpond, with Teves agreeing to
pay an annual  rent.  However,  on June 2,  1988,  authorities  demolished fishpond dikes
constructed by Teves, alleging the Menchavezes violated their contract by not providing
peaceful  and  adequate  enjoyment  of  the  property,  leading  Teves  to  sue  for  damages.
Contrarily,  the  Menchavezes  filed  a  Third  Party  Complaint  against  various  individuals,
arguing the issue arose from actions not their own.

The Regional Trial  Court (RTC) found the Contract of Lease void ab initio,  due to the
property  being  state-owned  land  under  fishpond  application,  rendering  any  claim  of
ownership by the Menchavezes legally nonexistent. Consequently, neither party, being in
pari delicto, was entitled to recover under the void contract. Aggrieved, Teves appealed to
the Court of Appeals (CA), which acknowledged the contract’s nullity but awarded damages
to Teves, suggesting he had not known of the Menchavezes’ lack of ownership.

Issues:
The core issues for the Supreme Court’s consideration included:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in its finding that the parties were not in pari delicto
and thereby entitled Teves to recovery.
2. Whether liquidated damages and actual damages were properly awarded to Teves given
the contract’s void status.

Court’s Decision:
The Philippine Supreme Court held that both parties were indeed in pari delicto, reversing
the CA’s decision. The contract being void, meant it produced no legal effects, and as such,
none of the parties could claim damages resulting from it. The Court reinstated the RTC’s
decision, emphasizing that when parties engage in a contract over a property that neither
owns nor has rights to lease, they engage in a legally nonexistent transaction, disentitling
them from any protection or relief under that contract. Consequently, the award of actual
and liquidated damages to Teves by the CA was also set aside.

Doctrine:
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The key doctrine reiterated in this decision pertains to the law on null and void contracts. A
contract that is legally nonexistent produces no effect. When both parties are at fault (in
pari delicto), the courts will typically not intervene to aid either party, leaving them to bear
the consequences of their unlawful agreement.

Class Notes:
– **Void Contract**: A contract lacking a legal effect from its inception, producing no rights
or obligations between the parties involved.
– **In Pari Delicto**: A principle denoting situations where both parties are at equal fault,
particularly concerning illegal agreements, thereby precluding judicial relief for either side.
– **Actual Damages & Liquidated Damages**: Should not be awarded from a void contract
since these are predicated on the existence of a valid and enforceable agreement.

Historical Background:
This case underscores the imperative legal principle regarding ownership and property
rights within the Philippine legal framework, particularly concerning state-owned land and
the limitations on individual rights to lease or alienate such properties. It also exemplifies
the  complexities  arising  in  legal  disputes  over  property  use,  ownership,  and  leasing
arrangements, highlighting the critical role of due diligence in contractual dealings.


