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### Title:
Clarin v. Rulona: The Case of the Perfected Contract and Unfulfilled Sale of Land Among Co-
Owners

### Facts:
Olegario B. Clarin (petitioner) and Alberto L.Rulona (respondent) became entangled in a
legal dispute over a sale contract involving 10 hectares of land from the Clarin Hermanos
inheritance.  On  May  31,  1959,  Clarin  composed  two  documents  (Exhibits  A  and  B),
authorizing a survey for Rulona and acknowledging receipt of an initial payment of ₱800 for
the  land,  valued  at  ₱2,500.  Rulona’s  complaint  avers  Clarin  reneged  on  the  deal  by
returning payments totaling ₱1,100. Clarin countered, arguing the sale depended on his co-
heirs’ consent, which wasn’t granted, causing the return of Rulona’s payments. The trial
court found a perfected contract of sale unencumbered by Clarin’s claimed conditions. The
Court of Appeals affirmed this decision, leading Clarin to petition for review on certiorari by
the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether Exhibits A and B constituted evidence of a perfected contract of sale.
2. Whether the condition of co-heirs’ consent as alleged by Clarin affects the validity of the
contract.
3. Whether the contract was valid despite not being a public document.
4. Whether Clarin could dispose of a specific part of common property.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed Clarin’s petition, upholding the decisions of the lower courts
and confirming the existence of a perfected sale contract. The Court reasoned:
1. Exhibits A and B, when construed together, evidenced a meeting of minds on the sale of a
particular ten hectares of land for ₱2,500, with an initial payment of ₱800 received by
Clarin.
2. The condition of co-heirs’ consent touted by Clarin was neither communicated to Rulona
nor documented, and thus irrelevant to the binding effect of the contract.
3. The contract’s enforceability was not contingent on being a public document. Degrees of
partial execution render the Statute of Frauds non-applicable.
4. Though Clarin, as a co-owner, couldn’t designate the specific land portion for sale, his
share could be legally bound by the sale’s effects.

### Doctrine:



G.R. No. L-30786. February 20, 1984 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

1. A contract of sale is perfected upon consensus on the object and the price, enforceable
regardless of form once partially executed, evading the Statute of Frauds.
2. Co-ownership rights allow one to bind their undivided share to contractual obligations,
affecting the share upon eventual partition.

### Class Notes:
– **Perfected Contract of Sale**: Occurs when parties agree on the object for sale and its
price. Partial execution of such a contract negates the necessity for it to fall under the
Statute of Frauds.
– **Civil  Code Reference**: Articles 1475 (Perfecting of Contracts) and 1357 (Need for
Public Document formality can be compelled).
– **Co-Ownership**:  A co-owner can sell  or encumber their share but cannot attribute
ownership of a specific parcel without partition. The sale impacts their share upon partition
(Civil Code, Art. 493).

### Historical Background:
The  case  clarifies  the  doctrine  concerning  contracts  of  sale,  especially  in  a  co-owned
property  context,  under  Philippine  legal  jurisprudence.  It  underscores  the  principles
governing the binding nature of contracts, the significance of partial execution, and the
rights of co-owners.  Clarin v.  Rulona reflects the legal complexities when dealing with
inherited property and the sale among co-owners, a common scenario in Philippine real
estate practice.


