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**Title:** Bravo-Guerrero et al. vs. Edward P. Bravo and Intervenor-Respondent David B.
Diaz, Jr. Case Analysis

**Facts:**
The case revolves around the dispute over the ownership and partition of two parcels of
land located in Evangelista Street,  Makati  City,  owned by spouses Mauricio Bravo and
Simona Andaya-Bravo, registered under TCT Nos. 58999 and 59000. Following the death of
Mauricio (1973) and Simona (1977), a controversy arose among their heirs regarding the
validity of a Deed of Sale executed by Mauricio in favor of his children (Roland A. Bravo,
Ofelia A. Bravo, and Elizabeth Bravo) in 1970. Edward P. Bravo, claiming to be a co-owner
by succession, filed an action for judicial partition in 1997. David B. Diaz, Jr., supported
Edward’s claims through an intervention filed in 1999.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Makati dismissed the request for partition, validating the
sale from Mauricio to his children. However, this decision was reversed by the Court of
Appeals, which found the deed of sale void due to lack of Simona’s consent, necessitating a
partition of the properties among Mauricio and Simona’s heirs.

**Issues:**
1. Was the Court of Appeals correct in voiding the Deed of Sale based on the absence of
Simona’s consent, citing Article 166 and Article 1878 of the Civil Code?
2. Was the Court of Appeals in error when it ordered the partition of the Properties?
3. Was the sale of the conjugal properties valid as to Mauricio’s share, despite claims of the
sale being simulated and for grossly inadequate consideration?

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court partially granted the petition, reinstating the RTC’s decision but with
modifications regarding the partition. The Court clarified that disagreements on the need
for Simona’s consent and the adequacy of the sale consideration were more factual than
legal. Addressing the consent requirement, the Court determined that the General Power of
Attorney (GPA) executed by Simona sufficiently authorized Mauricio to perform the sale,
thereby satisfying the special power of attorney requirement for disposing of real property.
The  Court  also  debunked  the  claim  of  simulation  and  found  no  gross  inadequacy  of
consideration in the sale, concluding that the deed of sale was valid and binding.

**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court reaffirmed the doctrine that contracts alienating conjugal real property
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without the other spouse’s consent are not void but merely voidable under the Civil Code.
However, they highlighted that the action to annul such contracts must be initiated by the
spouse or their heirs within a specific period, failing which the contract remains valid. They
also reiterated that a general power of attorney could be deemed sufficient for transactions
requiring a special power of attorney if  it  contains a clear mandate from the principal
authorizing the specific act.

**Class Notes:**
1. **General Power of Attorney vs. Special Power of Attorney:** Even a document titled as a
general power of attorney can suffice for acts requiring a special power of attorney if it
explicitly authorizes such acts.
2. **Consent in Conjugal Property Sales:** Under the Civil Code, the absence of a spouse’s
consent to a sale of conjugal property renders the contract voidable, not void, with specific
conditions and timeframes for annulment.
3. **Void vs. Voidable Contracts:** Distinctions between contracts that are void ab initio
versus those that are merely voidable and the effects thereof.
4. **Partition Among Heirs:** A co-owner may demand partition of joint property unless a
precedent condition, like repudiation of the co-ownership, exists.
5. **Doctrine of Regularity:** Notarized documents enjoy a presumption of regularity unless
proven otherwise.

**Historical Background:**
The case illustrates the evolving interpretation of the Civil  Code’s provisions regarding
conjugal  property,  emphasizing  the  importance  of  clear  consent  and  the  delineation
between  void  and  voidable  transactions  within  the  Philippine  legal  framework.  It
underscores the judiciary’s role in balancing the rights and obligations of heirs in property
disputes, reflecting societal values regarding family and inheritance.


