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### Title:
**Republic of the Philippines vs. Norma Cuison-Melgar and Eulogio A. Melgar**

### Facts:
1. **Marriage**: Norma and Eulogio Melgar were married on March 27, 1965, in Dagupan
City and had five children.

2. **Filing of Petition**: On August 19, 1996, Norma filed a petition for the declaration of
nullity of marriage based on Eulogio’s psychological incapacity under Article 36 of the
Family Code. She cited several behavioral problems such as habitual alcoholism, jealousy,
and abandonment since December 27, 1985.

3. **Service of Summons**: Summons and a copy of the complaint were served to Eulogio
on October 21, 1996. Eulogio did not respond within the reglementary period.

4. **Public Prosecutor’s Investigation**: On November 25, 1996, the RTC ordered the Public
Prosecutor to check for collusion between the parties. The Public Prosecutor’s report on
December 18, 1996, stated no collusion existed.

5. **Evidence Presentation**: Norma presented her evidence on January 8, 1997, before the
Clerk of Court. She testified about Eulogio’s abusive behavior, habitual drunkenness, and
the lack of employment, resulting in her assuming the family’s financial responsibilities.

6. **RTC Decision**: On January 20, 1997, the RTC declared the marriage null and void due
to psychological incapacity. The RTC focused on Eulogio’s vices, their impact on his family,
and his failure to fulfill marital obligations.

7. **Appeal to CA**: The Republic, represented by the OSG, appealed the decision on the
grounds that the evidence was insufficient. The CA upheld the RTC decision on August 11,
1999, emphasizing Eulogio’s habitual alcoholism and inability to fulfill marital obligations.

8. **Elevated to Supreme Court**: The OSG filed a petition for review with the Supreme
Court,  arguing  that  mere  inability  to  perform marital  obligations  does  not  equate  to
psychological incapacity under Article 36.

### Issues:
– **Central Issue**: Whether Eulogio’s alleged psychological incapacity fulfills the criteria
under Article 36 of the Family Code.
– **Specific Legal Questions**:
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1. Should psychological incapacity be proven by expert testimony?
2. Did the evidence establish the psychological incapacity at the time of the marriage?
3. Was the incapacity shown to be grave, antecedent, and incurable?

### Court’s Decision:
– **Reversal of CA and RTC Decisions**: The Supreme Court reversed the decisions of the
CA and RTC.

– **Resolution of Legal Issues**:
1. **Proof by Experts**: Expert testimony is not condition sine qua non, but their presence
significantly  strengthens  claims  of  psychological  incapacity.  Norma’s  testimony,
unsupported  by  expert  opinions  or  additional  evidence,  was  insufficient.

2. **Existence at Marriage**: The Court noted that Norma’s cited behavioral issues emerged
after the marriage. There was no indication that Eulogio suffered from these issues at the
time of their marriage.

3.  **Gravity,  Antecedence,  Incurability**:  The  court  emphasized  that  psychological
incapacity  should  be  medically  or  clinically  identified,  proven  through  comprehensive
evidence,  and  shown  to  exist  at  the  time  of  marriage.  Norma  did  not  satisfy  these
requirements with her testimony alone.

The Court concluded that Eulogio’s actions, as described by Norma, could potentially justify
legal separation but did not fit  the stringent criteria for nullity based on psychological
incapacity under Article 36 of the Family Code.

### Doctrine:
The case reiterated the doctrines established in **Santos v. CA** and **Republic v. Molina**
concerning psychological incapacity:
– Psychological incapacity must be grave, antecedent, and incurable.
– Root causes must be medically or clinically identified, sufficiently proven by experts, and
clearly explained.
– Incapacity must be present at the time of the marriage.

Additionally, the Supreme Court stressed the active role of the public prosecutor and the
OSG in such cases to prevent collusion and ensure evidence integrity.

### Class Notes:



G.R. NO. 139676. March 31, 2006 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 3

– **Key Elements**:
– Psychological incapacity under Article 36 must be met with rigorous standards of proof.
– The incapacity should influence the person’s ability to comprehend and fulfill  marital
obligations.
– The importance of expert testimony to substantiate claims of psychological incapacity.

– **Relevant Statutes/Provisions**:
– **Article 36, Family Code**: Defines psychological incapacity that voids a marriage.
–  **Articles  68-72,  220,  221,  225,  Family  Code**:  Outline  the  marital  obligations  and
parental duties.

Understanding the stringent criteria for proving psychological incapacity under Article 36 is
crucial,  revolving  around  the  necessity  of  demonstrating  serious  personality  disorders
through clinical or expert testimony.

### Historical Background:
The case encapsulates the judicial balance between safeguarding the sanctity of marriage
and addressing genuinely untenable matrimonial circumstances due to severe psychological
issues. This decision highlights the Philippine judiciary’s conservative stance in favor of
marital preservation versus nullity, aligning with constitutional and statutory protection of
the family unit.


