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### Title:
Florentino Genato, Francisco Genato, and Genato Commercial Corporation vs. Felisa Genato
de Lorenzo

### Facts:
1. **Background**: The Genato Commercial Corporation was a family business founded by
Vicente Genato and Simona B. de Genato, who had six children: Francisco, Florentino,
Manuel, Carmen, Felisa, and Juan.
2. **Shares in Dispute**: As of March 26, 1928, Simona owned 430 shares valued at ₱100
each, as evidenced by share certificate No. 7.
3. **Board Meeting**: On December 23, 1942, a Board of Directors meeting, attended by
Francisco  G.  Genato,  Simona  B.  Vda.  de  Genato,  and  Florentino  Genato,  designated
Florentino as Assistant Secretary-Treasurer.
4. **Stock Transfer**: Within days, Florentino canceled share certificates Nos. 7 and 18,
issuing new certificates: No. 118 (265 shares) for himself and No. 119 (265 shares) for
Francisco.
5. **Death and Probate**: Simona died post-WWII, and her estate was inventoried in Special
Proceedings (71546, Court of First Instance of Manila). The disputed shares were not listed.
6. **Initial Lawsuit**: On July 8, 1948, the Philippine Trust Company and three children
(Manuel, Felisa, Juan) filed to recover 530 shares from Florentino and Francisco, arguing
they should be in the estate inventory for equitable distribution.
7. **Claims of Donation**: Florentino and Francisco claimed the shares were a donation
from Simona on December 25, 1942.
8.  **Trial  Court Decision**:  The trial  court ruled in favor of  Florentino and Francisco,
dismissing the complaint based on a finding that the shares were donated.
9. **Appeal by Felisa**: Felisa appealed, arguing no valid donation occurred.

### Procedural Posture:
– Felisa appealed to the Court of Appeals.
– The Court of Appeals reversed the trial court, ruling the shares were never validly donated
and thus remained part of Simona’s estate.
– Florentino and Francisco then appealed by certiorari to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. **Existence of Fraud**: Did Felisa prove fraud in the transfer of the shares to invalidate
them?
2. **Validity of Transfer**: Was the transfer made by Simona to Florentino and Francisco
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valid under legal requirements?
3. **Nature of Donation**: Was the transfer a valid donation?
4. **Effect of Non-Appealing Co-Plaintiffs**: Does Felisa’s appeal benefit the other heirs who
did not individually appeal?

### Court’s Decision:
1.  **Fraud**:  The court found the issue of  fraud irrelevant since evidence showed the
transfer lacked a valid causa or consideration, undermining its legitimacy.
2. **Validity of Transfer**: The Supreme Court upheld the finding that there was no valid
donation or sale. The transfer document’s endorsement was contested by evidence and
contradictory testimony, proving the transaction was simulated.
3. **Nature of Donation**:
– **Acceptance**: The court emphasized a valid donation requires simultaneous acceptance
by the donee.
–  **Joint  Donation**:  Both  donees  needed  concurrent  acceptance,  which  was  absent.
Francisco did not authorize Florentino to accept on his behalf.
–  **Legislation**:  Cited Manresa’s  Commentaries and relevant Civil  Code provisions to
support these procedural inadequacies.
4. **Effect of Non-Appealing Co-Plaintiffs**: The court accepted that Felisa’s appeal was
sufficient to prevent finality of the lower court’s decision regarding all heirs due to the
undivided nature of the estate.

### Doctrine:
– **Principle of Simultaneous Acceptance in Donations**: A proper donation to multiple
parties requires simultaneous delivery by the donor and acceptance by the donees, or an
authorized acceptance via a valid power of attorney documented publicly.
– **Simulated Transactions**: The burden of proving the legitimacy of transfers disguised as
donations rests with the party claiming validity, particularly when contradicting evidence
suggests otherwise.

### Class Notes:
1. **Donation Requirements**: Civil Code of 1889, Art. 630 – Delivery and acceptance must
be simultaneous. Acceptance by a proxy requires a public power of attorney.
2. **Void Transactions**: Invalid donation due to improper acceptance nullifies the transfer.
3. **Estate Administration**: Undistributed estates keep heirs’ interests intertwined until
final resolution, impacting the appellate process.
4. **Simulated Contracts**: Legal presumption of validity is prima facie and must fall to
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evidence establishing simulation.

### Historical Background:
– **Era Context**: The case is set in post-WWII Philippines, a period involving significant
familial and corporate litigations around properties affected by wartime disruptions.
– **Legal Evolution**: Reflects the evolving jurisprudence on donation and estate liquidation
under  Spanish-influenced  Civil  Code,  emphasizing  rigorous  compliance  with  statutory
requirements for property transactions.


