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Title: Virginia Gochan, et al. vs. Mercedes Gochan, et al., G.R. No. 145837

Facts:

1. Respondents, who are stockholders in Felix Gochan and Sons Realty Corporation and
Mactan Realty Development Corporation, offered to sell their shares to the petitioners for
PHP 200 million in 1996. The shares were paid for, and respondents issued “Receipts”
acknowledging this. They further executed “Release, Waiver and Quitclaim” documents.

2. Unbeknownst to petitioners, Crispo Gochan, Jr., on behalf of the respondents, asked the
petitioners to sign a “promissory note” he had crafted, which included an unexpected note:
“Said amount is in partial consideration of the sale.”

3. Respondents sued the petitioners for specific performance and damages in the Regional
Trial Court (RTC) of Cebu City, arguing that despite receiving the PHP 200 million, the
petitioners  agreed  in  a  Provisional  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  transfer  additional
properties. These included designated lots in Mabolo and Mactan, Cebu.

4.  Petitioners  filed  an  answer  citing  several  affirmative  defenses,  including  lack  of
jurisdiction due to incorrect docket fees, Statute of Frauds issues, and claim extinguishment
through payment, while challenging the joinder of indispensable parties.

5. Petitioners moved for a preliminary hearing on these affirmative defenses, which the RTC
denied. A motion for reconsideration was also denied.

6. Petitioners elevated the matter to the Court of Appeals (CA) through a certiorari petition,
which  the  CA  also  dismissed.  A  motion  for  reconsideration  followed,  which  too  was
unsuccessful.

7. Dissatisfied, the petitioners sought a review from the Supreme Court, raising essential
jurisdictional and procedural concerns including payment of docket fees, application of the
Statute of Frauds, and extinguishment of claims by payment acknowledgment.

Issues:

1. Did the Court of Appeals err in its determination that the correct docket fees were paid
for a real action?

2. Was it correct to rule that the Provisional Memorandum of Agreement was partially
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executed, hence not subject to the Statute of Frauds?

3. Had the claims of the respondents been satisfied through complete payment, considering
the receipts issued?

4. Were Felix Gochan III and Esteban Gochan, Jr. indispensable parties to the case?

Court’s Decision:

1. Jurisdiction and Docket Fees: The Supreme Court ruled that the action was in reality a
real action since it sought the conveyance of real property; hence, docket fees should have
been based on the assessed or estimated value of those properties rather than the nature
initially filed. The insufficient docket fee meant the trial court had not rightfully acquired
jurisdiction.

2. Statute of Frauds: The agreement for transferring the properties was covered by the
Statute of Frauds as it lacked written formality, and thus it was an enforceable claim only
through such documentation or in an executed form, which was not evidenced here.

3.  Extinguishment  through  Payment:  The  Court  decided  the  full  payment  and  release
documents indicated claim satisfaction; thus, no subsequent demands beyond the PHP 200
million were tenable.

4. Indispensable Parties: The Court asserted the importance of having all parties present
who held interests tied directly to the claims or defenses being asserted. This procedural
integrity  wasn’t  solely  determinative of  granting the original  motion but  important  for
complete adjudication.

Doctrine:

The case reiterates the essential principles regarding the payment of docket fees vis-à-vis
court jurisdiction, highlighting the dichotomy between personal actions and real actions as
it affects court filings. It specifies the procedural necessities in processing claims involving
real estate transactions and asserts the enforcement through either statutory compliance or
execution.

Class Notes:

– Real Actions necessitate docket fees based on property value.
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– Statute of Frauds requires real estate contracts to be in writing unless executed.
– Payment and acknowledgment can operate to extinguish liabilities.
– Jurisdiction is contingent on correct procedural compliance.
– Indispensable parties must be joined to ensure adjudicative completeness.

Historical Background:

The case embodies thematic legal challenges that arise when transitioning from a society
heavily  reliant  on  verbal  agreements  to  one  strictly  adhering  to  written  contract
requirements, set against the backdrop of vibrant real estate transactions in the Philippines
during the post-Marcos era.  This  period saw the legal  system grappling with defining
jurisdictional  bars  in  an  evolving  judicial  framework  with  increasing  substantive  and
procedural rigor.


