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QUISUMBING, J.:

For review is the Decision of the Court of Appeals dated December 27, 1991 in CA-G.R. No. SP 20113, which
dismissed, on the ground of res judicata, petitioner’s action for recovery of foreshore areas, cancellation of titles,
and injunction.

The facts, which we find supported by the records, are as follows:

On January 18, 1985, petitioner filed with the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Cavite City a complaint docketed as
Civil Case No. N-4614 to nullify Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. (555) RT-2957 and its derivative titles,
and to revert the lands covered by these titles to the public domain. The complaint alleged that said TCT was a
falsely reconstituted title, issued by an unauthorized recorder at the Office of the Register of Deeds. It further
alleged that the lot covered by said title was foreshore land and cannot be privately appropriated.

On January 8, 1986, private respondent A. Sison & Sons, Inc., moved to dismiss the complaint, which the RTC
granted on the ground of lack of jurisdiction.

On March 18, 1986, petitioner moved for reconsideration. The motion was denied. According to the trial court,
since petitioner’s objective was reversion of the lots to the public domain, a reopening of the land registration
case would be necessary, and it had no jurisdiction to do so.[1]

On April 22, 1986, petitioner filed with the appellate court a "Motion for Extension of Time to File Petition for
Review" of the orders of the trial court. The matter was docketed as CA-G.R. SP No. 08803. Without waiting for
the results of CA-G.R. SP No. 08803, petitioner, on June 27, 1986, filed a special civil action for certiorari with
this Court to nullify the orders in Civil Case No. N-4614. This petition was docketed as G.R. No. 74943. On
October 9, 1986, the appellate court resolved to deem CA-G.R. SP No. 08803 as abandoned. On June 19, 1989,
we dismissed the petition in G.R. No. 74943 for failure to show grave abuse of discretion on the trial court’s
part.[2]

On February 27, 1990, petitioner filed another petition for review of the lower court’s orders in Civil Case No.
N-4614 docketed as CA-G.R. No. 20113 with the Court of Appeals. It reiterated the same matters covered in Civil
Case No. N-4614 and sought essentially the same reliefs. On October 4, 1990, A. Sison & Sons, Inc., filed its
answer contending that CA-G.R. No. 20113 was barred by res judicata and forum-shopping.

On December 27, 1991, the Court of Appeals dismissed the petition due to res judicata. The appellate court found
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that the main question before it was whether or not the lands covered by the titles in question were foreshore
lands. It ruled that several courts had already passed upon it. Civil Cases Nos. N-1924 and N-2052 decided by the
then Court of First Instance (CFI) of Cavite in May 17, 1978 and June 4, 1985, respectively, declared the
questioned land as not foreshore land. These judgments were affirmed in toto by the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R.
Nos. 65033-R and 65034-R, respectively. We upheld the appellate court’s ruling in our resolution of October 12,
1983 in G.R. Nos. 62676-77. In Civil Case No. 2494, the same CFI held that the disputed property was not
foreshore land. This was affirmed on appeal in CA-G.R. CV No. 70426. An order of dismissal was issued in Civil
Case No. N-4614, which was affirmed in CA-G.R. SP No. 08803. The appellate court likewise pointed to our
ruling in G.R. No. 74943 dismissing petitioner’s special civil action for certiorari. Finding that res judicata had
set in, the appellate court held that the issue of whether or not the questioned land is foreshore area is already a
settled one and conclusive upon the parties.[3]

The Court of Appeals disposed:

"Hence, the issue of whether or not the questioned land is a portion of the foreshore area can no longer be
inquired into, the issue being a settled one and is conclusive between the parties.

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, the instant petition is hereby ordered DISMISSED. No
pronouncement as to costs.

SO ORDERED."[4]

Petitioner now, before this court, contends that:

"[T]he Court of Appeals dismissed the petition on the ground that it was barred by res judicata, although the
evidence did not show that the prior judgments were judgments on the merits and final, and that there was
identity of parties, subject matter, and causes of action between said prior judgments and CA-G.R. No. 20113
as required by the Rules of Court and the doctrine pronounced in Suarez v. Court of Appeals, 193 SCRA 183,
and Nabus v. Court of Appeals, 193 SCRA 732."[5]

Did the Court of Appeals err in finding petitioner’s claim barred by res judicata?

The doctrine of res judicata provides that a final judgment on the merits rendered by a court of competent
jurisdiction, is conclusive as to the rights of the parties and their privies and constitutes an absolute bar to
subsequent actions involving the same claim, demand, or cause of action.[6]

For res judicata to apply, the following elements must be satisfied:

- There must be a final judgment;

- It must have been rendered by a court having jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties;

- It must be a judgment on the merits; and

- There must be between the first and second actions an identity of parties, identity of subject matter, and identity
of causes of action.[7]

There is no dispute as to the presence of the first two elements of res judicata.

Anent the third element, petitioner argues that the order of dismissal in Civil Case No. N-4614 is not a decision on
the merits and that it was error for the appellate court to rule otherwise.

A judgment is on the merits when it determines the rights and liabilities of the parties based on the ultimate facts
as disclosed by the pleadings or issues presented for trial.[8] It is not necessary that there should have been a trial,
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actual hearing, or arguments on the facts of the case.[9] For as long as the parties had full legal opportunity to be
heard on their respective claims and contentions, the judgment is on the merits.[10]

In the present case, the order of dismissal in Civil Case No. N-4614 was issued only after an actual hearing and
after the lower court had considered the evidence of both parties. Further, petitioner was given an opportunity to
be heard on its motion for reconsideration. Without doubt, the order of dismissal in Civil Case No. N-4614 is a
judgment on the merits.

In G.R. No. 74943, we denied certiorari through a minute resolution. Minute resolutions of this Court denying due
course to petitions or dismissing cases summarily, for failure to comply with the formal or substantial
requirements laid down therefor by law, are dispositions on the merits.[11]

Respecting the fourth element, petitioner points out that in Civil Case No. N-4614 and CA-G.R. No. 20113, the
litigants are the Republic and A. Sison & Sons, Inc. The subject matters are Lots No. 1081-B-1 and 1080-B-2 of
Subdivision Plan SWO-17519 covered by TCT No. (555) RT-2957, situated in Caridad, Cavite City. The cause of
action is nullification of the certificate of title for having been invalidly reconstituted.

In Civil Case No. N-1924, the parties were A. Sison & Sons, Inc, and the spouses Rolando and Linda Francisco.
The subject matter was a subdivision lot, while in Civil Case No. N-2052, the subject matter was a memorial park.
The cause of action in the two cases was recovery of possession of subdivision and memorial park lots.

Petitioner insist that a comparison between Civil Case No. N-4614, lots CA-G.R. No. 20113 and Civil Case No.
N-1924 & Civil Case No. N-2052 shows that the fourth element, commonality of parties, subject matter and cause
of action, is absent.

Petitioner likewise claims that Civil Case No. N-2498 was for the cancellation of OCT No. (P-19) RF-1, covering
Lot 1, LN-4828-D, a memorial park lot while Civil Case No. N-4614 sought to cancel TCT No. (555) RT 2957,
which is a subdivision lot, so there is no identity of subject matter between Civil Case No. N-2498 and the present
action.

Note, however, that Civil Cases No. N-4614 and CA-G.R. No. 20113 were initiated for the benefit of so-called
"small fishermen" whom the appellate court found to be squatters. The records show that some of these alleged
"small fishermen" were also parties-defendants in Civil Case Nos. N-1924 and N-2052. For purposes of res
judicata, only substantial identity is required and not absolute identity.[12] Parties in both cases need not be
physically identical provided that there is privity between the parties or their successors-in-interest subsequent to
the commencement of the previous cause of action, litigating for the same thing, title, or capacity.[13] The Court
of Appeals correctly found in our view, that since all the aforecited cases were ultimately in the interest of these
"small fishermen," there is privity of interest in all the cases.

On identity of subject matter, the issue of whether or not the disputed property forming part of Cavite Seabreeze
Subdivision is a portion of the foreshore area and hence incapable of private appropriation has been settled, in the
aforecited cases. Where material facts or questions, which were in issue in a former action, were judicially
determined such facts are res judicata.[14]'

As to identity of causes of action, the allegations in the complaint and the relief sought,[15] determine the nature
of an action as well as which court will have jurisdiction. Civil Case No. N-4614 and Civil Case No. 2498 were
both instituted for the benefit of alleged "small fishermen." Civil Case No. 4614 was for the annulment of an
allegedly invalid reconstituted title. Civil Case No. 2498 sought the cancellation of a free patent and title for
having been fraudulently acquired. The primary reliefs sought in both cases were similar, the reversion of land to
the State. If the disputed properties were declared "foreshore lands," they could be used by the alleged "small
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fishermen." There is, thus, substantial identity in the causes of action.

All told, petition is barred by res judicata.

ACCORDINGLY, the petition is DENIED, and the decision of the Court of Appeals dated December 27, 1991 is
AFFIRMED. No pronouncement as to costs.

SO ORDERED.

Bellosillo, (Chairman), Mendoza, Buena, and De Leon, Jr., JJ., concur.
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