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THIRD DIVISION

[ G.R. No. 176842, February 18, 2008 ]

FLORA LEONCIO, FELICIA LEONCIO and CLARITA LEONCIO (In
substitution of Elpidio Leoncio, now deceased), Petitioners, vs.

OLYMPIA DE VERA and CELSO DE VERA, Respondents.
  

R E S O L U T I O N

NACHURA, J.:

In a Petition[1] for Review on Certiorari filed before this Court on April 19, 2007,
petitioners Flora Leoncio (Flora), Felicia Leoncio (Felicia) and Clarita Leoncio (Clarita)
(petitioners) assail the Court of Appeals (CA) Decision[2] dated August 17, 2006 and
Resolution[3] dated February 28, 2007.

The antecedent facts:

This case flows from a Complaint for Reconveyance of Ownership with Damages filed
by the petitioners against the respondents Olympia de Vera (Olympia) and Celso de
Vera (Celso) (respondents) before the Regional Trial Court of Malolos, Bulacan
(RTC). Flora, Felicia, and Clarita are granddaughters and daughter-in-law,
respectively, of the late Emilia Lopez (Emilia). Petitioners allege that Emilia is the
sole owner of a parcel of land particularly denominated as Lot 4659, Cad. 344,
Bustos Cadastre, with an area of 2,007 square meters and located at Poblacion,
Bustos, Bulacan (subject lot). Petitioners contend that one Lorenzo Ramos originally
owned the subject lot, who gave the same to Emilia per Relinquishment and Waiver
of Rights executed by his heirs. Moreover, the tax declarations from 1933 to 1948
were issued only in the name of Emilia. As such, Emilia is the sole owner of the
subject lot. Petitioners also claim that they are not aware of any disposition made by
Emilia in favor of any person.

On the other hand, Olympia is the niece of Emilia, being the daughter of the latter's
eldest brother, Florentino. Celso is Olympia's son. Respondents allege that Emilia is
not the sole owner of the subject lot, as she co-owned it with her other siblings,
Macaria Lopez (Macaria) and Pascual Lopez (Pascual). Olympia bought Macaria's 2/5
share of the subject lot sometime in 1970. Pascual's 1/5 share of the subject lot was
bought by the Spouses Raymundo which, in turn, Olympia bought in 1986.
Respondents aver that the tax declaration for the year 1948 in the name of Emilia
was subsequently canceled by Tax Declaration No. 5482 issued in the names of
Emilia (2/5 share), Macaria (2/5 share) and Pascual (1/5 share). After Pascual sold
his 1/5 share to the Spouses Raymundo in 1955, numerous tax declarations were
issued in favor of Emilia, Macaria and Spouses Raymundo. Respondents offered in
evidence these tax declarations together with the deeds of sale executed by Macaria
and Spouses Raymundo in favor of Olympia. After the sale, Olympia paid the real
property taxes appurtenant to her 3/5 share of the subject lot and occupied the
same.



On May 20, 1997, the RTC dismissed the case for lack of merit and ordered
petitioners to pay respondents moral and nominal damages, attorney's fees and
litigation expenses. The Court held that petitioners failed to introduce in evidence
any deed of transfer involving the subject lot from Lorenzo Ramos to Emilia, and
that the tax declarations which were issued solely in the name of Emilia were
subsequently canceled. Moreover, it opined that since petitioners took possession of
the subject lot only after Emilia's death, there is a great likelihood that petitioners
were not truly aware of the status of the subject lot and the extent of Emilia's
ownership over the same. The RTC also held that the evidence presented by
respondents clearly established the validity of their claims over the 3/5 portion of
the subject lot and that they were possessors in good faith.[4]

Aggrieved, petitioners appealed to the CA, which affirmed the RTC ruling with
modification by deleting the award of damages, attorney's fees and litigation
expenses made by the RTC in favor of the respondents. In addition to the findings of
the RTC, the CA also noted that the document denominated as Relinquishment and
Waiver of Rights and allegedly executed by the heirs of Lorenzo Ramos attesting to
petitioners' claim that Emilia solely owned the subject lot, was not offered in
evidence. Petitioners filed a Motion for Reconsideration but the same was denied
through CA Resolution dated February 28, 2007.

Hence, this petition which, in sum, raises the following grounds:

The CA committed serious errors of law:

1. In holding that the subject lot is not solely owned by the late Emilia Lopez;
 

2. By giving undue heavy reliance on the presumption that the late Emilia Lopez
could have transferred part of her ownership of the subject lot to her sister
Macaria Lopez and brother Pascual Lopez to the extent of 2/5 and 1/5 portions
respectively;

 

3. In holding that petitioners are already barred by laches in pursuing their
ownership over the subject lot against respondents; and

 

4. In failing to uphold petitioners' ownership of the subject lot and in failing to
award them damages.

 
The Petition lacks merit.

 

It is a well-established doctrine that in petitions for review on certiorari under Rule
45 of the Rules of Civil Procedure, only questions of law may be raised by the
parties and passed upon by this Court. Thus, this Court defined a question of law as
distinguished from a question of fact, to wit:

 
A question of law arises when there is doubt as to what the law is on a
certain state of facts, while there is a question of fact when the doubt
arises as to the truth or falsity of the alleged facts. For a question to be
one of law, the same must not involve an examination of the probative
value of the evidence presented by the litigants or any of them. The
resolution of the issue must rest solely on what the law provides on the


