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THIRD DIVISION

[ G.R. NO. 165644, February 28, 2006 ]

MANUEL B. ALORIA (REPRESENTED BY HIS ATTORNEY-IN-FACT,
BERNARDINO B. ALORIA) PETITIONER, VS. ESTRELLITA B.

CLEMENTE, RESPONDENT. 




D E C I S I O N

CARPIO MORALES, J.:

Petitioner, Manuel Aloria, a resident of the United States since December 1992,[1]

was the registered owner of a parcel of land and a two-story residential building
built thereon (the property) under Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. 195684 of
the Register of Deeds of Caloocan City.[2]

On petitioner's visit to the Philippines in July 2000, he learned that TCT No. 195684
was canceled, and in lieu thereof, TCT No. C-342854 in the name of respondent,
Estrellita B. Clemente,[3] was issued on the basis of an April 18, 2000 notarized
Deed of Absolute Sale (Exhibit "D")[4] purportedly executed by him and respondent.

Petitioner, through his brother-attorney-in-fact Bernardino B. Aloria, thus filed a
Complaint[5] against respondent and the Register of Deeds before the Caloocan City
Regional Trial Court (RTC), for annulment of above-said Exh. "D" and TCT No. C-
342854, reconveyance, damages, and costs of the suit. The complaint was docketed
as Civil Case No. 19634.

In his complaint, petitioner claimed that Exh. "D" was falsified, the signature
appearing thereon above the typewritten name "ALORIA MANUEL" not being his,
and he could not have affixed it as he was then in the United States.

In her Answer with Counterclaim,[6] respondent claimed that she did not have
anything to do with the execution of Exh. "D," and the signature appearing above
her printed name thereon is forged; she bought the property from petitioner's
parents-in-law Bernardino Diego and Melinda Diego via a March 13, 2000 Deed of
Absolute Sale (Exh. "1");[7] at the time of the sale, the Diego spouses were in
possession of petitioner's TCT No. 195684 and a Deed of Absolute Sale dated
October 20, 1994 (Exh. "2"; Exh. "J") purportedly executed by petitioner and his
wife in favor of the Diego spouses;[8] the Diego spouses, who were in actual
possession of the property, represented to her that they did not cause the transfer
of the title of the property in their name because they intended to resell it; it was
Bernardino Diego who brought the documents covering the conveyance to her of the
property to the Registry of Deeds of Caloocan City and caused the transfer of the
title in her name; and after the execution of Exh. "1," she immediately took
possession of the property and introduced substantial improvements thereon
amounting to approximately P800,000.[9] By way of counterclaim, she prayed for



the grant of moral damages, attorney's fees, and other just and equitable reliefs and
remedies.[10]

Branch 131 of the Caloocan RTC found Exh. "D" and Exh. "1" as well as the
cancellation of TCT No. 195684 and the issuance in its stead of TCT No. C-342854 in
respondent's name[11] void. And it found respondent not to be innocent purchaser
for value.

Noting, however, that respondent had spent a considerable amount of money in
introducing improvements on the property, the trial court held that on the basis of
equity and to prevent unjust enrichment of petitioner, she should be reimbursed
one-half (½) of the amount she spent for such improvements.[12] The trial court
thus disposed:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered in favor
of plaintiff MANUEL B. ALORIA and as against defendant ESTRELLITA B.
CLEMENTE, declaring the Absolute Deed of Sale dated April 18, 2000 as
well as the Transfer Certificate of Title No. C-342854 as NULL and VOID
and hereby orders the Register of Deeds of Caloocan City to issue a new
transfer certificate of title respecting the subject property in the name of
plaintiff MANUEL B. ALORIA, as the true and lawful owner thereof.




The Court hereby order [sic] defendant ESTRELLITA B. CLEMENTE to pay
the following:



1. To pay the plaintiff P100,000.000 as and [sic] for moral damages;
2. To pay the plaintiff P50,000.000 as and [sic] for exemplary

damages;
3. To pay the plaintiff P100,000.00 as and [sic] for attorney's fees;

and
4. To pay the plaintiff the cost of the suit.

Finally, the Court hereby orders plaintiff MANUEL B. ALORIA to reimburse
to defendant P400,000.00, representing ½ of the amount spent by the
defendant in the renovation of the subject property.




SO ORDERED.[13] (Underscoring in the original)



On appeal to the Court of Appeals, respondent posited in her Appellant's Brief[14]

that petitioner failed to sufficiently prove that he was in the United States at the
time of the execution of Exh. "2" –�Deed of Absolute Sale purportedly executed by
petitioner and his wife in favor of the Diego spouses and Exh. "D" �–Deed of Sale
purportedly executed by petitioner in the respondent's favor.



Appellee failed to substantiate his claim that he did not sign the two (2)
deeds of absolute sale. Aside from his bare denials, there was nothing in
the records that would suggest that appellee was in the United States at
the time the two (2) deeds of sale were executed and hence, could not
have possibly signed the same. The only documents that were presented
to support his claim were the Affidavit executed by the appellee in the
United States, stating that he never executed any absolute deed of sale
dated April 18, 2000, and the Affidavit General that purportedly shows



appellee's genuine signature. These documents, however, does [sic] not
prove that appellee was in the United States at the time of the execution
of the two (2) deeds of sale.

As it was, appellee chose not to present his passport or any travel
document or certificate of arrival and departure to and from the United
States and the Philippines. Appellee could have easily presented these
documents to support his negative allegation that he did not sign any
deed of sale considering that he was in the United States at the time
these deeds were executed.

Respondent further posited that the trial court erred when it failed to consider that
petitioner's owner's duplicate certificate of title as well as other documents relative
thereto was personally delivered to her by his parents-in-law who were designated
as administrators of the property.




Furthermore, respondent posited that the trial court erred when it failed to consider
the propensity of petitioner's witnesses to give evasive answers on vital details.[15]




In any event, respondent contended that even assuming that the transfer of title in
her favor is null and void, she is a builder in good faith and, therefore, entitled to
full reimbursement of the expenses she incurred for the improvements she
introduced on the property.[16]




On the other hand, petitioner argued before the appellate court in his Appellee's
Brief[17] that he had satisfactorily established that he was in the United States in
April 2000 and could not therefore have signed Exh. "D";[18] respondent was not a
buyer in good faith as she bought the property knowing that it was still registered in
his name;[19] and "the rentals from the premises which [respondent] admitted to be
at P8,000 per month from December 2000 up to the present and which she could
have collected would be sufficient reimbursement for the alleged cost of
improvement."[20]




Petitioner thus prayed that the Court of Appeals affirm the trial court's decision in all
aspects except that which ordered him to reimburse respondent the amount of
P400,000 representing ½ of the cost of improvements on the property.[21]




By the assailed decision of July 26, 2004,[22] the Court of Appeals reversed the
decision of the trial court. It held that petitioner failed to overcome by clear, strong,
and convincing evidence the presumption of regularity enjoyed by Exh. "D." The
Court of Appeals further held:



[T]his Court finds no ambiguity in the terms and stipulations stated in the
questioned document and the parties are bound by the terms of their
written agreements. They cannot vary or alter the terms as contained in
this agreement as they were bound by the parol evidence rule. To be
sure, "when the terms of an agreement had been reduced to writing, it is
considered as containing all the terms agreed upon and there can be,
between the parties and their successors-in-interest, no evidence of such
terms other than the contents of the written agreement." (Rule 130,
Section 9 of the Rules of Court)



More. Since a "sale is consensual" x x x, it follows that he who alleges
must show its existence by competent proof. Fortunately, the essential
elements which gave life to the contract were clearly proven by the
herein appellant."[23] (Underscoring supplied)

Furthermore, the Court of Appeals held that respondent is a purchaser for value and
in good faith;[24] the certificate of title issued in respondent's name grants her a
disputable presumption of ownership and a legal presumption that she possesses
the property with a just title;[25] respondent's argument that petitioner's owner's
duplicate certificate of title was personally delivered to her by the Diego spouses is
credible;[26] and assuming argumendo that respondent obtained her "decree of
registration" through fraud, petitioner should have filed an action within one year
from the date of issuance and entry of the decree of registration following Section
32 of P.D. 1529.[27]




His Motion for Reconsideration[28] having been denied by Resolution[29] of October
13, 2004, petitioner filed the present Petition for Review[30] raising two issues: (1)
whether there was a valid transfer of the property to respondent[31] and (2)
whether respondent is a purchaser in good faith.[32]




The petition is impressed with merit.



A disposition of the technical matters raised by respondent before discussing the
merits of the case is in order.




In her Comment,[33] respondent urges this Court to dismiss the instant petition on
the ground that it is insufficient in form and substance. She alleges that the petition
does not comply with Section 4 of Rule 45 of the Rules of Court as the petition does
not contain a statement of material dates, the matters involved, and the reasons or
arguments relied on for its allowance, nor is it accompanied by a clearly legible
duplicate original or a certified true copy of the judgment or final order or resolution
certified by the clerk of court of the court a quo and the requisite number of plain
copies thereof, as well as such material portions of the record as would support the
petition.[34]




This Court's statement in Barnes v. Padilla[35] that "[t]he emerging trend in the
rulings of this Court is to afford every party litigant the amplest opportunity for the
proper and just determination of his case, free from the constraints of technicalities"
[36] is instructive.




Although petitioner failed to mention the date he filed his motion for reconsideration
of the Court of Appeals decision and the date when he received the Resolution
denying the motion, the records of the case show that he received a copy of the
Court of Appeals decision on July 30, 2004[37] and filed his Motion for
Reconsideration thereof on August 13, 2004.[38]




Petitioner thus filed his Motion for Reconsideration 14 days after his receipt of notice
of the Court of Appeals decision or within the prescribed 15-day period.[39] And he



filed the instant petition on October 29, 2004,[40] or 10 days after receiving notice
on October 19, 2004 of the Court of Appeals denial of his motion for reconsideration 
– again, well within the prescribed 15-day period.[41]

As for petitioner's failure to provide a clearly legible duplicate original or certified
true copy of the judgment or final order or resolution certified by the clerk of court
of the court a quo and the requisite number of plain copies thereof, and such
material portions of the record as would support the petition, this Court, by
Resolution of November 17, 2004,[42] after considering the allegations, issues and
arguments raised in petitioner's petition, directed the filing by respondent of
Comment thereon and the submission by petitioner of the duplicate original copies
or certified true copies of the assailed decision and resolution and proof that the
attorney-in-fact who signed the verification and certification against forum shopping
was duly authorized to sign the same for and in behalf of the petitioner, both within
five (5) days from notice. Petitioner did comply with this Resolution.

As for respondent's invocation of the doctrine that the jurisdiction of this Court in
cases brought before it from the Court of Appeals under Rule 45 of the Revised
Rules of Court is limited to review of pure errors of law,[43] the case at bar falls
under one of the exceptions thereto — when the findings of the Court of Appeals are
contrary to those of the trial court.[44]

Finally, the Court of Appeals ruling that petitioner should have filed an action within
one year "from the date of the issuance and entry of the decree of registration"
pursuant to Section 32 of Presidential Decree 1529[45] is erroneous. The issuance of
the title to respondent was not by virtue of the issuance and entry of a decree of
registration. For as the title indicates, it is a transfer, not an original, certificate of
registration.

As petitioner's complaint shows, his cause of action is not for the reopening and
review of a decree of registration under Section 32 of P.D. 1529. It is one for
reconveyance of the property on the ground that respondent's transfer certificate of
title covering it was obtained by means of a fictitious deed of sale. Following
Lacsamana v. Court of Appeals,[46] "the right to file an action for reconveyance on
the ground that the certificate of title was obtained by means of a fictitious deed of
sale is virtually an action for the declaration of its nullity, which action does not
prescribe."[47]

On the merits of the case, this Court finds Exh. "D" -Deed of Absolute Sale – basis
of the cancellation of petitioner's title and issuance of TCT No. C-342854 to be null
and void.

With the naked eye, a comparison of petitioner's acknowledged genuine signatures
(Exh. "A-1,"[48] Exh. "E-1,"[49] Exh. "F-1,"[50] and Exh. "F-2"[51]) with his
questioned signatures on Exh. "D"[52] and Exh. "J"/"2"[53] reveals glaring
differences, thus clearly supporting petitioner's disclaimer that his purported
signatures on the deeds of absolute sale were forged.

A comparison between the acknowledged genuine signature of Bernardino Diego
(Exh. "I-1"[54]) and his alleged signature on the Deed of Absolute Sale in favor of


