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Title: Teodoro Rabago Baltazar v. Rolando V. Miguel et al. (Action for Legal Redemption)

Facts:
Teodoro  Rabago  Baltazar  (Baltazar),  Florencio  Hernando  (Florencio),  and  Hipolita
Hernando (Hipolita) were pro-indiviso co-owners of a parcel of land in Laoag City, covered
by TCT No. T-19383. After Florencio and Hipolita’s deaths, their heirs sold their two-thirds
share of the property to Rolando V. Miguel (Miguel) without notifying Baltazar. Baltazar
offered to redeem the property for more than the sale price, but Miguel rejected the offer.
Consequently, Baltazar initiated an Action for Legal Redemption in February 2006 against
Miguel and the heirs of the deceased co-owners.

Issues:
The  legal  issues  revolve  around  whether  or  not  Baltazar  exercised  his  right  of  legal
redemption properly under Article 1620 and Article 1623 of the Civil Code, which includes
the timely tender or consignation of the redemption price as a condition precedent, and
whether the passing of 10 years from the action’s filing until the redemption price was
consigned constitutes abandonment or waiving of the right due to laches.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found merit  in Baltazar’s petition,  reversing the Court of  Appeals’
decision which affirmed the dismissal of the redemption action. The Court determined that
Baltazar had actual knowledge of the sale when he filed the action for legal redemption and
had a 30-day period from then to validly exercise his right to redeem. His failure to consign
the redemption price in a timely fashion does not affect the jurisdiction of the court, and
since the respondent Miguel did not challenge this at the earliest opportunity, he waived his
right  to  dismiss  the  case  on  this  basis.  Furthermore,  laches  does  not  bar  Baltazar’s
substantive right  to  redeem. Consequently,  the Supreme Court  remanded the case for
further proceedings.

Doctrine:
The Supreme Court clarified the non-jurisdictional nature of the tender or consignation of
the redemption price in actions for legal redemption. It further noted that the period for
exercising the  right  of  legal  redemption is  not  prescriptive  but  rather  pre-emptory  or
condition precedent.

Historical Background:
The case illustrates the application of co-ownership rights under the Philippine Civil Code,
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emphasizing the importance of consigning redemption prices and raising defenses in a
timely manner under the Rules of Court. The decision reflects a balance between the formal
requirements of procedural law and the equitable principle of laches, ensuring that rights
are exercised in good faith and without undue delay.


