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Title: Felix de los Santos vs. Agustina Jarra, Administratrix of the Estate of Magdaleno
Jimenea

Facts: In late 1901, Felix de los Santos lent ten first-class carabaos to Magdaleno Jimenea to
be used in Jimenea’s hacienda mill for the season of 1901-2 without any remuneration, with
the condition that they would be returned post-harvest. Jimenea, however, failed to return
the carabaos, and upon his death on October 28, 1904, Agustina Jarra was appointed as the
administratrix of his estate. De los Santos presented his claim for the return or value of the
carabaos to  the estate  commissioners  within the prescribed period,  but  his  claim was
rejected. Consequently, de los Santos initiated a lawsuit on September 1, 1906, demanding
the return of the carabaos or their current value, plus costs.

Jarra contested the claim, asserting that Jimenea obtained only three second-class carabaos,
which were later sold to him by de los Santos. The trial court found that ten carabaos were
indeed delivered for use at Jimenea’s hacienda and only three were alleged to have been
purchased by him from de los Santos. As there was no convincing evidence of sale or
transfer, the court ruled that the carabaos were not sold but merely loaned and tasked
Jarra, as the administratrix, to return the surviving six carabaos or their value at PHP 120
each, totaling PHP 720 plus costs.

Jarra appealed to the Supreme Court when a motion for a new trial was denied by the lower
court.

Issues:
1. Whether Magdaleno Jimenea only received three carabaos from Felix de los Santos and
subsequently purchased them.
2. Whether the proof that Jimenea only received three carabaos and that their transfer was
executed is sufficient.
3. Whether the administratrix of an estate is obliged to return the property loaned to the
deceased or compensate for its value.
4. The relevance of the decision of the commissioners regarding the rejected claim for the
return of the carabaos and if it should affect the right of ownership.

Court’s Decision:
1. The court found that Jimenea had indeed requested ten carabaos, supported by letters he
sent to de los Santos. Moreover, there was no convincing documentary evidence of the
alleged sale to Jimenea.
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2. As per the law, the transfer of large cattle should be made through official documents,
which were neither presented nor reported as lost. Hence, it was concluded that no sale
took place.
3. The court held that, since the carabaos were loaned and non-returnable, Jarra, as the
administratrix, must return them or compensate their owner for their value.
4.  The Court decided that the rejection by the commissioners does not impede de los
Santos’s claim to ownership and that the claim for exclusion of non-inherited property must
be resolved in an ordinary action.

Doctrine:  The rulings  establish  reiteration  of  the  doctrines  relating  to  the  contract  of
commodatum, including the essential nature of the contract, the obligations and rights of
the bailee, and the liability for indemnification in case of loss or damage. The Supreme
Court also clarified procedural aspects concerning the rights of claimants outside of estate
settlement proceedings.

Class Notes:
– Commodatum: It is a gratuitous contract in which one party delivers something to another
for use and the latter must return the identical thing.
– Ownership in commodatum: The bailor retains ownership, the bailee has use but not fruits
if any compensation is involved, it ceases to be commodatum.
– Indemnification for loss/damage: If the bailee fails to return the thing loaned due to fault
or negligence, they are liable to indemnify the owner (Civil  Code, Articles 1740, 1741,
1101).
–  Challenges  to  estate  commissioners’  decisions:  The  rejection  of  claims  by  estate
commissioners does not prevent a direct court action to recover property or its value when
it does not form part of the deceased’s estate.

Historical Background: The case reflects the legal processes and norms governing property
rights and the resolution of claims against estates during the early American colonial period
in the Philippines. It further denotes adherence to Spanish civil laws that remained effective
at the time, outlining contracts and obligations as central to these civil law principles.


