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### Title:
**Sampilo & Salacup vs. Court of Appeals and Sinopera: A Case of Inheritance and Title**

### Facts:
In January 1945, Teodoro Tolete passed away intestate, leaving behind four parcels of land
in San Manuel, Pangasinan, and several heirs including his widow, Leoncia de Leon, and
various nephews and nieces. On July 25, 1948, de Leon falsely claimed via affidavit that she
was the sole heir, leading to the transfer of the land titles to her. Subsequently, she sold the
lands to Benny Sampilo for P10,000, a sale registered with the Office of the Register of
Deeds of Pangasinan. Sampilo later sold the lands to Honorato Salacup for P50,000, a
transaction also registered.

Upon discovering the fraudulent transfer, Felisa Sinopera, representing the estate of Tolete
and his rightful heirs, initiated administration proceedings in March 1950 and filed a lawsuit
on June 20, 1950. Notice of lis pendens was recorded after Salacup’s acquisition. The claim
was that de Leon had no right to adjudicate and sell the lands, thus all transactions were
void and the real heirs, including Sinopera, were entitled to their rightful shares.

Both trial  courts and the Court  of  Appeals found the affidavit  of  adjudication and the
subsequent  sales  null  and  void,  insofar  as  they  exceeded  de  Leon’s  legitimate  share,
ordering restitution of one-half of the properties to Tolete’s heirs, while leaving open the
possibility for Salacup to assert rights over whatever portion may legally correspond to de
Leon.

### Issues:
1. Whether the action to recover the inheritance was barred by the statute of limitations.
2. Whether Sampilo and Salacup were innocent purchasers for value.
3. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the lower court’s denial of a new trial.

### Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court agreed with the Court of Appeals that the action was not barred by
the statute of limitations since the extrajudicial settlement affected third parties unaware of
the transactions, thus not bound by the two-year period prescribed under Section 4 of Rule
74 of the Rules of Court.
2. The court rejected the claim of Sampilo and Salacup being innocent purchasers for value.
Their close associations and the circumstances of the transactions gave them ample notice
of the existing heirs and the dubious nature of de Leon’s sole heir claim.
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3. The Court held no merit in appellants’ claim for a new trial, emphasizing procedural
compliance and the appellants’ responsibility to prove their entitlement, which they failed to
do.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterated that extrajudicial settlements by way of an affidavit of self-
adjudication are not binding on parties who did not participate in or were unaware of such
settlements. This principle underlines the importance of ensuring all potential heirs are
accounted for in inheritance matters and the liability of distributees to rightful heirs omitted
from the process.

### Class Notes:
1. **Extrajudicial Settlement and Statute of Limitations**: A two-year statute of limitations
applies to disputes arising from extrajudicial settlements, but only to participants or those
with actual knowledge of the settlement, not unsuspecting heirs.
2. **Innocent Purchaser for Value**: The doctrine does not protect buyers who, despite no
formal notice, have enough information to prompt investigation into possible defects in the
title being acquired.
3. **Fraud and Limitations**: An action based on fraud in property transactions has a four-
year prescriptive period, counting from the discovery of the fraud.
4. **Rule 74, Sections 1 and 4**, specifically dictates the process for extrajudicial settlement
among heirs and the limitations on challenges to such settlements.

### Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  legal  intricacies  surrounding  the  transfer  of  property  titles
posthumously  and  the  potential  for  fraud  in  the  adjudication  of  estate  assets  in  the
Philippines. It highlights the essential balance between protecting rightful heirs’ interests
and the reliance on property titles’ sanctity by third-party purchasers, within the specific
context of Philippine inheritance law and the rules governing extrajudicial settlements of
estates.


