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### Title:
**In Re: Estate of Joseph G. Brimo, Testamentary Successions Under Conflicting Legal
Jurisdictions**

### Facts:
The core subject of this case revolves around the estate partitioning of the late Joseph G.
Brimo. The judicial administrator proposed a scheme for the estate’s partition, which was
met with opposition from Andre Brimo, a sibling of the deceased. Despite the opposition, the
lower court approved the proposed partition scheme.
Andre Brimo raised several issues against the approval, specifically targeting the scheme’s
adherence to the will’s provisions that seemingly contradicted the laws of Turkey, Joseph G.
Brimo’s nationality. The appellant contended that these provisions violated Article 10 of the
Philippine  Civil  Code,  which  mandates  that  the  national  law of  the  deceased  governs
testamentary successions.  Despite these claims,  Andre Brimo failed to substantiate the
incompatibility of the will’s provisions with Turkish laws, mainly due to a lack of evidence
about Turkish law itself. The case escalated to the Supreme Court after the lower court’s
decisions were contested.

### Issues:
1. Whether the scheme of partition approved by the lower court was valid.
2. Whether denying Andre Brimo’s participation in the inheritance was lawful.
3. The denial of the motion for reconsideration concerning the partition approval.
4. The legitimacy of approving the sale of the deceased’s business to Pietro Lanza.
5. The question of whether Turkish laws were relevant to the case and if postponement for
additional evidence on Turkish law was warranted.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the scheme of partition but with modifications to include Andre
Brimo as a legatee, a departure from the lower court’s exclusion based on a provision in the
will.  The Court found that the condition imposed for the distribution of Brimo’s estate
according  to  Philippine  laws,  instead  of  Turkish  laws,  was  void  and  contrary  to  law,
specifically violating the provision that testamentary dispositions should be regulated by the
national law of the deceased (Article 10 of the Civil Code). Consequently, the conditional
institution of legatees was deemed unconditional and valid, including the right of Andre
Brimo to  partake in  the inheritance.  The Court’s  analysis  underscored the absence of
evidence proving that the will’s dispositions violated Turkish laws; in such instances, local
laws (Philippine laws) were presumed equivalent to Turkish laws.
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### Doctrine:
The decision reiterates the doctrine that testamentary dispositions are governed by the
national law of the deceased, as per Article 10 of the Civil Code. However, it also establishes
that conditions imposed within a will that contravene this principle are rendered void and
should be treated as unwritten.

### Class Notes:
– **Testamentary Succession**: Governed by the national law of the deceased, irrespective
of property location.
– **Illegal or Impossible Conditions**: Article 792 of the Civil Code nullifies conditions in
wills that are impossible or contrary to law or morals.
– **Legal Presumption**: In the absence of foreign law evidence, it is presumed to be the
same as Philippine law.

**Relevant Citations**:
– **Article 10 of the Civil Code**: Establishes the governance of testamentary dispositions
by the national law of the deceased.
– **Article 792 of the Civil Code**: Pertains to the nullification of impossible conditions or
those against law or morals in testamentary dispositions.

### Historical Background:
This  case  highlights  the  complexities  of  estate  partition  and the  enforceability  of  will
provisions across different national laws within the context of the Philippine legal system. It
demonstrates the challenges in reconciling the testamentary autonomy of the deceased with
the legal constraints posed by their nationality, especially in cases where the deceased’s
assets lie in another country and there’s a contestation based on differing national laws.


