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Title: Manotok Realty, Inc. and Manotok Estate Corporation v. CLT Realty Development
Corporation; Araneta Institute of Agriculture, Inc. v. Heirs of Jose B. Dimson – Resolving the
Controversies Surrounding OCT No. 994.

Facts:
The intricate legal battle involving properties covered by Original Certificate of Title (OCT)
No. 994 began when CLT Realty Development Corporation (CLT) filed a complaint in 1992
to recover  possession of  Lot  26 of  the Maysilo  Estate  from Manotok Realty,  Inc.  and
Manotok Estate Corporation (collectively,  Manotoks).  CLT claimed ownership based on
Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. T-177013, which traced its lineage back to OCT No.
994 through a series of transactions originating from a title issued by the Court of First
Instance (CFI) of Caloocan City to Jose Dimson. The Manotoks, contesting CLT’s claim,
argued that their title to Lot 26, also derived from OCT No. 994, was the valid one. This
began the procedural journey through the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Caloocan City, to
the Court of Appeals (CA), and eventually to the Supreme Court (SC).

Concurrently,  another  related  legal  dispute  unfolded  involving  Araneta  Institute  of
Agriculture, Inc. (Araneta) and the heirs of Jose B. Dimson over a different portion of the
Maysilo Estate. This case originated from a 1979 complaint by Dimson for recovery of
possession and damages. Araneta contested, claiming they had a better right of possession.
Similar to the Manotoks and CLT case, this dispute also went through the judicial hierarchy,
raising questions about the validity and source of title stemming from OCT No. 994.

Both cases, involving questions on the legitimacy of titles derived from the disputed OCT
No. 994, were eventually consolidated by the SC due to their interconnected legal issues.
The legal debates intricately weaved through the procedural and evidentiary labyrinth of the
Philippine judicial  system culminating in a crucial SC resolution that tasked itself  with
unraveling the authenticity and actual progeny of OCT No. 994 within the metes and bounds
of judicial review and legal jurisprudence.

Issues:
1. Whether there were indeed two OCT No. 994s, one dated April 19, 1917 and the other
May 3, 1917, and if so, which one was authentic.
2. The validity of the titles derived from the purported OCT No. 994 held by the contesting
parties (Manotoks, CLT, Araneta, and the Heirs of Dimson).
3.  The  proper  interpretation  and  application  of  the  principle  that  adjudicates  conflict
between overlapping titles.
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4. The legal effect of administrative and legislative reports that shed light on the historical
context and anomalies surrounding OCT No. 994.

Court’s Decision:
The SC en banc, in its resolution, significantly clarified the issue surrounding OCT No. 994,
establishing that there is only one genuine OCT No. 994. It acknowledged OCT No. 994’s
decree of registration was issued on April 19, 1917, but was received for transcription by
the Register of Deeds on May 3, 1917. The court decided any title claiming source from an
OCT 994 dated April 19, 1917 (as purportedly separate from the May 3 transcription date)
to be void, as inadvertently they reference an inexistent title.

The  resolution  led  to  the  landmark  decision  to  remand  the  case  back  to  a  specially
constituted division of the Court of Appeals (CA) for further proceedings, specifically to
establish the legitimate derivative titles from the validated OCT No. 994 (dated May 3,
1917) and elucidate on the technical flaws presented in the derivative titles’ conveyance and
registration.

Doctrine:
– The Torrens system recognizes only one OCT No. 994, the authenticity of which hinges on
the  date  it  was  received  for  transcription  by  the  Register  of  Deeds,  consequentially
acknowledging May 3,  1917, as the operative date which determines the root of  valid
derivative titles.
– In resolving conflicts between overlapping titles, the operative principle remains that the
title earlier in date prevails, conditional on the legitimacy of its source title’s registration
date.

Class Notes:
– The key element in property title disputes involves tracing the root of title back to its
original registration, underscoring the importance of the “mother title” in the chain of title.
– When conflicting titles arise, the principle “prior tempore, potior jure” (earlier in time,
stronger in right) guides the adjudication, provided the foundational title is authentic.
– Legal disputes over land ownership require meticulous examination of the chain of title,
including  the  scrutiny  of  procedural  and  documentary  authenticity  from  the  original
registration to the present claimants.

Historical Background:
The case  highlights  the  complexities  and legal  challenges  wrought  by  the  Philippines’
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Torrens system when confronted with fraudulent or questionable land titles. OCT No. 994’s
controversy underscores the delicate balance the judiciary must  maintain in  upholding
property  rights  while  purging  the  system  of  spurious  claims,  reflecting  the  broader
historical and ongoing struggle against land title fraud in the country.


