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**Title: De Guzman et al. v. Tabangao Realty Incorporated**

**Facts:**
In 1980, Serafin and Josefino de Guzman secured authority to distribute oil products from
Filipinas  Shell  Petroleum  Corporation  (FSPC),  incurring  debts  they  failed  to  settle.
Consequently, FSPC won a judgment for payment, which turned final and executory, leading
to the execution sale of a 74,415 square meter land owned by the spouses Serafin and
Amelia de Guzman in Cavite, with Tabangao Realty as the highest bidder. Despite the sale’s
registration in 1988, the de Guzmans did not redeem the property within the one-year
period. Years later, in October 2001, after the deaths of the spouses De Guzman, their
children initiated an action to quiet title against Tabangao Realty, claiming ownership and
asserting several  flaws in the auction sale process.  Tabangao Realty filed a Motion to
Dismiss based on faulty certification against forum shopping and failure to state a cause of
action, which the lower court granted, resulting in the case’s dismissal.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the certification against forum shopping was defective.
2. Whether the petitioners stated a valid cause of action in their complaint.
3. The procedural issue of whether Sec. 33, Rule 39 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure
applies retroactively.
4. The substantive issues concerning the validity of the auction sale and the precedential
basis for ownership transfer post-execution sale.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court denied the petition, upholding the trial court’s dismissal. It clarified
that:
1.  The  certification  against  forum  shopping  was  not  deemed  fatally  defective  as  the
authorized representative signed it.
2. The petitioners failed to prove a valid cause of action because they couldn’t establish a
legal or equitable title to the property, given that their alleged title was already transferred
to Tabangao Realty after the execution sale and the lapse of the redemption period without
redemption being made.
3. The 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure, including Sec. 33, Rule 39, applies retroactively to
cases pending at the time of its passage. Ownership transferred to the auction purchaser
after the redemption period ends, with the execution of a final deed being a mere formality.
4. The Court, dismissing the petitioners’ arguments, stated that procedural lapses or delays
in formalizing title transfer do not invalidate the auction sale nor revert ownership to the
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auctioned property’s original owners.

**Doctrine:**
This  case  reiterated  the  principle  that  rules  of  procedure,  including  those  governing
execution sales and redemption periods, apply retroactively to actions pending adjudication.
Furthermore, it  established that ownership rights acquired through execution sales are
vested upon the lapse of the redemption period, rendering the preparation of a final deed a
formality that does not affect the substantive rights of the purchaser.

**Class Notes:**
1. Certification Against Forum Shopping: Representatives can sign on behalf of all litigants,
given appropriate authorization.
2. Cause of Action: Requires actual interest in the subject property and valid legal basis to
challenge any claims or titles.
3. Retroactivity of Procedural Laws: Procedural laws apply retroactively, including those
affecting substantive rights following execution sales.
4.  Effect  of  Redemption Period Lapse:  Ownership transfers to the purchaser upon the
redemption period’s lapse, with the final deed’s execution being mere formalization.

**Historical Background:**
This case underscores the evolving procedural and substantive law interplay in property
disputes, particularly regarding execution sales, redemption rights, and the consolidation of
ownership.  It  reflects  the judiciary’s  stance on ensuring the stability  of  property titles
acquired  through  execution  sales  against  belated  challenges  by  purported  heirs  or
claimants.


