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Title: **Leoveras v. Valdez: A Case of Annulment of Title, Reconveyance and Damages**

**Facts:**
In September 1932, Maria Sta. Maria and Dominga Manangan, who held respective shares
of three-fourths and one-fourth in a parcel of land in Poblacion, Manaoag, Pangasinan,
found themselves entwined in a sale that would lead to decades of  legal  dispute.  Sta.
Maria’s share was sold to Benigna Llamas, whose death in 1944 led to her share being
passed to her sisters, Alejandra and Josefa Llamas. On June 14, 1969, the heirs of Alejandra
sold their half of Benigna’s share to respondent Casimero Valdez, while Josefa sold her half
to both Valdez and petitioner Modesto Leoveras. An agreement was made between Leoveras
and  Valdez  regarding  their  respective  shares,  leading  to  separate  possession  and  tax
declarations for their portions.

Despite the initial agreement, discord arose when Valdez discovered that Leoveras acquired
two transfer certificates of title (TCTs) covering more land than agreed upon. This led
Valdez to a complaint for Annulment of Title, Reconveyance and Damages against Leoveras
in 1996, arguing that parts of the land were fraudulently conveyed to Leoveras.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC) dismissed Valdez’s complaint, finding no substantial proof of
forgery or fraud in Leoveras’s acquisition of titles. However, upon appeal, the Court of
Appeals (CA) reversed the RTC’s decision, pointing out the impossibility of the transactions
based on the death dates of Sta. Maria and Llamas, and inconsistencies in the signatures
involved. As a result, CA annulled Leoveras’s titles and ordered the reconveyance of the
land to Valdez.

Leoveras then appealed to the Philippine Supreme Court, arguing against the breadth of
CA’s decision regarding the reconveyance of both parcels covered by the questioned TCTs.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the CA erred in nullifying the petitioner’s titles.
2. Whether the CA erred in ordering the reconveyance of the parcel of land covered by the
petitioner’s titles.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court partially granted the petition. It acknowledged the existence of a legal
and equitable remedy for the rightful owner of land wrongfully registered in another’s
name. The Court established that Valdez proved his ownership of the disputed property and
that the petitioner’s admission of using falsified documents confirmed Valdez’s positions.
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Moreover, it asserted that the use of the Torrens system for registration cannot protect
fraudulent  acts  or  permit  unjust  enrichment.  Therefore,  the  CA correctly  ordered  the
reconveyance of the disputed property covered by one of the TCTs. However, the Court
modified  the  CA’s  decision  by  ruling  that  the  entire  subject  property  should  not  be
reconveyed to Valdez since part of it was rightfully Leoveras’s share.

**Doctrine:**
Ownership and registration under the Torrens system are distinct; fraudulent registration
can be corrected through reconveyance to the rightful owner. Fabrication of documents for
land registration constitutes a fraudulent  act  undermining the integrity  of  the Torrens
system.

**Class Notes:**
– The Torrens system confirms and records existing title; it does not create new title.
–  Forgery  or  fraudulent  registration  as  grounds  for  the  nullification  of  title  and
reconveyance of property.
– Partition among co-owners terminates co-ownership and vests exclusive ownership as per
the agreement of the parties.
– Admission of fabricating documents for title transfer is detrimental to one’s claim of
ownership.

**Historical Background:**
This case underscores the complex interplay between the principles of land ownership, co-
ownership, succession, and the sanctity of the Torrens system in the Philippines. Reflecting
on  disputes  following  succession  and  subsequent  transactions  spanning  decades,  it
highlights the importance of clear transactions and the dangers of fraudulent conduct. The
case serves as a cautionary tale on property transactions and the critical  examination
required by the courts to uphold justice and equity in land ownership and registration
controversies.


