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### Title:
Valmonte vs. The Honorable Court of Appeals et al.

### Facts:
In a detailed series of events that led to the Supreme Court, Pastora Valmonte, Jose de
Leon, and Joaquin Valmonte (petitioners) filed a complaint against the Philippine National
Bank (PNB), Artemio Valenton, and Areopagita J. Joson (respondents) in the Court of First
Instance of Cabanatuan City, which was dismissed along with the defendants’ counterclaim.
This dismissal was affirmed by the Court of Appeals, prompting the petitioners to seek
review under Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of Court.

The case traces back to November 5, 1951, when Joaquin Valmonte sold three parcels of
land in Nueva Ecija to his daughter Pastora, who then mortgaged these lands to PNB for a
crop loan. A series of transactions followed, including further mortgaging of the same lands
by a representative of Pastora for an additional loan, leading eventually to an extrajudicial
foreclosure sale where PNB emerged as the sole bidder. With the expiry of the redemption
period, an offer to purchase the properties by Artemio Valenton was accepted by PNB due
to the failure of the Valmontes to repurchase the property within the extended period
provided by PNB. Various subsequent transactions between PNB and Valenton culminated
in the registration of the properties under Valenton’s name.

The procedural journey saw the petitioners challenging the Court of Appeals’ decision at the
Supreme  Court  on  grounds  including  deprivation  of  property  without  due  process,
misinterpretation of mortgage laws, and flaws in the foreclosure process, among others.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the trial court’s decision, which the
petitioners claimed deprived them of their property without due process.
2. Whether the mortgages (P16,000.00 and P5,000.00) were incorrectly considered separate
and distinct by the respondent court.
3. Whether the foreclosure of the P5,000.00 mortgage alone vested title over the property in
PNB.
4. The validity of the transfer of property from PNB to Valenton and the claim of flaws in the
foreclosure process.
5.  The respondent court’s  denial  of  the petitioners’  motion to amend the complaint to
conform to the evidence.



G.R. No. L-41621. February 18, 1999 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court  upheld the decisions of  the lower courts,  finding no merit  in  the
petitioners’ arguments. It held that the foreclosure was conducted in accordance with the
law, the mortgages were properly treated as separate and distinct, and the transfer of the
foreclosed property  to  Valenton was valid.  The Court  emphasized that  the petitioners’
request  for  an extension to  redeem the property  estopped them from questioning the
foreclosure sale.

### Doctrine:
1. **Merger of Obligation**: The obligation is extinguished from the time the characters of
creditor and debtor are merged in the same person.
2. **Estoppel by Request for Extension**: A party cannot later invalidate a foreclosure sale
if they previously requested an extension to redeem the property, as this act affirms the
sale’s validity.

### Class Notes:
– **Merger of Obligation**: If a mortgagee acquires the mortgaged property, the mortgage
debt is extinguished as creditor and debtor roles are merged.
– **Estoppel Principle**: When a party benefits from an agreement or action related to a
mortgage foreclosure, they cannot later contest the foreclosure’s validity.
–  **Foreclosure  Process**:  Compliance  with  notice  and  publication  requirements  is
fundamental;  lack thereof could render the foreclosure void,  provided the alleged non-
compliance is proven by the challenger.
–  **Pactum Commissorium**:  The  doctrine  that  prohibits  a  mortgagee  from acquiring
ownership of the mortgaged property without foreclosure is not violated when the property
is foreclosed and sold due to the mortgagor’s failure to redeem.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the principles surrounding mortgage obligations, foreclosure processes,
and the doctrine of merger, within the context of Philippine property law. It emphasizes the
procedural and substantive safeguards that must be observed in extrajudicial foreclosures,
as well as the legal implications of parties’ actions during the foreclosure and redemption
periods.


