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**Title:** Eloy Imperial v. Court of Appeals, et al.

**Facts:** This case found its genesis in a disputed transaction labeled as an “Absolute
Sale,” which was essentially a donation by Leoncio Imperial of a 32,837 square meter parcel
of  land in  Albay to  his  acknowledged natural  son,  Eloy Imperial,  the petitioner.  Upon
Leoncio’s attempt to annul said sale on grounds of deceit,  a compromise was reached,
affirmed by the Court of First Instance of Albay in 1961, recognizing Eloy’s rights but
agreeing to sell a part of the land for Leoncio’s benefit. Leoncio’s death in 1962 left behind
two heirs, Eloy and an adopted son, Victor Imperial. Victor’s subsequent death without issue
put  the  property  under  the  microscope,  particularly  by  Victor’s  natural  father’s  heirs,
leading to litigation initiated in 1986 for the annulment of the donation based on allegations
of fraud and impairment of Victor’s legitime.

After  a  court-ordered dismissal  was  overturned by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  an  amended
complaint by the heirs sought not just annulment but also reconveyance and recovery of
possession,  predicated on the contention that  the donation diminished Victor’s  rightful
share. Eloy mounted a defense citing the previous compromise judgment, prescription, and
laches, among others. The Regional Trial Court found the donation inofficious, ordering a
readjustment of land shares to rectify the impaired legitime—a decision affirmed by the
Court of Appeals.

**Issues:**
1. Was there res judicata, negating a new adjudication due to a presumed “identity of
parties” and “cause of action” in prior related litigation?
2. Did the private respondents (heirs of Victor) have the standing to contest the donation?
3. Did the defenses of prescription, laches, and estoppel apply to bar the contest?
4.  Was the donation indeed inofficious,  necessitating a reduction to reconcile with the
legitime’s entitlement?

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court, in deciding these issues, held:
1. No res judicata existed as there was no substantive “identity of parties” or “cause of
action.”  Victor,  substituting Leoncio  in  the prior  case,  represented Leoncio’s  interests,
distinct from the current action focusing on inofficious donation.
2. Private respondents, as heirs to Victor’s potential legitime, were affirmed to have the
right to seek the donation’s reduction, in line with provisions from the Civil Code that allow
such an action by heirs.
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3. The defense of prescription was upheld, with the Court identifying a 10-year limitation
period for obligations created by law, applied from the time of the donor’s death, rendering
the action prescribed as initiated 24 years post-death.
4. Due to the unavailing of private respondents’ claims by prescription, the Court refrained
from extensive engagement with the inofficiousness of the donation but noted procedural
missteps in the lower courts’ handling, particularly regarding the adjudication of property
shares as part of Victor’s legitime.

**Doctrine:** The case reiterated the doctrines related to the causes of  action for the
reduction  of  inofficious  donations,  identifying  the  appropriate  limitations  period  for
initiating such actions (10 years from the donor’s death) and emphasized the necessity of
explicit  actuation  for  heirs  to  renounce  inheritances  or  legacies,  per  the  Civil  Code
provisions.

**Class Notes:**
– **Res judicata:** Requires identity of parties, subject matter, and cause of action between
the first and second action.
– **Legitime and inofficious donations:** Defined under Articles 772, 771 of the Civil Code,
emphasizing  the  heirs’  right  to  contest  against  inofficious  donations  that  impair  their
legitime but subjected to a ten-year statute of limitations from the donor’s death.
– **Prescription Period:** Established that actions upon an obligation created by law, such
as the obligation to reduce inofficious donations, must be brought within ten years from the
time the right of action accrues.
–  **Collation of  Donations:**  Highlighted the procedure for  incorporating the value of
donations to the estate for the calculation of legitime, per Article 1061 of the Civil Code.

**Historical  Background:**  This  case  underscores  the  complexities  and  nuances  of
Philippine inheritance law, particularly the interplay between the rights to legitime and the
implications  of  donations  inter  vivos.  It  further  exposes  the  temporal  limitations  to
contesting transfers deemed inofficious and the procedural labyrinth within which such
contests are adjudicated, illustrating the evolving jurisprudence aimed at balancing the
interests of donors and heirs under the Civil Code.


