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**Title:** *Enriqueta M. Locsin vs. Bernardo Hizon, Carlos Hizon, Sps. Jose Manuel &
Lourdes Guevara*

**Facts:**

Enriqueta M. Locsin, owning a property in Quezon City, faced a complex legal battle over its
ownership. After filing an ejectment case against an occupant (Billy Aceron) in 1992 and
leaving for the US, she discovered her title was missing. A reconstruction granted her a new
title in 1994. By 2002, upon learning her property was sold to Marylou Bolos (via a forged
deed) and eventually to the Hizons and then the Guevaras, Locsin demanded the return of
her property, alleging forgery. Her requests denied, she filed for reconveyance, annulment
of titles, and damages. The RTC dismissed her case, affirmed by the CA on appeal, arguing
the purchasers were in good faith. Locsin then took her case to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the CA erred in not finding the series of property transfers as fraudulent.
2. Whether the respondents (Hizons and Guevaras) were innocent purchasers for value.
3.  The entitlement of  Locsin to damages due to the fraudulent  activities  affecting her
property.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court granted Locsin’s petition, reversing the CA and RTC decisions. It found
that:
–  Bernardo  had  knowledge  of  potential  defects  in  Bolos’  title,  undercutting  claims  of
innocent purchase.
– The swift transfer of the property post-Locsin’s forgery allegations, along with the familial
relationships among the respondents, indicated bad faith.
– The absence of due diligence by Carlos and the Guevaras, particularly their failure to
investigate the property’s title history, did not qualify them as innocent purchasers for
value.

Consequently, the titles issued to Bolos, Carlos, and the Guevaras were declared null and
void, and the property was ordered to be returned to Locsin, who was also awarded nominal
damages and attorney’s fees for the violation of her rights.

**Doctrine:**
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The “Mirror Doctrine” and the principle concerning “Innocent Purchasers for Value” were
central. The Supreme Court emphasized that while the registrant’s title is presumed valid,
this presumption does not extend to transferees who have knowledge of any claim or flaw in
the title  of  the vendor.  The decision reaffirmed the importance of  conducting diligent
inquiries into the property’s history and legal standing before purchase.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Innocent Purchaser for Value** – One who buys property without notice of any other
party’s claim and pays a fair price.
2. **Mirror Doctrine** – A doctrine where buyers are entitled to rely on the title and are not
obligated to look beyond its contents unless aware of facts that would prompt a reasonable
investigation.
3. **Nominal Damages** – Awarded to recognize a technical violation of rights without
actual financial loss.

**Historical Background:**

The case illustrates complexities in Philippine property law, especially regarding the rights
of absent property owners and the responsibilities of purchasers to verify title validity. It
underscored the judiciary’s role in protecting property rights against fraud and bad faith,
emphasizing the necessity of vigilance in transactions involving titled lands.


