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**Title:**
Efren V. Mendoza and Inocencia R. de Mendoza vs. Ponciano S. Reyes and Court of Appeals
/ Julia R. de Reyes vs. Ponciano S. Reyes and Court of Appeals

**Facts:**

*Step-by-Step Narrative*
1. Ponciano S. Reyes and Julia R. de Reyes were married in 1915. During their marriage,
they acquired properties located on Retiro Street, Quezon City, consisting of Lots 5 and 6.
2. The properties were purchased in 1947 from J.M. Tuason & Co., represented by Gregorio
Araneta, Inc., on an installment basis.
3. Due to financial difficulties, the spouses borrowed money from the Rehabilitation Finance
Corporation (RFC) to pay off the properties: P12,000 in 1948 for Lot 5 and P8,000 in 1952
for Lot 6.
4. Deeds of sale named Julia as the vendee, with Ponciano providing marital consent. Titles
were issued in the name of “Julia Reyes married to Ponciano Reyes.”
5. Julia leased the properties to spouses Efren and Inocencia Mendoza for ten years, turning
the camarin into a movie house.
6. Ongoing financial difficulties led to further loans and mortgage adjustments.
7. In March 1961, Julia sold the properties to the Mendozas for P80,000 without Ponciano’s
knowledge or consent, causing the issuance of new titles in the Mendozas’ names.

*Procedural Posture*
1. Ponciano filed a complaint at the Court of First Instance of Rizal (CFI) to annul the deed
of sale, claiming the properties were conjugal and sold without his consent.
2. CFI dismissed the complaint, declaring properties as Julia’s exclusive properties and
validating the sale to the Mendozas.
3. Ponciano appealed to the Court of Appeals, which reversed the CFI decision, declaring
the  properties  conjugal,  voiding  the  sale  with  respect  to  his  share,  and  ordering  the
Mendozas to compensate him for accrued rentals and attorney’s fees.
4. Separate petitions for certiorari were filed by the Mendozas and Julia to the Supreme
Court.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the properties in question were conjugal or paraphernal.
2. Whether the purchase made by the Mendozas was in good faith.
3. Whether estoppel applies in barring Ponciano from asserting the conjugal nature of the
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properties.
4. The appropriateness of the appellate court’s decision concerning the unjust enrichment
claim.

**Court’s Decision:**

*Property Nature & Conjugal Character*:
– The Supreme Court affirmed that the properties were conjugal, acquired during marriage
using funds borrowed jointly by the spouses from RFC. Despite Julia’s claims, the majority of
evidence, including the financing and record annotations, were consistent with conjugal
ownership (Articles 153 & 160, Civil Code).

*Good Faith Purchase*:
– The Court found that the Mendozas could not be declared as buyers in good faith due to
their awareness of the RFC mortgage and the conjugal nature of the properties.

*On Estoppel*:
– Estoppel could not apply because the pleadings made by Ponciano were not shown to the
Mendozas nor intended for them to act upon. Therefore, the erroneous assertion in the
separate case lacked influence on the involved parties.

*Unjust Enrichment Argument*:
– The allegation of unjust enrichment was dismissed, as Ponciano did not receive proceeds
from the sale, and no enrichment occurred in his benefit.

**Doctrine:**
1. The presumption of conjugal property (Articles 153 & 160, Civil Code) must be overcome
by substantial proof of paraphernal property.
2. The decision affirmed that the title registration in one spouse’s name does not change the
conjugal character of properties acquired during the marriage.
3.  Good  faith  purchase  defenses  must  comprehensively  account  for  awareness  and
understanding of all relevant property annotations.
4. Estoppel regarding third-party contracts involving immovable property strictly considers
party intentions and mutual reliance (Article 1437, Civil Code).

**Class Notes:**
1.  *Presumption  of  Conjugal  Property*:  Acquisition  during  marriage  implies  conjugal
ownership unless significant evidence proves otherwise (Art. 160).
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2. *Conjugal Debts and Loans*: Property purchased from joint loans are considered conjugal
(Art. 161).
3. *Property Registration*: Registration in one spouse’s name doesn’t alter conjugal nature
due to premarriage presumptions (Sec. 46, P.D. 1529).
4.  *Estoppel*:  Requires fraudulent  misrepresentation directed specifically  at  and relied
upon by the invoking party (Art. 1437).

**Historical Background:**
This case emerged during a period when Philippine laws strongly recognized the conjugal
property system, ensuring mutual consent and benefit for spouses in property affairs. The
legal presumption on marital property aimed to protect economic interests intertwined with
personal  relationships,  significantly influencing family and property law interpretations.
This  period saw rigorous enforcement and elucidation of  Civil  Code tenets  concerning
marital property.


