G.R. No. 204594. November 07, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Sindophil, Inc. vs. Republic of the Philippines, G.R. No. 205378

### Facts:

1. **Initial Registration and Transfers**:

- Marcelo R. Teodoro originally registered the 2,791-square meter Tramo property in Pasay
City under TCT No. 10354 dated November 12, 1964.

- Teodoro sold the property to Reynaldo Puma leading to TCT No. 10354 being canceled and
TCT No. 128358 issued.

- Puma then sold the property to Lourdes Ty, resulting in the issuance of TCT No. 129957.

- Finally, Ty sold the property to Sindophil, Inc., which led to the issuance of TCT No.
132440 on March 24, 1993.

2. *Republic’s Complaint**:

- On July 27, 1993, the Republic filed a Complaint to annul and cancel the certificates of
title due to the dubious authenticity of TCT No. 10354 under Teodoro’s name.

- The basis included inconsistencies and missing records in the Register of Deeds and proofs
of original registration under other names like Maximo Escobar and Efigenia A. Vda. de
Inocencio.

3. **Defendants’ Counterarguments**:

- Defendants claimed estoppel against the Republic for previously accepting capital gains
taxes.

- They asserted the Republic’s lawsuit arose from personal grudges rather than legal
grounds.

- They claimed to be innocent purchasers for value and requested the dismissal of the
complaint.

4. **Procedural Developments**:

- The Republic presented evidence during the trial, while Sindophil and other defendants
waived their right by failing to present any proof or witnesses.

- Sindophil filed a Motion to Re-Open the case for presenting defense evidence citing their
President’s health issues, which was not acted upon by the Regional Trial Court.

5. ¥*RTC Decision**:

- The Regional Trial Court (RTC) nullified all involved certificates of title, including
Sindophil’s TCT No. 132440.

- Defendants’ claims of being innocent purchasers for value were dismissed due to
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insufficient evidence.

6. **Appeal to the CA**:

- Sindophil, with Teodoro, appealed but failed to file their Appellant’s Brief within the
required time, leading to the appeal being dismissed.

- Sindophil’s subsequent Motion for Reconsideration, explaining the missed deadline due to
office relocation, was denied.

7. **Appeal to the Supreme Court**:
- Sindophil filed a Petition for Review on Certiorari with the Supreme Court raising both
procedural and substantive issues.

### Issues:

1. **Procedural**:

- Whether the Court of Appeals erred in dismissing Sindophil’s appeal for not filing the
appeal brief within the designated timeframe.

- Whether the RTC erred in proceeding with the decision without addressing Sindophil’s
Motion to Re-Open Case.

2. ¥*Substantive**:

- Whether TCT No. 10354, and subsequent titles derived from it, including Sindophil’s TCT
No. 132440, are null and void.

- Whether Sindophil was entitled to compensation from the Assurance Fund under Section
95 of the Property Registration Decree.

### Court’s Decision:

#### Procedural Issues:

1. **Failure to File Appeal Brief**:

- The Supreme Court upheld the CA’s decision to dismiss the appeal for non-filing of the
appeal brief within the required period, emphasizing rule adherence and a lack of
acceptable reasons for the delay.

2. **Decision Despite Motion to Re-Open Case**:
- The RTC did not abuse its discretion. Sindophil’s reasons for failing to present timely
evidence were found inadequate and their Motion to Re-Open Case was rightfully denied.

#### Substantive Issues:
1. **Nullity of TCT No. 10354 and Derived Titles**:
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- Evidence demonstrated TCT No. 10354, from which Sindophil’s title originated, was void
due to inconsistent registry records and anomalous issuances not properly documented.

- Sindophil failed to provide evidence to counter the Republic’s claims proving the
property’s disputed origin.

2. *Compensation from Assurance Fund**:
- As Sindophil failed to prove it was a buyer in good faith, it was not eligible for
compensation under Section 95 of the Property Registration Decree.

### Doctrine:

- **Presumption of Innocent Purchaser for Value**: The presumption that holders of Torrens
titles are innocent purchasers for value can be rebutted by evidence indicating otherwise.

- **Burden of Proof**: Once a prima facie case against the presumption of good faith is
made, the burden shifts to the holder to prove their status as an innocent purchaser.

### Class Notes:

- **Key Legal Principles**:

- **Presumption Against Innocence**: The presumption of good faith and innocent
purchaser status can be overcome by contrary evidence.

- **Burden Shifts**: The burden of proving innocent purchaser status lies upon the
defendant once the initial presumption is disputed.

- **Procedural Diligence**: Adherence to procedural rules is critical; lapses may result in
the dismissal of appeals regardless of merit.

- ¥*Statutes**:

- **Property Registration Decree, Section 95**: Requires claimants to prove they are
registered owners and innocent purchasers for value to claim compensation from the
Assurance Fund.

### Historical Background:

- **Land Registration Irregularities**: The case outlines persistent issues within the
Philippine Torrens system concerning title authenticity and registration consistency,
reflecting systemic problems and the importance of thorough examination for property
transactions to mitigate fraud and legal disputes.

The Court affirmed the lower courts’ rulings emphasizing procedural justice and reinforcing
the doctrine of buyers needing to provide evidence to establish good faith.
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