G.R. No. 29937. July 12, 1929 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Lucio Emas v. Antonio de Zuzuarregui & Faustino Aguilar, 53 Phil. 197

Facts:

1. The case originated in the Court of First Instance of Tarlac, where Lucio Emas sought to
nullify transfer certificate of title No. 1024, which listed Antonio de Zuzuarregui as the
owner of a parcel of land, including a building, claiming an undivided half-interest in the
property.

2. Antonio de Zuzuarregui was listed as the owner of the whole parcel due to forged
documents facilitated by Victor Ortega.

3. Emas also sought to annul a mortgage on the property favoring Faustino Aguilar, in so far
as it affected his half-interest.

4. The lower court decided in favor of Emas, declaring him a co-owner of the property,
ordering the surrender and cancellation of the title, and the mortgage in question, in
relation to Emas’s share.

5. Defendants Zuzuarregui and Aguilar appealed the decision.

6. The land in question, Lot No. 1147 in La Paz, Tarlac, was initially co-owned by Emas (half
interest), and siblings Gregoria and Ignacio Salas (quarter each).

7. Zuzuarregui bought the shares of the Salas siblings legally, but not Emas’s share. He
sought to buy Emas’s share too and was approached by Ortega, who falsely represented
Emas.

8. Ortega orchestrated the sale via a fraudulent deed signed by a third-party impostor over
Emas’s share, and Zuzuarregui paid P2,000 for the fraudulent deal.

9. Zuzuarregui obtained a new transfer certificate and later mortgaged the whole property
to Aguilar.

10. Zuzuarregui trusted De Jesus, an attorney who harbored suspicions about the
transaction, yet proceeded to assist in procuring new documents.

Issues:

1. Whether Zuzuarregui could claim rights of an innocent purchaser for value given the
fraudulent nature of the deed of sale and the certificate of title.

2. Whether Aguilar, as a mortgagee of the property, could invoke rights based solely on the
register’s annotation without proving the advancement of money.

Court’s Decision:

1. The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s decision, ruling that the deed purportedly
selling Emas’s share was a forgery.

2. Zuzuarregui was not an innocent purchaser because circumstances surrounding the
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transaction should have prompted an inquiry—his attorney, De Jesus, suspected the
fraudulent nature of the transaction.

3. Zuzuarregui’s acquisition of the Torrens title did not legitimize his claim to Emas’s share
due to the suspicious circumstances.

4. Aguilar failed to introduce the mortgage as evidence or to demonstrate that he advanced
funds based on the mortgage, and therefore, could not assert his mortgage rights over
Emas’s half.

5. The court ignored Aguilar’s alleged rights due to the lack of proof of good faith and actual
advancement.

Doctrine:

- A purchaser cannot claim rights as an innocent buyer if they ignore facts that would alert
a reasonable person to potential fraud.

- Merely having a Torrens certificate does not cure a defect in title if the transaction is
tainted by fraud.

Class Notes:

- Elements of an Innocent Purchaser: Good faith, consideration, absence of fraud, and
reasonable inquiry about suspicious circumstances.

- Application: De Zuzuarregui lacked good faith due to low purchase price and the
attorney’s suspicions.

- Legal Statute: Torrens system itself doesn’t protect fraudulent transactions even if a
certificate is issued (citing jurisprudence from the case).

Historical Background:

- Context: This case reflects the period’s legal atmosphere in the Philippines, grappling with
property and title fraud in a society transitioning from Spanish to American legal systems.

- Established precendents for dealing with fraudulent transactions under the Torrens
system, reinforcing the importance of due diligence in property transactions.
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