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**Title: Hebron vs. Loyola et al. – G.R. No. 168952**

**Facts:**

This intricate case stems from a dispute revolving around two parcels of land, Lot Nos. 730
and 879 of the Carmona cadastre, with original ownership linked to Januario Loyola and
Remigia Baylon. The couple had seven children: Conrado, Jose, Benjamin, Candida, Soledad,
Cristeta,  and Encarnacion Loyola.  After Encarnacion’s passing on September 15, 1969,
Amelia Bautista-Hebron, Encarnacion’s daughter, took over and controversially withheld
shares from some heirs.

Dissatisfaction culminated in a demand for partition on November 4, 1990. Respondents,
encompassing the descendants of each child of Januario and Remigia, initiated formal legal
proceedings at the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Cavite for partition and damages. Hebron’s
defense hinged on a purported waiver by Candida and Conrado’s heirs, arguing they had
exchanged their land rights for Encarnacion’s financial support.

Procedurally, the RTC limited the trial issues to the legitimacy of this waiver. The RTC
decided in favor of partitioning the properties in question into seven equal parts. Hebron’s
appeal  to the Court  of  Appeals  (CA) led to an inclusion error correction;  Hebron was
acknowledged as a rightful participant but her arguments of waiver and estoppel were
dismissed.

Hebron elevated her case to the Supreme Court on various grounds, notably challenging the
application  of  burden  of  proof,  the  impermissibility  of  a  spouse  relinquishing  minor
children’s rights, and the sufficiency of parol evidence.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the appellate court erred in determining that Hebron bore the burden of proof.
2. The legality of Victorina Loyola, acting as a natural guardian, selling or waiving her minor
children’s inherited shares.
3. Whether parol evidence sufficiently supports Hebron’s claim of waiver or sale of shares
by Candida and Conrado’s heirs.
4.  Whether Candida and Conrado’s descendants were estopped from claiming property
rights.

**Court’s Decision:**
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**1. Burden of Proof:**
The Supreme Court upheld that the burden of proof rested on Hebron, who was asserting a
specific waiver – thus an affirmative defense, requiring proof. As the initiator of the waiver
claim, Hebron needed to provide substantial evidence, which she failed to do.

**2. Minor Children’s Shares:**
The Court affirmed the CA’s ruling, echoing that any transaction involving a minor child’s
property  share  required  court  approval,  and  Victorina  could  not  lawfully  alienate  her
children’s  inherited  share  without  such  approval,  making  any  alleged  transfer  to
Encarnacion  void.

**3. Parol Evidence:**
The Court dismissed Hebron’s reliance on parol evidence, citing insufficient proof against
the statutory requirements for proving transactions involving real property interests, which
demand written, notarized agreements.

**4. Estoppel by Laches:**
Reviewing the timelines, the Court rejected Hebron’s claims of estoppel as unreasonable
delays in asserting rights were not evidenced within the suit chronicles detailing relations
and responsiveness among the many heirs.

**Doctrine:**

– **Affirmative Defense Burden:** The claimant of an affirmative defense bears the burden
of proof.
– **Legal Protection of Minors’ Inherited Property:** Transactions involving minor heirs’
property shares require judicial sanction to be valid.
– **Parol Evidence in Real Property Claims:** Such evidence must meet statutory rigor and
cannot overcome formal written requirements for property transactions.
– **Estoppel and Laches:** Mere passage of time does not establish estoppel if the delay is
justified or legally insignificant relative to relationship complexities.

**Class Notes:**

– *Burden of Proof*: Discusses who must establish facts in civil proceedings.
– *Guardianship Powers*: Defines limits on guardian decisions over minors’ property. (Civil
Code arts. 320-321)
– *Legal Requirements for Property Transfers*: Underlines documentation requisites for
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valid property conveyances.
–  *Estoppel  by Laches*:  Talks about the presumption of  rights relinquishment through
inaction.

**Historical Background:**

This  case  contextualizes  Filipino  property  laws,  particularly  around  inheritance,
underscoring familial obligations and the legal sanctity of minor heirs’ rights, rooted in Civil
Code traditions. It highlights the post-colonial evolution of property laws balancing familial
negotiations with formal legal procedures.


