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NARVASA, J.:

From the adverse judgment of the Court of Appeals,[1] affirming in toto that of the Trial Court,[2] the petitioner
has come to this Court on an appeal by certiorari to plead for reversal of (1) the factual determination that she had
sold the lot in controversy to private respondent, and (2) the legal conclusion that neither the 1973 nor the 1987
Constitution disqualifies the corporation known as the Religious of the Virgin Mary, from acquiring the land in
question and registering it in its name. In light of the time-honored rule that findings of fact of the Court of
Appeals are generally final, and the doctrine lately laid down by this Court on the precise legal issue now raised
by petitioner, her appeal must fail.

The controversy at bar arose in connection with cadastral proceedings initiated by the Director of Lands, in behalf
of the Republic, for the settlement and adjudication of title to a large tract of land measuring 261.5791 hectares,
divided into 1,419 lots, situated in the City of Iligan.[3]

Victoria Ong de Ocsio (herein petitioner) seasonably presented an answer to the petition. She alleged that she was
the owner, by purchase, of two (2) parcels of land with specific boundaries comprehended in the cadastral
proceeding. Lot No. 1272, measuring 256 square meters, and Lot 1273, a road lot, measuring 21 square meters;
and that as owner, she had been in possession of both lots for fifteen (15) years, and her predecessors-in-­interest,
for sixty (60) years. [4] Title to the same parcels of land was however claimed by the Religious of the Virgin
Mary.[5] In its answer, it averred that it had bought the lots from Victoria Ong de Ocsio and had been in
possession as owner thereof for over four years, and its possession and that of its predecessors was immemorial.

Evidence was received on these conflicting assertions after which the Cadastral Court rendered judgment
declaring that the evidence satisfactorily established that Victoria Ong de Ocsio had in truth sold Lot No. 1272 to
the Religious of the Virgin Mary in virtue of a deed of sale dated April 12, 1956 (Exhibit 1), and Lot No. 1273
was a road right of way granted to the City of Iligan. The judgment contained the following dispositive portion,
viz:[6]

WHEREFORE, the court renders judgment adjudicating Cadastral Lot 1272, Iligan Cadastre, to the Religious of
the Virgin Mary, a duly registered domestic religious corporation, the members of which are all Filipino citizens,
with main office in the City of Manila, but the building existing thereon is hereby declared to be the property of
claimant Victoria Ong de Ocsio who is hereby ordered to remove said building out of the premises within 90 days
from date hereof. The claim of Victoria Ong de Ocsio with respect to said cadastral lot is dismissed. No
pronouncement is made as to costs.

Let the corresponding decree issue 30 days after this decision shall have become final.
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As aforestated, the Court of Appeals affirmed the cadastral court's decision in toto. So, too, will this Court:

Both the cadastral Court and the Court of Appeals came to the conclusion, after analysing and weighing the
testimonial and documentary evidence adduced by the parties, that Virginia Ong de Ocsio's version of the facts
was not true -- that it was another property, not Lot No. 1272, that she had conveyed to the religious corporation --
but that it was indeed Lot No. 1272 that was subject of the sale and had indeed been transferred to the latter. Now,
findings of fact of this sort, contained in a decision of the Court of Appeals, are by long and uniformly observed
rule conclusive on the parties and on the Supreme Court, as well;[7] subject only to a few specified exceptions,[8]
none of which obtains here, said findings may not be reviewed on appeal.

As regards the issue of law raised by her, petitioner fares no better. Citing Manila Electric Co. v.
Castro-Bartolome, 114 SCRA 799 (1982) and Republic v. Villanueva, 114 SCRA 875 (1982) in relation to
Section 11, Article XIV of the 1973 Constitution, she asserts that as the private respondent is a religious
corporation, it is disqualified to obtain judicial confirmation of an imperfect title under Section 48 (b) of the
Public Land Act which grants that right only to natural persons. The cited rulings no longer control. Current
doctrine, first announced by the Court en banc in Director of Lands v. I.A.C. 146 SCRA 509 (1986), is that open,
continuous and exclusive possession of alienable public land for at least thirty (30) years in accordance with the
Public Land Act ipso jure converts the land to private property, and a juridical person who thereafter acquires the
same may have title thereto confirmed in its name. Virtually the same state of facts obtained in said case that now
obtain here. A private corporation had purchased the land originally of the public domain from parties who had,
by themselves and through their predecessors-in-interest, possessed and occupied it since time immemorial. It had
thereafter instituted proceedings for confirmation of title under Section 48 (b) of the Public Land Act. In
upholding its right to do so, the court held that the fact that the proceedings had been instituted by said purchaser
in its own name and not in the name of the transferors was “ * * simply ** (an) accidental circumstance,
productive of a defect hardly more than procedural and in nowise affecting the substance and merits of the right of
ownership sought to be confirmed." The ruling was reaffirmed in two later cases, Director of Lands v. Manila
Electric Co., 153 SCRA 686 (September 11, 1987), and Republic v. C.A., 156 SCRA 344 (October 30, 1987)
where the same question of law was raised. In the latter it was expressly held that the prohibitions in the 1973 and
1987 Constitutions against acquisition or registration of lands by or in behalf of private corporations do not apply
to public lands already converted to private ownership by natural persons under the provisions of the Public Land
Act. In the present case, Virginia Ong de Ocsio and her predecessors-in-interest having possessed Lot No. 1272
for the period and under the conditions prescribed by law for acquisition of ownership of disposable public land
prior to the sale of the property to the Religious of the Virgin Mary, confirmation of title thereto in the latter's
name is, under the precedents referred to, entirely in order.

WHEREFORE, the judgment of the Court of Appeals subject of the petition for review on certiorari is
AFFIRMED in toto. Costs against the petitioner. Cruz,

Gancayco, Griño-Aquino, and Medialdea, JJ., concur.

[1] Rendered on May 17, 1976 in CA-G.R. No. 43661-R; L. B. Reyes, J., ponente, with whom concurred de
Castro and Ericta, JJ.

[2] Rendered on August 31,1968 in Cadastral Case No. N-11-1, LRC Rec. No. 146 of the CFI of Lanao del Norte,
Hon. F. Pineda, presiding

[3] The petition was filed on July 20, 1956 and was docketed, as aforestated, as CAD Case No. N-11-1, LRC Rec.
No. N-146, and assigned to the sala of Judge Pineda. The petition was filed pursuant to Sec. 1855 of the Revised

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-44237. February 28, 1989

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 4

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



Administrative Code in relation to Sec. 53 of the Public Land Act. Rollo, p. 30, Rec. on App., pp. 1-5

[4] Rec. on App., pp. 9-18

[5] The Court allowed it to file its answers albeittardily upon it motion reopen the proceedings and upon a
showing of excused negligence in failing to file the same on time. Rec. on App., pp. 20-22,36

[6] Rec. on App., pp. 48-49

[7] SEE e.g., Baliwag Transit, Inc. v. C.A., G.R. No. 57493, Jan. 7,1987

[8] SEE e.g., Manlapaz v. C.A., G.R. No. 56989, Jan. 12, 1987; Vallarta v. I.A.C., G.R. No. 74957, June 30, 1987

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-44237. February 28, 1989

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-44237. February 28, 1989

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org


