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CONCEPCION, C.J.:

The Republic of the Philippines seeks the reversal of a decision of the Court of First Instance of Nueva Vizcaya,
granting the petition for naturalization, as citizen of the Philippines, of appellee Jacinto Uy Tian, Jr.

The Solicitor General maintains that petitioner has no lucrative trade. Indeed, it is aleged in his petition that his
income is P250 a month or P3,000 a year, and, among the documentary evidence introduced by him is an affidavit
of Uy Tiong - assistant manager of the North Auto Supply, for which he works as a salesman - to the effect that
petitioner "receives a monthly income of TWO HUNDRED FIFTY PESOS (P250.00) from" said enterprise.

Soon after the Salicitor General had filed notice of appeal from the aforementioned decision of the lower court,
upon the ground that petitioner had no lucrative trade or occupation, the latter moved to reopen the case for the
purpose of proving that he had a gross income of P7,410.62 in the year 1961, and "an investment in the form of
shares of stock worth FIVE THOUSAND PESOS (P5,000.00)" in the Philippine Hygenic Servicing, Inc., which
had been assigned to him on February 1, 1962. This motion having been granted, despite the objection thereto of
the Government, petitioner later introduced evidence in support of his claim, whereupon the lower court rendered
a Supplemental Decision finding that said claim had been established and reiterating the original decision
adverted to above.

Itis, a once, apparent that the motion to reopen was | prompted by a realization, on the part of petitioner herein,
that - on the basis of the allegation in his petition to the effect that his income was limited to the meager sum of
P250 a month, and the evidence introduced by him in support thereof - the Government stood a good chance of
securing a reversal of the original decision in his favor, for lack of alucrative trade or occupation on his part, in
the light of the decision of this Court for the last decade (Leonides Tan vs. Republic, L-19694, March 30, 1965;
Alexander Lim Uy vs. Republic, L-19916, June 23, 1965; Jose Uy vs. Republic, L-20799, November 29, 1965;
Antonio Dy vs. Republic, L-20348, December 24, 1965; Antonio Po vs. Republic, L-21019, December 24, 1965;
Andronico Augusto Dy vs. Republic, L-20709, April 29, 1966; Kock Tee Yap vs. Republic, L-20992, May 14,
1966).

It is, likewise, obvious that the lower court has committed a grave error in granting said motion to reopen and |
that, in any event, the additional evidence for the petitioner does not justify the decision appealed from. Indeed,
petitioner's qualification to be naturalized as a citizen of the Philippines must be determined as of the time of the
filing of his petition (Pablo Lee @ Eng Jio vs. Republic, L-20148, April 30, 1965; Pantaleon Sia vs. Republic,
L-20290, August 31, 1965), which took place on September 14, 1960. At that time he had no other income than
P250 a month, which is insufficient to be "lucrative”, within the purview of Section 2, fourth paragraph, of
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Commonwealth Act No. 473. His alegedly increased income in 1961 and the shares of stock he claims to have
acquired on February 1, 1962, cannot cure his lack of qualification when he commenced this case in 1960
(Saturnino Dy vs. Republic, L-20482, August 31, 1965; Sene-cio Dy Ong vs. Republic, L-21017, November 29,
1965).

It may not be amiss to note that petitioner's income tax return, Exhibit V, upon which his alleged income for 1961
is based, was filed on April 1, 1962, or several months after the submission of this case in the lower court for
decision. Hence, it is not unlikely that the entriesin said return may have been influenced by the pendency of this
naturalization case. Then, again, the alleged assignor of the shares of stock which petitioner claims to own since
February 1, 1962, is petitioner's elder sister, who has not, taken the witness stand.

Independently of the foregoing, it appears that, before establishing himself in Solano, Nueva Vizcaya, where
petitioner is now domiciled, he had resided in different parts of Manila, namely: 906 Int. 2, Alvarado Strest,
1032-1036 Reina Regente Street and 240 Int. Pennsylvania Street, and that none of these previous residences in
Manila was mentioned in petitioner's application and, consequently, in the notice published in connection
therewith. Such omission isfatal to the allowance of said application (Chieng Y en vs. Republic, L-18885, January
31, 1964; Pio de Lara vs. Republic, L-18204, May 29, 1964; Manuel de Lara vs. Republic, L-18203, May 29,
1964; Dy Pek Long vs. Republic, L-18758, May 30, 1964; Gaw Ching vs. Republic, L-19419, September 30,
1964; Qua vs. Republic, L-19834, October 27, 1964; Ong Tai vs. Republic, L-19418, December 23, 1964; Ong
Ping Seng vs. Republic, L-19575, February 26, 1965; Agueda Go vs. Republic, L-21895, April 29, 1966; Wayne
Cheng vs. Republic, L-20713, April 29, 1966).

Lastly, petitioner's attesting withesses were Francisca Gatchalian and Maria J. Lago, but there is nothing in the
record to indicate that these persons enjoy such a high reputation for probity in the community in which they live,
that their word can be taken on its face value. Otherwise stated, it has not been proven that said witnesses are
credible persons, within the purview of the Naturalization Law (Sy Shin v. Republic, L-13496, April 27, 1960;
Albert Ong Ling Chuan v. Republic, L-18550, February 28, 1964; Paul Teh v. Republic, L-19830, September 30,
1964; Saw Cen v. Republic, L-20310, April 30, 1965; Ong Kim Kong v. Republic, L-20505, February 28, 1966).

WHEREFORE, the decision appealed from should be, as it is hereby, reversed and another one shall be entered,
dismissing the petition herein, with costs against the petitioner.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

Reyes, J. B. L., Barrera, Dizon, Regala, Makalintal, Bengzon, J. P., Zadivar, Sanchez and Ruiz Castro, JJ.,
concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 3
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G. R. No. L-20813. November 29, 1966

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor 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 fromit.

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 al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull 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 examsthat tell you whereyou 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 keepsyou 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.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 3
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



