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DICDICAN, J.:

Before us is an appeal from the Decision[1] that was rendered by Judge Noemi J. Balitaan of Branch 258 of the
Regional Trial Court of the National Capital Judicial Region in Parafiague City (“trial court”) on January 10, 2014
in Civil Case No. 00-0315 which, inter alia, dismissed in part the complaint for cancellation, reconveyance and
reconstitution of land titles that was filed by the plaintiffs-appellants against the defendants-appellees for lack of
merit.

The material and relevant facts of the case, as culled from the record, are as follows:

The instant case stemmed from a Complaint[2] for cancellation, reconveyance and reconstitution of several land
titles that was filed by herein plaintiff-appellant Teresita D. Pascual-Maharg (“plaintiff-appellant Teresita’),
Ramon D. Bautista and defendant-appellee Ricardo D. Pascua (“defendant-appellee Ricardo”) against herein
defendant-appellee Nilo Pascua (*defendant-appellee Nilo”) and Macario Pascual, Jr. in the trial court on July
17, 2000. In the said complaint, the plaintiffs-appellants alleged that they, along with the defendants-appellees,
were the heirs of the late Macario C. Pascual, Sr. (“Macario, Sr.”) who died intestate on April 11, 1997. Macario,
Sr. was likewise survived by hiswife, FranciscaD. Pascual (“Francisca’).

Upon his death, the plaintiffs-appellants averred that Macario, Sr. left behind an undivided parcel of land located
at San Dionisio, Parafiague City, with an area of Six Thousand Two Hundred Seventy Point Forty (6,270.40)
square meters and covered by Transfer Certificate of Title No. (90278) 26439/T-133 (“subject property”).
However, the plaintiffs-appellants alleged that, on June 1, 2000, they discovered that TCT No. (90278)
26439/T-133 had aready been canceled and, in its place, the following land titles were issued, to wit:

1. TCT No. 142668[ 3] in the name of Macario Pascual, Sr.;
2. TCT No. 142669[4] in the name of Macario Pascual, Sr.;
3. TCT No. 142670[5] in the name of Macario Pascual, Sr.;
4. TCT No. 142671[6] in the name of Nilo D. Pascua; and
5. TCT No. 142672[7] in the name of Macario Pascual, Jr.;

Each of the aforesaid land titles covered an area of One Thousand Two Hundred Fifty Four (1,254) square meters.
Upon further verification, the plaintiffs-appellants learned that Macario, Jr. and Nilo had obtained their respective
land titles pursuant to a Deed of Donation[8] that was issued in their favor by Macario, Sr. dated December 8,
1984. In the said deed of donation, Macario, Sr. conveyed a portion of the subject property to his sons Macario, Jr.
and Nilo each with an area of One Thousand Two Hundred Fifty Four Point Forty (1,254.40) square meters.

Nonetheless, the plaintiffs-appellants claimed that the aforesaid deed of donation contained misrepresentations
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and even falsifications that were perpetuated by their brothers Macario, Jr. and Nilo. The plaintiffs-appellants
contended that, in June 2000, their mother, Francisca, executed three (3) Deeds of Assignment[9] in their favor
whereby their mother assigned a portion of the subject property to them each with an area of One Thousand Two
Hundred Fifty Four Point Forty (1,254.40) square meters.

Summons was thereafter served upon the defendants-appellees requiring the latter to file their answer to the
complaint within fifteen (15) days from their receipt thereof. Thus, in their Answer[10] to the complaint that was
filed against them, the defendants-appellees argued that the deed of donation that was executed by their late father
in their favor was valid and binding as evidenced by the fact that the same was executed and notarized on
December 8, 1984 or while their father was still alive. According to them, the requisites of valid donation are
likewise present in this case, namely: the consent of the donor and the donees, the existence of the subject matter
and the cause of the donation which was the love and affection of the donor to the donees.

Moreover, in order to bolster their claim, the defendants-appellees submitted a copy of the Sinumpaang
Salaysay[11] that was executed by their mother Francisca dated July 28, 2000. In the said Sinumpaang Salaysay,
Francisca denied that she executed a deed of assignment in favor of the plaintiffs-appellants covering a portion of
the subject property. Likewise, Francisca affirmed therein that she and her late husband Macario, Sr. executed a
deed of donation in favor of their sons Macario, Jr. and Nilo because of the love and affection which the latter had
shown to her and Macario Sr.

Subsequently, on March 30, 2001, the parties entered into a Compromise Agreement[12] which was submitted to
the trial court for the approval by the latter. Thus on April 2, 2001, a Decision[13] based on a compromise
agreement was rendered by the trial court which provided, among others, that the portions of the subject property
which were still registered in the name of Macario, Sr. (TCT Nos. 142668, 142669 and 142670) would be
conveyed in favor of the plaintiffs-appellants.

However, on September 6, 2001, plaintiff-appellant Teresita filed a Motion to Set Aside Decision[14] on the
ground that, during the time when the compromise agreement was entered into by the parties, she was then out of
the country and she could not have possibly signed the same or consented thereto. Moreover, she evinced that the
terms and conditions of the said compromise agreement were unacceptable to her. Thus, plaintiff-appellant
Teresita insisted that the same should be declared as null and void, as well as the decision which was rendered in
accordance therewith.

This was followed by another Motion for Leave to File Supplemental Complaint[15] with attached Supplemental
Complaint[16] that was likewise filed by plaintiff-appellant Teresitain the trial court on January 11, 2002. In the
said supplemental complaint, plaintiff-appellant Teresita stated that she had just discovered that TCT Nos.
142668, 142669 and 142670 were all canceled and, in their place, TCT Nos. 150349[17], 150393[18] and
150392[19], respectively, were issued in the name of defendant-appellee Ricardo. According to plaintiff-appellant
Teresita, the said transfer was pursuant to a falsified Deed of Transfer[20] that was purportedly executed by
Macario, Sr. on April 4, 2000 or after the death of the latter. Plaintiff-appellant Teresita contended that it was
defendant-appellee Ricardo and the latter's cohorts who authored the said falsification and facilitated the transfer
of the three (3) land titles in the name of defendant-appellee Ricardo. Consequently, she prayed that TCT Nos.
150349, 150393 and 150392 be declared by the trial court as null and void.

In an Order[21] dated September 2, 2002, the trial court recalled and set aside its Decision dated April 2, 2001 on
the ground that the compromise agreement upon which the said decision was based was null and void. The tria
court gave credence to the claim of plaintiff-appellant Teresita that she was in Canada during the time when the
compromise agreement was entered into by the parties and that she did not give her consent thereto. Nonetheless,
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in the same order, the trial court admitted the supplemental complaint that was filed by plaintiff-appellant Teresita
against defendant-appellee Ricardo.

In the meantime, Ramon D. Pascual, one of the plaintiffs in the case a quo, died on June 24, 2004. He was then
substituted by his heirs, his wife Nora Pascual and his son Ruel Pascual, in the instant action.[22] Thereafter,
Macario Pascual, Jr. died on March 7, 2005 and he was substituted in the case by his wife, Evelyn Pascual.[23]
Not long thereafter, Nora Pascual died on October 12, 2006, |eaving Ruel Pascual as the only heir who substituted
Ramon Pascud in the case.[24]

Subsequently, on June 29, 2007, defendant-appellee Ricardo filed his Answer[25] to the supplemental complaint
that was filed against him by plaintiff-appellant Teresita. In the said answer, the former denied the allegations that
were hurled against him by the latter. According to defendant-appellee Ricardo, the three (3) parcels of land that
were previously covered by TCT Nos. 142668, 142669 and 142670 were donated to him by his father Macario,
Sr. when the latter was still alive. In order to prove his claim, he presented a copy of the Deed of Donation[26]
that was purportedly executed by his father in his favor dated December 29, 1996 covering the aforesaid parcels
of land.

However, defendant-appellee Ricardo claimed that he entrusted the said deed of donation to one Gaudencia P.
Zaplan (“Zaplan™) who facilitated the transfer of the land titles in his name. Nonetheless, defendant-appellee
Ricardo claimed that Zaplan was able to secure the new land titles in his name without the use of the said deed of
donation. Instead, he averred that Zaplan caused the execution of a“deed of transfer” without his knowledge and
authority in order to save on taxes. Consequently, defendant-appellee Ricardo maintained that he was not
responsible for any falsification or irregularity which may have attended the transfer of the land titlesin his name.
At any rate, defendant-appellee Ricardo insisted that there was legal basis to transfer the three (3) land titlesin his
name even without the said deed of transfer.

A pre-tria was then conducted by the trial court whereby both parties entered into stipulations of facts and
submitted the issues for the resolution of the trial court.[27] Trial on the merits of the case ensued thereafter.

On January 10, 2014, the trial court rendered the assailed decision the dispositive portion of which reads:

“WHEREFORE, based on the foregoing, the prayer for the Cancellation of TCT Nos. 142668, 142669,
142670, 142671 and 142672 and the Reconveyance and Reconstitution of TCT No. 90278 T-428 from which
the aforesaid TCTs were derived is DENIED.

“Asregards TCT N0s.150392, 150393 and 150394 all in the name of Ricardo D. Pascual the same having been
obtained thru fraud, are hereby CANCELLED. The Register of Deeds of Parafiaque City is hereby directed to
reconvey the sameto the former TCT Nos. 142668, 142669 and 142670.

“No pronouncement as to costs.

“SO ORDERED.”

Undaunted by the foregoing disquisition of the trial court, the plaintiffs-appellants filed their appeal in this Court
raising the following errors which were purportedly committed by the trial court, to wit:

THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED A REVERSIBLE ERROR IN SUSTAINING THE VALIDITY OF THE
CANCELLATION OF TCT NO. 90278 IN THE NAME OF MACARIO, SR. ON THE BASIS OF THE
DEED OF DONATION, PARTITION AGREEMENT AND SUBDIVISION PLAN THAT WERE
SUBMITTED IN EVIDENCE BY THE DEFENDANTS-APPELLEESIN THE TRIAL COURT.
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THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED A REVERSIBLE ERROR IN NOT CANCELING TCT NOS. 142668,
142669, 142670, 142671 and 142672 IN THE NAMES OF MACARIO, JR. AND DEFENDANT-APPELLEE
NILO AND IN NOT ORDERING THEIR RECONVEYANCE OR REVERSION TO TCT NO. 90278 IN
THE NAME OF MACARIO, SR. THE ISSUANCE OF THE FIVE (5) NEW LAND TITLESWASVOID IN
THAT THE TRANSFER WAS BASED ON FRAUDULENT, SPURIOUS, FICTITIOUS AND DEFECTIVE
DOCUMENTS.

THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED A REVERSIBLE ERROR IN NOT ORDERING THE
REINSTATEMENT OR RECONVEYANCE OF TCT NO. 90278 IN THE NAME OF MACARIO, SR. THE
ALLEGED DEED OF DONATION, ASSUMING THAT THE SAME WAS VALID, APPEARS ON ITS
FACE TO BE A DONATION INTER VIVOS WHICH SHOULD HAVE BEEN ENFORCED AND
IMPLEMENTED DURING THE LIFETIME OF THE DONORS.

In sum, the sole issue brought before this Court for resolution is whether or not the trial court committed an error
when it upheld the validity of TCT Nos. 142668, 142669, 142670, 142671 and 142672 which were issued in the
name of herein defendants-appellees. After a careful and thorough review of the facts, law and issues of this case,
we find the appeal that was filed by the plaintiffs-appellants to be bereft of merit.

In their appeal that was filed in this Court, the plaintiffs-appellants contended that the purported deed of donation
was inscribed on the mother title in the name of Macario, Sr. (TCT No. 90278) on October 29, 1984 while the
document itself appears to have been executed on December 8, 1984 or two (2) months after the said inscription.
Moreover, the Deputy Register of Deeds of Parafiaque testified that the subject deed of donation was received and
entered in the record of their office only on October 29, 1999. Further, the plaintiffs-appellants pointed out that
the original copy of the deed of donation was not presented in the trial court when the same was submitted in
evidence by the defendants-appel lees.

Furthermore, the plaintiffs-appellants averred that, while the exact areas of the donated parcels of land were
specified in the deed of donation, the specific descriptions thereof were not stated, thereby making it impossible to
determine which part of the subject property was donated to the defendants-appel lees.

Moreover, the plaintiffs-appellants evinced that the partition agreement dated October 1, 1999 was supposedly
executed by Macario, Sr. on the same date. However, the record shows that the donor, Macario, Sr., died in 1997,
thereby also rendering as impossible the submission of the defendants-appellees that Macario, Sr. executed the
said partition agreement and consented thereto.

For their part, the defendants-appellees countered that the deed of donation complied with al the formalities
which were required by the law for its validity. The fact that the deed of donation dated December 8, 1984 was
annotated on TCT No. 90278 on October 29, 1999 is not a ground to declare the donation as void. Moreover, the
defendants-appellees argued that Article 729 of the Civil Code does not require that the deed of donation be
inscribed in the Torrenstitle of the real property within the lifetime of the donor.

Further, the defendants-appellees postul ated that the plaintiffs-appellants failed to present any evidence that would
establish or prove the existence of fraud, spuriousness and infirmities on the deed of donation that was executed
by Macario, Sr. in favor of Macario, Jr. and defendant-appellee Nilo. Thus, the defendants-appellees asseverated
that the complaint that was filed against them should be dismissed for lack of merit.

We agree with the contentions of the defendants-appellees. Settled is the age-old but familiar rule that he or she
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who alleges must prove his or her alegation. The burden of proof is on the part of the party who makes the
alegations— e incumbit probatio, qui dicit, non qui negat[28]. If a party claims a right granted by law, he or she
must prove his or her claim by competent evidence, relying on the strength of his or her own evidence and not
upon the weakness of that of his or her opponent[29]. A party aleging a critical fact must support his or her
alegation with substantial evidence[30]. Substantial evidence has been defined as such relevant evidence as a
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion[31].

Corollary thereto, it is likewise settled that a Torrens title is evidence of indefeasible title to property in favor of
the person in whose name the title appears. It is conclusive evidence with respect to the ownership of the land
described therein.[32] And, for an action of reconveyance based on fraud to prosper, the party seeking
reconveyance must prove by clear and convincing evidence his or her title to the property and the fact of
fraud.[33]

As applied in the instant case, during the trial in the court a quo, the plaintiffs-appellants submitted in evidence
the copy of the deed of donation which was executed by Macario, Sr. in December 1984. In the said deed of
donation, Macario, Sr. donated a portion of the subject property to two (2) of his sons, Macario, Jr. and herein
defendant-appellee Nilo. In claiming that the said deed of donation was spurious, the plaintiffs-appellants pointed
out that the date of inscription of the said document was two (2) months before the date of execution of the deed
of donation itself. However, a perusal of the copy of TCT No. 90278 that was submitted to the trial court in
evidence would reved that it was a mere typographical error. The deed of donation was entered in the Registry of
Deeds of Parafiague City under Entry No. 59505 of TCT No. 90278. Before the latter entry, another entry in the
said land title (Entry No. 5903) was inscribed therein on October 29, 1999. Thus, this Court agrees with the
contention of the defendants-appellees that Entry No. 59505 (the deed of donation) was inscribed in the land title
on or after October 29, 1999 and not in October 1984 or before the date of execution of the document itself.

Moreover, the plaintiffs-appellants, in support of their claim, presented the lone testimony of the Deputy Register
of Deeds of Parafiaque City. However, the said witness merely identified and confirmed the entries that were
made in TCT No. 90278. He did not present any testimony that would prove that the land titles that were
subsequently registered in the names of the Macario, Jr. and defendant-appellee Nilo were obtained by fraudulent
means. On the contrary, he affirmed that the deed of donation that was executed by Macario, Sr. was, indeed
entered and inscribed in the said land title.

At this point, it must be stressed that, in civil cases, the party having the burden of proof must establish his case
by a preponderance of evidence. Preponderance of evidence is the weight, credit, and value of the aggregate
evidence on either side, and is usually considered to be synonymous with the term greater weight of the evidence
or greater weight of the credible evidence. Preponderance of evidence is a phrase that means, in the last analysis,
probability of the truth. It is evidence that is more convincing to the court as worthy of belief than that which is
offered in opposition thereto.[34]

All told, this Court agrees with the finding of the trial court that the plaintiffs-appellants failed to prove their claim
by preponderance of evidence. The pieces of evidence on record were insufficient to prove that fraud was
committed in the issuance of the land titles in the name of the defendants-appellees. Hence, the said land titles are
valid proof of their ownership of the lands described therein.

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing premises, judgment is hereby rendered by us DENYING the appeal that
was filed by the plaintiffs-appellants for lack of merit. The Decision rendered by Branch 258 of the Regional Tria
Court of the National Capital Judicial Region in Parafiaque City on January 10, 2014 in Civil Case No. 00-0315 is
AFFIRMED.
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SO ORDERED.

Y bafiez, and Paredes, JJ., concur.
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