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LAMPAS PERALTA, J.:

Before the Court is an appeal from the (i) Amended Decision dated January 27, 2012[1] in Civil Case No.
416-M-2005 of Branch 11, Regional Trial Court, Malolos City, Bulacan which dismissed the complaint for
“Quieting of Title and/or Cancellation of Transfer Certificate of Title with Damages” and annulled Transfer
Certificate of Title (TCT) No. T-31174 issued in plaintiff-appellant Rita S. Mayormita's name, and (ii) Order
dated March 26, 2012[2] of the trial court which denied plaintiff-appellant's motion for reconsideration of the
Amended Decision dated January 27, 2012.

The Antecedents

The present case involves a parcel of land with an area of 4,125 square meters located in Bo. Libtong,
Meycauayan, Bulacan, covered by two titles. According to plaintiff-appellant, TCT No. T-31174 was issued on
February 7, 1961 in her name by the Registry of Deeds of the Province of Bulacan. In the course of ejectment
proceedings she filed against spouses Edgardo Sanchez and Ma. Beatriz Sanchez, she discovered that the same
parcel of land was also covered by TCT No. T- 436405(M) issued on July 26, 2004 in the name of
defendant-appellee Equitable PCI Bank (now known as BDO Unibank, Inc.[3]).

However, according to defendant-appellee, its TCT No. T-436405(M) is valid and it emanated from Land
Registration Case No. (LRC) V-583 and (LRC) Case Record No. N-33786 with Decree No. N-125254.

Details of the respective factual versions of the parties were summarized in the trial court's Amended Decision
dated January 27, 2012 as follows:

Plaintiff and defendant have conflicting titles over a property located in Bo. Libtong, Meycauayan, Bulacan.
Plaintiff holds on to Transfer Certificate of Title No. 31174 while defendant holds on Transfer Certificate of
Title No. T-436405(M).

Plaintiff alleges that her title was entered in February 7, 1961 and that in 2004, she discovered that the property
was being occupied by Mr. Edgardo L. Sanchez and Beatriz T. Sanchez and thus, filed ejectment proceedings
against him before the Municipal Trial Court of Meycauayan, Bulacan in Civil Case No. 04-195. On the other
hand, defendant claims that on May 14, 1985, TCT No. 74287 was issued in the name of Virginia Datiles and
Maxima Datiles which was adverse to the title of the plaintiff. The property had undergone several
conveyances until TCT No. T-138745(M) over the subject property was issued in the name of Ma. Cristina M.
Guison and Teresita M. Guison. The latter then mortgaged the subject property to PCI Leasing Finance, Inc.
and thereafer, PCI Leasing acquired the property through foreclosure for which it was issued TCT No.
T-264035. PCI Leasing then sold the subject property to Mr. Sanchez who was issued TCT No. T-373189(M).
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The subject property was then sold by Mr. Sanchez to Cherubin Laboratory, Inc. which was issued TCT No.
T-40832(M). Thereafter, Cherubin executed a Real Estate Mortgage in favor of defendant. Upon the failure of
the debtor to pay the obligations subject of the mortgage, defendant foreclosed the property for which reason
TCT No. T-408324(M) was cancelled and TCT No. T-436405(M) was issued in favor of the defendant. It is
this title which is now the subject of dispute in the instant case.”[4]

On June 9, 2005, plaintiff-appellant filed with the trial court a complaint against defendant-appellee for “Quieting
of Title and/or Cancellation of Transfer Certificate of Title with Damages,” alleging that (i) plaintiff-appellant
owned the subject parcel of land and sometime in October 2004, she discovered that the land was occupied by
spouses Edgardo Sanchez and Ma. Beatriz Sanchez without her knowledge and consent; (ii) plaintiff-appellant
filed an ejectment complaint against spouses Edgardo Sanchez and Ma. Beatriz Sanchez before the Municipal
Trial Court (MTC), Meycauayan, Bulacan; (iii) in the course of the ejectment proceedings, plaintiff-appellant
discovered that the subject property had been registered in the name of defendant-appellee under TCT No.
T-436405(M), Registry of Deeds, Province of Bulacan; (iv) while the technical descriptions appearing on both
titles are substantially the same, upon verification with the Land Registration Authority (LRA), it was certified
that the “consolidation-plan (LRC) Pcs-2864” which appears on TCT No. T-436405(M) referred to property
situated “in the District of Tondo, City of Manila” and not “in Bo. Libtong, Meycauayan, Bulacan;” (v) also, per
cadastral survey for Meycauayan, Bulacan, Lot 4267, as appearing on TCT No. T-436405(M), contains an area of
“three hundred nine (309) square meters' only, and not “four thousand one hundred twenty five square meters and
fifty sq. decimeters (4,125.50).” Thus, plaintiff-appellant prayed that judgment be rendered (i) removing any
doubt as to the validity of TCT No. T-31174 and cancelling TCT No. T-436405(M) for being spurious and
fictitious; (ii) directing the Registry of Deeds of Malolos, Bulacan to cancel TCT No. T-436405(M); and, (iii)
ordering defendant-appellee to pay plaintiff-appellant moral damages, exemplary damages, attorney's fees and
costs of suit.[5]

Defendant-appellee filed an “Answer (with Counterclaims),” alleging that (i) defendant-appellee had better title to
the property and was a transferee in good faith; (ii) plaintiff-appellant's title to the property was defective and
covered a different parcel of land; and, (iii) the case should be dismissed because plaintiff-appellant was guilty of
laches and forum shopping.[6]

During the pre-trial, the parties stipulated on the fact that the title to the property was already in the name of
defendant-appellee.[7] Trial ensued wherein the parties presented their own respective evidence.

On January 27, 2012, the trial court rendered a Decision dismissing plaintiff-appellant's complaint and ordering,
among others, the Registry of Deeds of Meycauayan, Bulacan to cancel plaintiff-appellant's TCT No. T-31174.
Thus:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Complaint dated June 7, 2005 filed by plaintiff is hereby
DISMISSED. Transfer Certificate of Title No. 31174 of the plaintiff is hereby annulled. The Registry of Deeds
of Meycauayan, Bulacan is ordered to cancel the said title. The Registry of Deeds of Meycauayan, Bulacan is
ordered to amend the technical description of Transfer Certificate of Title No. T-436405(M) as stated above.
Plaintiff is further ordered to pay the defendant the amount of P200,000.00 as attorney's fees and costs of suit.

SO ORDERED.[8]

Defendant-appellee filed with the trial court an Omnibus Motion for Clarification and Correction, seeking
clarification regarding the portion of the Decision ordering the amendment of defendant-appellee's title and
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praying for the correction of the technical description so as to reflect the court's findings.[9]

In an Amended Decision which was also dated January 27, 2012, the trial court amended the portion on page 8 of
the Decision stating the technical description of the property with respect to the Pcs and lot number. Notably, the
dispositive portion remained exactly the same as the original Decision.[10]

Meanwhile, plaintiff-appellant filed a motion for reconsideration of the Decision dated January 27, 2012,[11] but
the trial court denied the same in an Order dated March 26, 2012.[12]

Hence, plaintiff-appellant filed this appeal, raising the following:

“The Regional Trial Court of Malolos City Branch 11 committed errors when it issued the following:

1. a Decision and an Amended Decision dated January 27, 2012 when it dismissed the case for Quieting of
Title and/or Cancellation of Title with Damages filed by herein Plaintiff-Appellant against Defendant-Appellee
Equitable PCI Bank.

2. an Order dated March 26, 2012 when it denied the Motion for Reconsideration of the Decision and
Amended Decision filed by the Plaintiff-Appellant.”[13]

The Issues

Whether the trial court erred in dismissing the complaint for “Quieting of Title and/or Cancellation of Transfer
Certificate of Title with Damages,” and in annulling TCT No. T-31174 registered in plaintiff-appellant's name.

The Court’s Ruling

In ordering the cancellation of TCT No. T-31174 in the name of plaintiff-appellant, the trial court found that the
same was spurious, as plaintiff-appellant failed to present the decree upon which her title was based. On the other
hand, defendant-appellee presented Decree No. N-125254 containing the same LRC No. V-583 and LRC Record
No. N-33786 indicated in defendant-appellee's TCT No. T-436405(M).

Plaintiff-appellant argues that the trial court erred in not giving weight to her documentary evidence such as the
Certification dated June 24, 2004[14] issued by Apolinar R. Lucido of the Land Registration Authority (LRA)
showing that defendant-appellee's title covered a property located in Tondo, Manila and contained erroneous
entries in the survey and designated lot numbers. Allegedly, the errors in the survey number and lot number
reflected in defendant-appellee's title are substantial and render the latter's title defective and spurious.

For its part, defendant-appellee maintains that “it is the title of Plaintiff-Appellant which appears to be spurious as
it is unsupported by a judicial decree.”[15] Allegedly, plaintiff-appellant is “bound by the testimony and
declarations” of Engineer Porfirio Encisa, plaintiff-appellant's own witness,[16] that defendant-appellee's title
merely contained typographical errors which did not affect the validity thereof.

It is basic that in civil cases, the burden of proof to be established by preponderance of evidence is on plaintiff
who is asserting the affirmative of an issue. Plaintiff has the burden of presenting evidence required to obtain a
favorable judgment, and he, having the burden of proof, will be defeated if no evidence were given on either
side.[17] Moreover, the party having the burden of proof must rely on the strength of his own evidence and not
upon the weakness of the defendant's. The concept of "preponderance of evidence" refers to evidence which is of

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library RITA S. MAYORMITA, PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, VS. EQUITABLE ...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 11

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



greater weight, or more convincing than that which is offered in opposition to it; at bottom, it means probability of
truth.[18]

The complaint for “Quieting of Title and/or Cancellation of Transfer Certificate of Title with Damages” filed by
plaintiff-appellant in the case below is premised on her claim that her TCT No. T-31174 is valid, while
defendant-appellee's TCT No. T-436405(M) is spurious. Allegedly, “the subject property was fictitiously and
erroneously referred to, and claimed, as being covered” by TCT No. T-436405(M) in the name of
defendant-appellee, and defendant-appellee's title refers to property situated in Tondo, Manila, per Certification
dated June 24, 2004 issued by the LRA.[19]

Records bear that plaintiff-appellant presented Engineer Porfirio Encisa of the LRA as witness, the consolidation
plan under Pcs 2864, and a Certification dated June 24, 2004 from the LRA. Although plaintiff-appellant
presented said Certification dated June 24, 2004 from the LRA, she failed to show how the same was related to
the subject property. Neither plaintiff-appellant's TCT No. T-31174 nor defendant-appellee's TCT No.
T-436405(M) was mentioned in the Certification which reads:

“This is to certify that consolidation-subdivision plan (LRC) Pcs-2864 is situated in the District of Tondo, City
of Manila, Island of Luzon, covering Lot 29-New-I, Psd-10669 & lots 98 – 100, Blk. 2913, Manila Cadastre,
embraced in Transfer Certificate of Title Nos. 34028, 60385 & 60386 as surveyed for Jose F. Tangco, et al,
was approved on June 1, 1967 per Microfilm Hardcopy.

However, the survey envelope of said consolidation-subdivision plan (LRC) Pcs-2864 is not available in our
Vault Section.”[20]

Significantly, even plaintiff-appellant's own witness, Engineer Porfirio Encisa explained that (i) said LRA
Certification dated June 24, 2004 pertains to a different lot, and (ii) defendant-appellee's title merely contained
typographical errors on the survey number and lot number. Thus:

Engineer Porfirio Encisa on cross examination:

“Q Now Mr. Witness, going back to the Certification. It states that the Consolidation and Subdivision Plan is
situated in the district of Tondo, City of Manila but it does not state that it pertains also to a lot in Bocaue,
Bulacan. Can you explain this Mr. Witness?

A That Certification has no relation at all with the subject of this case. As far as our available record is
concerned, the correct number of TCT No. T-4605 registered in the name of Equitable PCI Bank should be
LRC Pcs-28641, Your Honor, I have here the original copy of the plan, Your Honor.

Q Can you tell us what does the original copy means (sic)?

A This is the original Consolidation and Subdivision Plan of Lots 4267-D, F and G of LRC Psd-327170
wherein the subject title is a portion, sir.”[21]
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xxx xxx xxx

Engineer Porfirio Encisa on re-direct examination:

“Q Do you have that document that we could compare the error with?

A The Approved plan supposedly, sir, the basis of the titling which is the supposed plan number the first time
the lot number supposed.

... Actually, sir. The lot number is not 4267 Meycauayan Cadastre but as per our record, Land Registration
Case No. 3503 Bulacan and as per record Number N-33787, the lot number, sir, should be 4297. When the
decree of registration was typed manually, the error then, emanated. In the decree of registration became lot
number 4267 but the court acquired jurisdiction over 4297 and then it was subdivided under LRC. The said lot
4297 was subdivided under LRC Case D-327170 approved by the Honorable Commissioner of the Land
Registration Oscar R. Victoriano on April 23, 1985. Subsequently, sir, two (2) of the parcels of the subdivision
plan.

Court: Sige, ituro mo 'dyan.

Witness:

A Here is the 327170 was consolidated and subdivided under LRC Pcs 28641. So, this is the basis of the
titling. Your Honor. But, it appearing on the title and TCT No. T-43605(M) lot 1 (one) registered in Equitable
PCIBank it appears that there is a typographical error in designating the survey number. May I read Your
Honor, “LRC Pcs-28641”, so, the basis of the titling it should be LRC Pcs 28641, therefore, the six (6) and one
(1), the last digit is omitted.

xxx xxx xxx

Q But in the meantime, what are we holding now is a wrong document?

A No, not wrong, only having typographical...

Atty. Martinez:

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library RITA S. MAYORMITA, PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, VS. EQUITABLE ...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 11

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



Your Honor...

Court: Let him explain, he is explaining.

Witness:

A ... The typographical error does not invalidate the title, Your Honor.”[22]

xxx xxx xxx

Engineer Porfirio Encisa on cross examination:

“Q In other words, that pertains to the lot of Equitable PCIBank?

A Yes sir, as I conducting an investigation being an expert witness in this case, I found out that the title of
Equitable PCIBank contains typographical error in the lot number.”[23]

While plaintiff-appellant's TCT No. T-31174 shows that it emanated from “Decree No. 373756, issued in L.R.C.
Case No. 636 Record No. 34795,”[24] plaintiff-appellant failed to present the decree upon which her title was
based. Notably, TCT No. T-436405(M)[25] issued on July 26, 2004 in the name of defendant-appellee was
originally registered in “L.R.C. Case No. V-583 Record No. N-33786.” The title cancelled by
defendant-appellee's title, TCT No. T-408324(M)[26] issued in the name of Cherubin Laboratory, Inc., was
originally registered “pursuant to Decree No. N-125254, issued in L.R.C. Case No. V-583 Record No. N-33786.”

Defendant-appellee presented a certification dated July 28, 2005[27] issued by Ante V. Gamiao and Alberto
Lingayo of the LRA stating that “Record No. 34795, Bulacan was issued decree on January 31, 1930.”
Furthermore, defendant-appellee presented Decree No. N-125254[28] issued by the Docket Division of the LRA,
which is the basis for its title, TCT No. T-436405(M).[29] An examination of Decree No. N-125254 and TCT No.
T-436405(M) readily shows that both documents contain the same Land Registration Case No. (V-583) and LRC
Record No. (N-33786).

The foregoing considerations show that the pieces of evidence preponderate in favor of defendant-appellee.

There is no merit in plaintiff-appellant's contention that the trial court relied solely on the testimony of Engineer
Porfirio Encisa and disregarded documentary evidence, particularly the Certification dated June 24, 2004 issued
by the LRA. In holding that plaintiff-appellant's title is void, the trial court also considered Decree No.
N-125254[30] presented by defendant-appellee. The trial court also noted the absence of showing of bad faith on
the part of defendant-appellee in its acquisition of title to the property. It bears stressing that “bad faith is not
presumed and he who alleges the same has the onus of proving it.”[31] Apart from this, the trial court found that
as early as 1985, an adverse title to plaintiff-appellant's title already existed and yet she failed to question the
same for 19 years. As the trial court discussed:
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After an examination of all the allegations of all the allegations and evidence of the parties, this Court rules in
favor of defendant.

Plaintiff claims that defendant's title is void because the properties are not located in Meycauayan, Bulacan on
the strength of a Certification dated June 24, 2004 issued by the LRA (Exhibits “”F”) and the Cadastral Map
of Meycauayan, Bulacan (Exhibits “G” and “H”), plaintiff's own witness, Engr. Porfirio Encisa, then Acting
Chief of the subdivision and Consolidation Division of the Land Registration Authority, testified that the
Certification dated June 24, 2004 has nothing to do with the subject property, quoted hereunder, to wit:

xxx xxx xxx

Engr. Porfirio Encisa, plaintiff's own witness, even further explained during direct and re-direct examination
that the reason for the confusion was that defendant's title contains two (2) typographical errors: (a) the lot
“4267” mentioned in defendant's title should be lot “4297”; and (b) the “LRC Pcs-2864” mentioned in
defendant's title should be “LRC Pcs-28641”, and that such typographic errors do not invalidate the
defendant's title:

xxx xxx xxx

Added to the fact that defendant also presented Decree No. N-125254 of Land Registration Case No. V-583,
LRC Record No. N-33786 (Exhibit “5”) indicating that the subject property in defendant's title is located in
Meycauayan, Bulacan, this Court can see no other conclusion that defendant's title is valid, albeit containing
typographical errors.

Unsatisfied with the testimony of her own witness, plaintiff insists that the typographical error invalidates the
title of defendant. However, quite telling is the fact that while plainitff's title was supposedly issued pursuant to
LRC Rec. No. 34795, which was supposedly issued in Decree No. 373756, it appears from the Certification
dated July 28, 2005 of the LRA (Exhibit “6”) that there is no record of LRC Rec. 34795 in Decree No.
373756. This leads to the only conclusion that plainitff's title is spurious and therefore, null and void. In fact,
this very same conclusion was reached by plainitff's own witness, Engr. Porfirio Encisa:

Q And what was the result of your study on the title of plaintiff Mayormita?

A I conducted an investigation whether or not the plan Psu 181170, I conducted an investigation, per our
record if or whether or not lot-4, Psu-181170 wherein lot-4-d of the subdivsion plan Psd-76485 allegedly
registered in the name of Rita S. Mayormita was really applied for original registration of title and a decree
was issued, sir.

Q Was there any application for this title?
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xxx xxx xxx

A There was no application whatsoever, sir, pertaining to Plan Psu-181170 wherein lot 4-D, Psd-76485 is a
portion, sir.

Q And, because there was no application, what is your conclusion?

A There was no title at all or decree was issued, sir.

Q In other words, the decree upon which the title of Mayormita is issued does not exist?

A That is our record on file, sir. (TSN, November 6, 2006)

In any event, it appears unrebutted from the record that as early as 1985, an adverse title to plaintiff's title already
existed and yet plaintiff failed to question the same for 19 years. Further, plaintiff never presented any evidence to
rebut the presumption of good faith on the part of defendant, nor did plaintiff present any evidence to show that
defendant knew that there existed claims to ownership over the subject property, especially since no such claims
were ever indicated in the torrens title of the subject property. x x x”[32]

Plaintiff-appellant further faults the trial court in declaring her title null and void as this was a collateral attack
against her title which is not allowed by law. Suffice it to stress that “an action for quieting of title, as here, is
equivalent to an action for reconveyance of title wrongfully or erroneously registered in another's name. The
successful outcome of such action would in most cases necessarily entail the cancellation of existing title wrongly
issued to another, which in turn requires the action of the LRA and/or the proper Register of Deeds. As in the past,
this Court, to obviate multiplicity of suits, had ordered the LRA or the Register of Deeds, albeit not impleaded
below, to cancel such erroneously issued titles.”[33]

In sum, the trial court did not err when it dismissed plaintiff-appellant's complaint and ordered the cancellation of
plaintiff-appellant's TCT No. T-31174. The present case is no exception to the basic rule that factual findings of
the trial court are entitled to great weight on appeal and should not be disturbed except for strong and valid
reasons.[34]

WHEREFORE, the trial court’s Amended Decision dated January 27, 2012 is affirmed.

SO ORDERED.

Acosta, and Garcia Fernandez, JJ., concur.

[1]pp. 18-33, Rollo

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library RITA S. MAYORMITA, PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, VS. EQUITABLE ...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 11

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



[2]p. 76, Rollo

[3] p. 82, Rollo

[4] p. 18, Ibid.

[5] pp. 2-7, Original Records

[6] pp. 42-54, Ibid.

[7] p. 118, Ibid.

[8] p. 402, Ibid.

[9] pp. 403-406, Ibid.

[10] p. 444, Ibid.

[11] pp. 411-415, Ibid.

[12] p. 424, Ibid.

[13] p. 47, Rollo

[14] p. 293, Original Records

[15] pp. 87-88, Rollo

[16] p. 94, Ibid.

[17] Francisco Alfonso vs. Cebu Country Club, Inc., 417 SCRA 115, December 5, 2003

[18] Milagros Manongsong vs. Felomena Jumaquio Estimo, et al., 404 SCRA 683, June 25, 2003

[19] pp. 4, 5, Original Records

[20] p. 293, Ibid.

[21] p. 3, TSN dated November 6, 2006

[22] pp. 3, 8-9, TSN dated October 15, 2010

[23] p. 4, TSN dated November 6, 2006

[24] p. 8, Original Records

[25] pp. 319-320, Ibid.

[26] p. 356, Ibid.

[27] p. 67, Ibid.

[28] p. 65, Ibid.

[29] pp. 319-320, Ibid.

[30] p. 65, Ibid.

[31] Gina B. Ang vs. Judge Enrique B. Asis, 373 SCRA 91, January 15, 2002

[32] pp. 29-31, Rollo

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library RITA S. MAYORMITA, PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, VS. EQUITABLE ...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 9 of 11

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



[33] Premiere Development Bank vs. Court of Appeals, et al., 453 SCRA 630, March 18, 2005

[34] Deheza-Inamarga vs. Alano, et al., 574 SCRA 651, December 18, 2008

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library RITA S. MAYORMITA, PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, VS. EQUITABLE ...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 10 of 11

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at 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 RITA S. MAYORMITA, PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, VS. EQUITABLE ...

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 11 of 11

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


