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FERNANDO, Actg. C.J.:

The fatal infirmity from which this appeal from an order of dismissal suffersis quite obvious from the categorical
admission by appellants in their brief that they "are attacking the nullity of the issuance of Origina Certificate of
Title No. 735 and all subsequent Transfer Certificates of Titles Nos. 2680, 3792, 32002, 35979, all of the Office
of the Register of Deeds of Rizal, and Transfer Certificates of Title Nos. 1356 and 34802 of the Office of the
Register of Deeds of Quezon City, as al of said Titles were issued, not in accordance with the Decision of
December 29, 1913, in G.L.R.O. Record No. 7681. Said Titles should confine only to the area of 5,750,000 square
meters, or 230 quifiones, the actual area of Finca No. 2088 (Order Nos. 2 and 5)."[1] Two magjor decisions where
the validity of Title No. 735 were upheld, People's Homesite and Housing Corporation v. Menciag[2] and Benin v.
Tuason,[3] render quite clear the futility of this appeal. The Mencias decision referred to two earlier cases,
Tiburcio v. People's Homesite and Housing Corporation[4] and Galvez and Tiburcio v. Tuason.[5] The very
exhaustive opinion by Justice Zaldivar in Benin cited an even longer list of cases by this Tribunal,[6] wherein the
validity of Original Certificate of Title No. 735 had been sustained. It is, therefore, a quest that from the start was
fated to be unsuccessful on which appellants had embarked. Appellants ought to have realized then the
insurmountable obstacle they had to face. It would be to overturn so many decisions, some of recent date, if this
Court were to pay heed to such a contention. It is not disposed to do so. That would be unsound in theory and
pernicious in practice. The consequences of wholesale disturbance of property rights argue most strongly against
such an approach.

What renders the appeal even more hopeless is that in Estanislao v. Government Service Insurance System,[7]
where the parties were three of the plaintiffs-appellants in this case, Marcos Estanislao, who subsequently died,
Casimiro Estanislao and Pio Estanislao, and represented by the same counsel, Gualberto Cruz, orders of dismissal
likewise being appealed, the opinion of this Court left no doubt as to why appellants could not possibly hope to
succeed. Thus: "In these two appeals from two orders of dismissal of the Court of First Instance, the first
sustaining a motion to that effect filed by defendants Government Service Insurance System and the People's
Homesite and Housing Corporation, and the second, by defendant Director of Landsin anidentical case filed with
the Quezon City Court of First Instance then presided by the then Judge, later Justice, Nicasio Yatco, the sole
issue is the validity of the origina Certificate of Title No. 735 in favor of the Tuasons. To state the question is to
answer it. It suffices to refer to the exhaustive decision of Justice Zaldivar in Benin v. Tuason which disposed of
the matter in a quite conclusive manner against the pretension of the plaintiffs in this case. Even without the
aforesaid decision, the order of dismissal of respondent Judge cannot be faulted. For to assail the right of the
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defendants involved is to ignore what is reiterated time and time again in decisions of this Court as to the respect
to be accorded the rights of an innocent purchaser for value. The appeals are devoid of merit."[8]

There was a procedural question raised in the appeal, namely, the alleged default of defendant and appellee,
Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources. To repeat, the undeniable fact that the validity of Original
Certificate of Title No. 735 had been upheld so repeatedly dispenses with the need for even discussing this point.
For the satisfaction of appellants, however, it suffices to state that it did not help their cause at al. For one thing,
the inclusion of the then existing Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources as a party defendant is open to
the objection that no governmental agency may be sued without its consent.[9] Even on the assumption that it
could have been validly made a party defendant, appellants ought to be aware of the restrictive application of
procedural rules when the State or any of its agency is a party. The recent opinion of Justice Santos in Republic v.
Court of Appeals,[10] notable for its thoroughness, clarity, and scholarship, ought to dispel any doubt on the
matter. Even if the Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources could have been declared in default under
the circumstances of the case, there is no denying the fact that it purchased the lot in question from an innocent
purchaser for value. There is an impressive number of decisions by this Court protecting and safeguarding the
rights of such vendees.[11] No further effort need be wasted then on such an alleged error imputed to the lower
court by appellants. The impression cannot be avoided of their having been less than painstaking in their
appreciation of applicable legal doctrines. It could be that their firm conviction that they could validly lay claim to
the lands in question had sufficed for them to invoke judicial aid. Unfortunately, the title sought to be impugned
had been repeatedly found by this Court to be free from any taint of imperfection.

With the Benin decision on June 28, 1974, this appeal could have been disposed of readily. So it was in the cases
of J. M. Tuason & Co. v. Makasiar[12] and J. M. Tuason & Co. v. Masakayan.[13] The records of the case were,
however, misplaced. That accounts for the delay in the decision.

WHEREFORE, the order of dismissal appealed in this caseis hereby affirmed. No costs.

Antonio, (Acting Chairman), Aquino, Concepcion, Jr., and Santos, JJ., concur.
Barredo and Abad Santos, JJ., on official leave.
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