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QUISUMBING, J.:

This petition for review seeks the reversal of the decision[1] of the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. CV No. 41154
promulgated August 4, 1995, as well asits resolution[2] dated November 9, 1995, denying petitioner's motion for
reconsideration.

Thefactsin this case are as follows:

Private respondents, Mr. and Mrs. Gabriel Caballero, are the registered owners of two parcels of land situated in
Cubao, Quezon City described in Transfer Certificate of Title No. 247309 (Lot 1) and Transfer Certificate of Title
No. 247310 (Lot 2). The spouses residence stood in Lot 2.

Sometime in 1979, they obtained a loan from the Cavite Development Bank in the amount of P225,000.00. The
two lots were mortgaged to secure their loan. The loan matured in 1984. To pay the loan they offered Lot 1 for
sale. The offer was advertised in the Bulletin Today. However, offers to purchase from prospective buyers did not
materialize.

On October 24, 1985, a certain Mrs. Lagrimas approached the spouses offering to broker the sale to an interested
buyer. Initially, the spouses told the broker that they were selling only to direct buyers. Nonetheless, Mrs.
Lagrimas brought to the spouses her buyer, herein petitioner Napoleon H. Gonzales, who turned out to be Mrs.
Lagrimas relative.

Petitioner offered to buy the vacant lot for P470,000.00. Initially, respondents refused to reduce their asking price.
Petitioner bargained for a lower price with the suggestion that on paper the price will be markedly lower so the
spouses would pay lower capital gains tax. Petitioner assured the spouses this could be done since he had
connections with the Bureau of Internal Revenue. The spouses agreed to sell at P470,000.00. Petitioners paid the
bank P375,000.00, to be deducted from the purchase price. After the mortgage was cancelled and upon release of
the two titles, Gonzales asked for the deeds of sale of the two lots and delivery of the titles to him. Defendants
signed the deed of sale covering only Lot 1 but refused to deliver its title until petitioner paid the remaining
balance of P70,000.00.

This prompted petitioner to file a complaint for specific performance and damages before the Regional Trial
Court, Branch 102, in Quezon City, docketed as Civil Case No. Q-7686. Petitioner asked that the spouses be
ordered to execute the deeds of sale and transfer the certificates of titles of Lots 1 and 2 to them. Private
respondents replied, however, that the sale was only for Lot 1 and did not cover Lot 2.

On July 5, 1991 the RTC dismissed the complaint but ordered the spouses to deliver the TCT of Lot 1 upon
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payment of the balance of the purchase price. It also dismissed petitioner's counterclaim for damages.
On appeal, the Court of Appeals affirmed the decision of thetrial court in toto.[3]
Now, petitioner avers that:

1.

THE RESPONDENT COURT GRAVELY ERRED IN NOT REVERSING THE DECISION OF THE TRIAL
COURT WHICH DID NOT REFLECT TO THE REAL INTENTION OF THE PARTIES AMOUNTING TO
EXCESS OR LACK OF JURISDICTION

THE TRIAL COURT AND THE RESPONDENT COURT SERIOUSLY ERRED IN FINDINGS OF FACTS,
ERRONEOUS INTERPRETATION OF THE INTENTION OF THE PARTIES, ERRONEOUS
INTERPRETATION AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

THUS, THIS PETITION PRINCIPALLY INVOLVES QUESTION, INTERPRETATION AND
CONCLUSION OF LAW."[4]

Prefatorily, we find that contrary to respondents' claim in their Memorandum, petitioner complied with Section 2,
Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of Court[5] requiring that a verified statement of the date when notice of judgment
and denial of his motion for reconsideration by the court were received by petitioner. Thisis found on page two of
the petition.

Principaly, the issue here is whether the contract of sale between the parties involved Lot 1 and 2 as claimed by
petitioner or only Lot 1 as private respondents contend. In a case where we have to judge conflicting claims on the
intent of the parties, as in this instance, judicial determination of the parties intention is mandated.[6]
Contemporaneous and subsequent acts of the parties material to the case are to be considered.[ 7]

In his Memorandum, petitioner submits that the Court of Appeals committed serious and grave reversible error in
its decision when it upheld the lower court and declared that the contract of sale pertained only to Lot 1. First, he
claims that Mrs. Caballero herself admitted the existence of two contracts of sale. Petitioner quotes a portion of
the transcript of her testimony dated March 23, 1988. Second, that the notarial books and records show the
registration and the sale of two lots. One, dated November 11, 1985 in his favor and entered as Doc. No. 1110,
Page No. 47, Book No. 26, Series of 1985 and the other, in favor of his sister Corazon Gonzales dated November
13, 1985 and entered as Doc. 1160, Page No. 48, Book No. 26, Series of 1985. He also points out that the alleged
Deed of Absolute Sale executed by private respondent spouses concerning only one lot does not exist in the
notarial book where it purportedly was notarized.[8] Third, he claims in his testimony that two lots were sold to
him and not just one, is not self-serving and cannot be excluded under the Statute of Frauds inasmuch as the
statute pertains only to executory and not executed contracts like the contracts presently in controversy. Nor can it
be considered, he said, an exception to the parol evidence rule as a contract that has failed to express the true and
real intent of the parties. Fourth, he says the purchase price of P470,000.00 is not an unreasonable price for the
two lots because at the time of the purchase in 1985, the value of money was greater and the price of land was
cheaper. Besides the lots were about to be foreclosed, he said, and private respondents agreed to undervalue the
price to pay less capital gains tax. Fifth, he concludes it was error for the Court of Appeals to anchor its decision
on the testimony that only one lot was advertised for sale.

On Mrs. Caballero's alleged admission that the sale pertained to two lots, as can be gleaned from the transcripts of
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her testimony on March 23, 1988, Mrs. Caballero avers that petitioner is attempting to mislead this Court. She
points out that petitioner deliberately omitted portions of her testimony particularly her explanation why there
were two deeds of sale. According to her, two deeds were prepared not as separate deeds of sale for Lots 1 and 2
but two deeds of sale involving only Lot 1. One indicated the undervalued price of P180,000.00 intended to be
presented to the BIR to avoid paying a high capital gains tax. The other, stated the actual sale price of
P470,000.00 in case the BIR would not believe the first, since the price of the lot as advertised in Bulletin Today
was P1,150.00 per square meter.[9] She further explains that she had another deed drafted to present to the BIR
after Mrs. Lagrimas, the agent, failed to give her the origina of the two deeds of sale they earlier prepared.
Respondent wife insists that the two deeds of sale petitioner attached to his Manifestation and Motion dated
January 10, 1997 and presented for the first time before this Court, are fake and falsified. They were not only not
presented before the trial court, they were also not presented to the appellate court nor the Quezon City
Prosecutor's Office nor the Secretary of Justice. She also says she never appeared before the notary public who
notarized the forged deeds. She insists that only the sale of Lot 1 was agreed upon by petitioner and her.

The records of the case include documentary evidence presented before the trial court. Among them: (1) Xerox
copies of pages 25 and 27, of the March 30, 1985 and April 28, 1985 issues respectively of the Bulletin Today
with an ad of private respondents offering to sell 501 sq. m. at P1,150.00 per sg. m. with shop and fence located
150 meters from EDSA;[10] (2) a Deed of Absolute Sale of Real Property covered by TCT 247309 only for a
consideration of P180,000.00;[11] (3) a Certification dated November 6, 1985 that the certificate signed only by
Napoleon H. Gonzales alone "acknowledges that payment of the bank for the two titles, an area of 532 sq. m. and
501 sg. m. is consummated. An advance in the amount of twenty-five thousand (P25,000.00) for capital gains tax,
etc. is a'so consummated. Balance payment in terms of post dated check will be paid upon release of titlesin the
bank";[12] (4) a certification from Cavite Development Bank that upon clearance of Metrobank Check No.
367704 for the account of Mr. Gabriel Caballero for P375,000.00 dated November 6, 1985, drawn by Napoleon
Gonzales, CDB shall release TCT Nos. 247309 and 247310 together with the Cancellation of Mortgage;[13] (5) a
certification also by CDB that it received the af orementioned check for the account of Gabriel Caballero;[14] (6) a
Xerox copy of the aforecited Metrobank check and another check for P25,000.00 pay to cash and a provisiona
receipt of the P25,000.00 received and acknowledged by Mrs. Caballero;[15] and (7) a Xerox copy of BIR Capital
Gains Tax Return filed by Mrs. Caballero of the sale of 501 sq.m. of land for P180,000.00.[16]

The advertisement clearly offered for sale only one lot. The aforecited deed mentions only the sale of a 501 sq.m.
lot covered by TCT 247309. The certification by petitioner himself and witnessed by no one else acknowledging
payment to the bank for the two titles has no probative value as it is certainly self-serving. In the certification
from the bank of the payment of the loans by petitioner for the cancellation of the mortgages on the two lots
owned by Gabriel Caballero, nothing is stated that the payments were made in consideration of the sale of two
lots. It will be noted that it was only petitioner who transacted with the bank on these matters and apparently
respondents were not privy to the transaction. The document attesting to the receipt by Mrs. Caballero of
P25,000.00 to be used to pay for the capital gains tax did not prove the sale of two lots. The BIR Capital Gains
Tax Returns only prove that capital gains tax were paid for the sale of only a’501 sg. m. lot or Lot 1. On the basis
of documentary evidence on record, we agree with the trial and appellate courts that the weight of evidence
presented during trial favor private respondents claim that what was agreed upon by the parties was the sale of
only Lot 1 covered by TCT 247309.

Mrs. Caballero states that her signatures on the deeds of sale presented by petitioner for the first time and received
by this Court on December 12, 1995 annexed to his Manifestation and Motion, were forged. We note that the
documents which petitioner prepared, purportedly one executed in his favor and the other in favor of his sister
Corazon H. Gonzales, were not shown to the trial court, the Court of Appeals, the Office of the Prosecutor and the
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Secretary of Justice. We also note that petitioner's sister Corazon, who alegedly bought Lot 2, did not testify
during the trial to corroborate petitioner's story.

Petitioner admits he himself caused the preparation of the deed of sale presented before the lower court. Yet he
could not explain why it referred only to the sale of Lot 1 and not to the two lots, if the intention of the parties was
really to cover the sale of two lots. Asthe courts a quo observed, even if it were true that two lots were mortgaged
and were about to be foreclosed, the ads private respondents placed in the Bulletin Today offered only Lot 1 and
was strong indication that they did not intend to sell Lot 2. The 501 sg.m. lot was offered for P1,150.00 per sq.m.
It alone would have fetched P576,150.00. The loan still to be paid the bank was only P375,000.00 which was
what petitioner actually paid the bank. As the trial court observed, it was incomprehensible why the spouses
would part with two lots, one with a 2-storey house, and both situated at a prime commercial district for less than
the price of one lot. Contrary to what petitioner would make us believe, the sale of Lot | valued at P576,150.00 for
P470,000.00, with petitioner assuming the bank loan of P375,000.00 as well as payment of the capital gains tax,
appears more plausible.

The reasons and the surrounding circumstances behind a contract's execution are of paramount importance to
place the interpreter in the situation occupied by the parties concerned at the time the writing was executed.[17]
We have scrutinized these documents and studied the contemporaneous acts surrounding the execution of the
contract to sell, but we did not find good nor compelling reasons to depart from the findings of the lower court,
the appellate court, the Prosecutor's Office and the Secretary of Justice that the sale involved only the sale of Lot
1, the 501 sq. m. lot covered by TCT 247309. We are thus constrained to uphold the judgment in this case of both
the trial and appellate courts for lack of reversible error.

WHEREFORE, petition is DENIED. The decision of the Court of Appeals dated August 4, 1995 and its
Resolution of November 9, 1995 are AFFIRMED. Costs against petitioner.

SO ORDERED.

Bellosillo, (Chairman), Mendoza, and De Leon, Jr., JJ., concur.
Buena, J., no part; signatory to CA decision.

[1] Rollo, pp. 15-24.
[2] I1d. at 13.
[3] Id. at 23.
[4] Id. at 6-7.

[5] Section 2. Contents of petition. - ... A verified statement of the date when notice of judgment and denial of the
motion for reconsideration, if any, were received shall accompany the petition.

[6] ChinaBanking Corp. vs. Court of Appeals, 265 SCRA 327, 336 (1996).

[7] Article 1371 Civil Code; Pamares vs. Court of Appeals, 288 SCRA 422, 437 (1998).
[8] Rallo, pp. 140-141.

[9] Rollo, pp. 176-177; Records, pp. 216-218; TSN, March 23, 1988, pp. 8-10.

[10] Records, pp. 20-21.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 6

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



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 122611. March 08, 2001

[11] Id. at 22-23.

[12] Id. at 24.

[13] Id. at 49.

[14] Ibid.

[15] Id. at 50.

[16] Id. at 59.

[17] Ridjo Tape & Chemical Corp. vs. Court of Appeals, 286 SCRA 544, 551 (1998).

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 122611. March 08, 2001

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 6 of 6
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



