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VITUG, J.:

Elena B. De Jesus was the registered owner of a 150 square-meter parcel of land covered by Transfer Certificate
of Title (“TCT”) No. 63308. On 07 April 1964, De Jesus sold the lot to herein petitioner Flora Reyes, the latter
paying an initial sum of P4,000.00 and committing to remit the balance some time later. Although the title to the
property meanwhile remained in the name of De Jesus, Flora Reyes was allowed, nonetheless, to take possession
and reside in the premises.

On 22 September 1965, De Jesus obtained a loan from herein private respondent Felisa Martin-Hipolito in the
amount of P18,000.00. By way of security, De Jesus mortgaged the parcel of land earlier sold to petitioner Reyes.
The certificate of title (TCT No. 63308) was delivered to Hipolito but the deed of mortgage, nevertheless, was not
recorded.

On 06 June 1966, when Reyes was ready to pay the balance of the purchase price, De Jesus "borrowed" the
certificate of title from Hipolito. On 09 June 1966, having now been fully paid, De Jesus executed a deed of
absolute sale over the property in favor of Reyes. The deed was thereupon registered with the Register of Deeds
of Caloocan. The title of De Jesus was cancelled and, in lieu thereof, TCT No. 22321 was issued in the name of
Reyes.

Hipolito, upon learning of the conveyance of the property, filed an action, docketed Civil Case No. 937, before
the then Court of First Instance of Caloocan City, seeking to cancel the sale to, as well as the new title of, Reyes.
The latter was declared in default and a judgment by default was rendered by the lower court in favor of Hipolito.

On 19 May 1969, the mortgaged property was auctioned off. In the public sale, Hipolito was adjudged the highest
bidder. Eventually, Hipolito consolidated ownership and, on 20 August 1970, TCT No. 36702 was issued in her
name.

On 30 September 1970, Reyes filed a complaint with the then Court of First Instance of Caloocan for annulment
of the default judgment rendered against her and for the cancellation of Hipolito’s title. After the case was heard,
the order of default and the proceedings thereafter held were declared null and void. Accordingly, the default
judgment was set aside, and Civil Case No. 937 was re-opened to allow Reyes to present her evidence. On 15
November 1989, the trial court rendered judgment holding the sale between De Jesus and Reyes to be a simulated
contract, ordering the cancellation of Reyes' TCT No. 22321 and declaring private respondent Hipolito’s TCT
No. 36702 to be valid.

Petitioner appealed the decision of the trial court to the Court of Appeals. The appeal was docketed CA-G.R. CV
No. 26008.
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The appellate court, through Justice Ricardo Pronove, Jr., found differently and, on 13 September 1991,
promulgated its judgment reversing and setting aside the decision of the trial court; viz:

“WHEREFORE, the decision appealed from is REVERSED and SET ASIDE. A new one is entered:

“a) declaring Transfer Certificate of Title No. 36702 of the Register of Deeds of Caloocan City issued in the
name of plaintiff Felisa Martin Hipolito null and void; and

“b) declaring the deed of absolute sale dated June 9, 1966, executed by Elena B. de Jesus in favor of defendant
Flora S. Reyes and Transfer Certificate of Title No. 22321 of the Register of Deeds of Caloocan City issued in
the name of said defendant valid and legal.

“Costs against the plaintiff-appellee.

“SO ORDERED.”[1]

Private respondent Hipolito was unsuccessful in her bid for a review of the appellate court's decision before this
Court. Her petition, ultimately, was dismissed with finality in a resolution, dated 24 February 1992, by the Court.

In due time, upon petitioner’s motion, a writ of execution was issued by the trial court directing the Sheriff of
Caloocan to cause the implementation of the decision. It was at this juncture when the Office of the Register of
Deeds noticed that while the opening paragraph of the decision of the Court of Appeals (in CA-G.R. CV No.
26008) identified the parcel of land in question as being “Lot No. 40, Block 33,” the three transfer certificates of
title in the names of De Jesus, Hipolito and Reyes, however, designated the disputed property to be “Lot No. 40,
Block No. 133."

On 26 May 1995, petitioner filed with the Court of Appeals a “Motion for Correction of Typographical Error in
Decision dated 13 September 1991.” Private respondent Hipolito, substituted by her heirs, opposed the motion.

In a resolution, dated 09 November 1995, the Court of Appeals denied petitioner’s motion. It also later rejected
petitioner’s motion for reconsideration.

Hence, the instant petition for review.

The Court finds merit in the petition.

TCT No. 63308 in the name of Elena De Jesus, TCT No. 22321 in the name of petitioner Flora Reyes, and TCT
No. 36702 in the name of private respondent Felisa Martin-Hipolito, all refer to one and the same parcel of land
which is Lot No. 40, Block 133. The various pleadings submitted by the parties, including the decision of the
Court of Appeals, readily reveal that throughout the entire proceedings in Civil Case No. 937 before the trial
court, as well as on appeal in CA-G.R. CV No. 26008 before the appellate court, the land involved was none other
than the lot covered by the aforenumbered TCTs. Contrary to the asseverations of the respondents, the identity of
the land was never put to issue nor in dispute. It is all too obvious that the so-called discrepancy between the
opening statement of the Court of Appeals describing the land as Lot No. 40, Block 33 and that appearing in the
various certificates of title identifying the same property as Lot No. 40, Block 133 was nothing more than the
result of a typographical error.

To repeat, the Court absolutely entertains no doubt over the fact that the parcel of land dealt with twice by its
original owner, Elena De Jesus, and identified in the opening statement of the decision of the Court of Appeals in
CA-G.R. CV NO. 26008 as Lot No. 40, Block 33 is the very same property described as Lot No. 40, Block 133 in
TCT No. 63308 (in the name of De Jesus), TCT No. 22321 (in the name of Reyes), and TCT No. 36702 (in the
name of Hipolito) of the Register of Deeds of Caloocan City.
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Clerical errors, or mistakes or omissions plainly due to inadvertence or negligence may be corrected or supplied
even after a judgment has already been entered,[2] or has become final.[3] Courts may direct that such
inaccuracies be promptly rectified.

This case has had its start as early as 1968 and after several years of relentless proceedings, justice and equity now
demand that petitioner, now in the twilight years of her life, should finally see an end to her frustrations and get
what rightfully is due her.

WHEREFORE, the questioned resolutions of the Court of Appeals, dated 09 November 1995 and 11 March 1996,
are hereby SET ASIDE and the Court of Appeals is ORDERED to make the corresponding correction in the first
paragraph of its decision in CA-G.R. CV No. 26008 so as to identify “Lot No. 40, Block No. 33” there
erroneously written to instead be identified as “Lot No. 40, Block 133.” No costs.
SO ORDERED.

Bellosillo, Kapunan, and Hermosisima, Jr., JJ., concur.
Padilla, (Chairman), J., on leave.

[1] Rollo, p. 48.

[2] See Locsin vs. Paredes and Hodges, 63 Phil. 87.

[3] Potenciano vs. CA, 104 Phil. 156.
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