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AUSTRIA-MARTINEZ, J.:

This refers to the petition for review on certiorari of the Resolution[1] of the Court of Appeals (CA) dated January
13, 2000 in CA-G.R. SP No. 56400, and the Resolution[2] dated June 30, 2000 denying petitioners motion for
reconsideration.

The petition filed before the CA sought the annulment of the Decision dated February 25, 1977 in Civil Case No.
11085 rendered by the then Court of First Instance of Negros Occidental, Branch 11, and the Order dated May 8,
1996 issued in Civil Case No. 402 by the Regional Trial Court of La Carlota City, Branch 63.

The decision in Civil Case No. 11085 declared petitioners Rodolfo Ramos, Emma R. Millado and Norma R. Erie
as owners pro indiviso of one-half portion of the western side of Lot 196, while private respondents Teresita
Medina, Teodoro Medina and Jesus Medina were declared owners of the other half on the eastern portion. The
dispositive portion of the decision reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Court is of the considered view that plaintiffs are the owners
pro-indiviso of one-half (1/2) portion on the western side of Lot 196, La Carlota Cadastre, while defendants
Teresita, Teodoro and Jesus, all surnamed Medina, are the owners, also pro-indiviso, of the other half, eastern
portion thereof, for which they may obtain separate certificates of title upon presentation of the corresponding
subdivision plan duly approved in accordance with law and after the original certificate of title covering the lot
shall have been reconstituted in a separate proceeding to be instituted pursuant to Republic Act No. 26, and
consequently defendants are entitled to the possession of aforesaid half portion of the property.

Plaintiffs complaint and defendants' counterclaim are ordered dismissed with costs against plaintiffs.

SO ORDERED.[3]

The foregoing decision was affirmed by the then Intermediate Appellate Court in AC-G.R. CV No. 62059, which
decision became final and executory per Entry of Judgment dated May 23, 1986.[4]

On the other hand, in Civil Case No. 402, which is an action for "revival and enforcement of judgment and for
cancellation of titles and reconveyance with damages,” the trial court, in an Order dated May 8, 1996, granted
private respondents Motion for Partial Judgment Based on the Pleadings with Reservation of Right to Present
Evidence on Damages. The trial court ordered the enforcement and revival of the decision in AC-G.R. CV No.
62059, and declared petitioners titles over the property null and void. The trial court also ordered the
reconveyance of the one-half portion of the property to private respondents and the issuance of anew title in their
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names. The decretal portion of the decision reads:
WHEREFORE, judgment is hereby rendered as follows:

1) Granting the enforcement and revival of the decision of Court of Appealsin AC-G.R. CV No. 62059 dated
September 25, 1985.

2) Declaring the titles of defendants over La Carlota Cadastre namely: Transfer Certificate of Title No. T-5027
in the name of Rodolfo Ramos, Transfer Certificate of Title No. T-5028 and T-5029 in the name of Norma
Ramos Erie and Transfer Certificate of Title No. T-5030 in the name of Emma Ramos Millado, null and void.

3) Directing the defendants to reconvey one-half of the property of La Carlota Cadastre to plaintiffs.

4) To cancel thetitlesin the name of all the defendants and a new title be issued in the name of all the plaintiffs
over the one-half portion of the property of La Carlota Cadastre.

SO ORDERED.[5]

The CA affirmed the trial court's order in a Decision dated June 29, 1998 in CA-G.R. CV No. 53541. Petitioners
elevated the CA's decision to this Court docketed as G.R. No. 136376, but the petition was denied due course per
Resolution dated January 27, 1999.[6]

On December 23, 1999, petitioners filed a petition for annulment of judgments in Civil Case Nos. 11085 and 402
before the CA. In the assailed Resolution dated January 13, 2000, the CA dismissed the petition for their failure to
state the material dates showing that it was filed on time and to attach an affidavit of merit. Thus, petitioners seek
recourse with this Court through the present petition for review on certiorari, raising the following issues:

WHETHER OR NOT IN A PETITION FOR ANNULMENT OF JUDGMENT UNDER RULE 47 OF THE
1997 RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE THERE IS STILL A NEED TO STATE THE MATERIAL DATES
TO SHOW TIMELINESS OF THE FILING THEREOF.

WHETHER OR NOT THE DECISION IN CIVIL CASE NOS. 11085 AND 402 CAN BE ANNULLED ON
THE BASIS OF EXTRINSIC FRAUD AND NON-DISCLOSURE BY PRIVATE RESPONDENTS IN
BOTH PROCEEDINGS.[7]

Petitioners argue that the petition filed before the CA need not contain a statement of material dates to show that it
was filed on time since it presupposes that the judgment sought to be annulled is null and void ab initio, hence, it
can be attacked anytime.

Petitioners' argument is erroneous.

Annulment of judgment is a recourse equitable in character, allowed only in exceptional cases as where there is
no available or other adequate remedy.[8] Rule 47 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure, as amended, governs
actions for annulment of judgments or final orders and resolutions, and Section 2 thereof explicitly provides only
two grounds for annulment of judgment, i.e., extrinsic fraud and lack of jurisdiction. The underlying reason is
traceable to the notion that annulling final judgments goes against the grain of finality of judgment. Litigation
must end and terminate sometime and somewhere, and it is essential to an effective administration of justice that
once a judgment has become final, the issue or cause involved therein should be laid to rest. The basic rule of
finality of judgment is grounded on the fundamental principle of public policy and sound practice that at the risk
of occasiona error, the judgment of courts and the award of quasi-judicial agencies must become final at some
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definite date fixed by law.[9]

In the petition filed before the CA, extrinsic fraud was alleged as basis for annulling the final decision in Civil
Case No. 11085 and the final order in Civil Case No. 402.

Section 3 of Rule 47 lays down the period within which to bring an action for annulment of judgment based on
extrinsic fraud, to wit:

SEC. 3. Period for filing action.-If based on extrinsic fraud, the action must be filed within four (4) years from
its discovery; and if based on lack of jurisdiction, before it is barred by laches or estoppel. (Emphasis supplied)

Based on the foregoing provision, petitioners should have filed an annulment of judgment based on extrinsic fraud
within four years from discovery of the alleged fraudulent acts committed by private respondents.

A perusal of the petition filed before the CA shows that there is no indication of the dates or time from whence
petitioners discovered private respondents’ alleged fraudulent acts. While Rule 47 does not explicitly require that
a statement of material dates should accompany the petition, neverthel ess, there must be a manifest showing in the
petition that it was filed within the four-year period. Consequently, the CA was right in dismissing the petition, as
it had no basis for determining the timeliness of the filing of the petition.

Petitioners further argue that they have a valid ground for the annulment of the decision in Civil Case No. 11085
and the final order in Civil Case No. 402. According to petitioners, private respondents failed to disclose in these
cases that petitioners predecessors, Luis Galvez and Matea Ramos, never transferred the one-half portion of Lot
196 to private respondents predecessors, as evidenced by Cadastral Decree No. 32855 and reconstituted Transfer
Certificate of Title No. T-4809, which are still in the names of Luis Galvez and Matea Ramos. They also contend
that the General Powers of Administration and Deed of Sale dated June 18, 1947 relied upon by the trial court in
Civil Case No. 11085 was executed in Spanish and it was only recently that petitioners were able to comprehend
its contents. Petitioners alleged that said documents did not validly transfer one-half of the property to
respondents' predecessor, Pedro Medina.

These, however, do no constitute extrinsic fraud. Extrinsic fraud exists when there is a fraudulent act committed
by the prevailing party outside of the trial of the case, whereby the defeated party was prevented from presenting
fully his side of the case by fraud or deception practiced on him by the prevailing party.[10] Fraud is regarded as
extrinsic where it prevents a party from having atrial or from presenting his entire case to the court, or where it
operates upon matters pertaining not to the judgment itself but to the manner in which it is procured. The
overriding consideration when extrinsic fraud is aleged is that the fraudulent scheme of the prevailing litigant
prevented a party from having his day in court.[11]

By no means were petitioners deprived by respondents of their day in court. Their arguments for the annulment of
judgment are evidentiary matters, which should have been earlier brought out before the trial court. Petitioners
themselves filed Civil Case No. 11085 against respondents, and they had all the opportunity to raise these matters
before thetrial court. In fact, thetria court noted the existence of Cadastral Decree No. 32855, thus:

But the circumstances obtaining in the present case and the preponderant evidence adduced by the defendants
tend to support the view that Melecio Tan had in fact acquired ownership of the half portion of Lot 196 and
that the origina certificate of title issued on the basis of Decree No. 32855 was cancelled by Transfer
Certificate of Title No. 10158 mentioned in the deed of sale (Exh. "1") as covering Lot 196. This document
also states that "five hundred seventy nine square meters (579) are owned by the spouses by virtue of
document No. 36, page 18, Book No. |, Series of 1936". What bears emphasisis that the parties have stipulated
that Lot 196 is aregistered land pursuant to the Land Registration Act (Act 496) and that the certificate of title
was lost. Exhibit "1" is a notarial instrument the authenticity of which has not been seriously assaled.
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Plaintiffs contention that it is void because allegedly Melecio Tan could not have sold that which did not
belong to him, invoking Article 1459 of the Civil Code, obviously begs the question. Nor can it be seriously
claimed that failure to register the document in the office of the Register of Deeds renders it void and
inoperative. ... Consequently, the purchaser - in the instant case Pedro Medina - did not necessarily lose his
rights, transmitted to his heirs, by mere failure to register unless a third party had in the meanwhile acquired
the land in good faith and for value and registered the subsequent deed. As regard Pedro Medina, he was not
required to go behind the register to determine the condition of the property; he did not have to explore further
than what the torrens title upon its face indicated (Quimson vs. Suarez, 45 Phil. 901) There was nothing to
charge him with knowledge, actua or constructive, that his Vendor, Melecio Tan, was not the owner of the
property he was conveying. Nicolas Lachica testified - and this has remained unrebutted - that after the
execution of Exhibit "1" the title was delivered to Pedro Medina. Granting that in the Bureau of Records
Management no copy of the deed of sale of real property executed by Luis Galvez and Matea Ramos in favor
of Melecio Tan known as Document No. 36, Page 18, Book |, Series of 1936 of the Notarial Register of Notary
Public Nicolas Lachica could be found, this does not justify the incontrovertible conclusion that such document
had not been executed. It is quite possible that the copy was lost, misplaced or had never been transmitted to
that office as required by the notarial law.[12]

With regard to Civil Case No. 402, the only matter that had to be determined in that case was whether the decision
in AC-G.R. CV No. 62059 has aready become final and executory. The trial court cannot go beyond such issue
or delve into the rightful ownership of the subject property even if petitioners brought it to the trial court's
attention. Thus, petitioners cannot argue that they were prevented from fully presenting their side due to
respondents' alleged fraudulent acts.

Hence, the petition for annulment of judgment does not have any legal basis.

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, Cdlegjo, Sr., and Tinga, JJ., concur.
Chico-Nazario, J., on leave.
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