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QUISUMBING, J.:

This is a petition for review under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court of the Decision[1] dated November 26, 2001 in
CA-G.R. CV No. 59331, of the Court of Appeals, which affirmed the Judgment dated January 6, 1998 of the
Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Quezon City, Branch 90, in Civil Case No. Q-89-3820. The trial court dismissed
herein petitioner's complaint in Civil Case No. Q-89-3820 for declaration of the nullity of a deed of absolute sale
over a house and lot located at Project 4, Quezon City.[2]

Petitioner is the oldest of the five children of the late Bruno B. Domingo, formerly the registered owner of the
properties subject of this dispute. Private respondents Leonora Domingo-Castro, Nuncia Domingo-Balabis, Abella
Domingo, and Jose Domingo are petitioner's siblings. A family quarrel arose over the validity of the purported
sale of the house and lot in Project 4 by their father to private respondents.

The facts of this case, as synthesized from the findings of the trial court and affirmed by the court a quo, are as
follows:

Bruno B. Domingo, a widower and retired military man, was the registered owner, as shown by Transfer
Certificate of Title (TCT) No. 128297, issued by the Register of Deeds of Quezon City, of a house and lot with an
area of 269.50 square meters, located at 34 H. Honrubia St., Project 4, Quezon City.

In December 1970, Bruno needed money for his medical expenses, so he sold said properties. On December 28,
1970, he signed a Deed of Absolute Sale conveying the abovementioned properties to his children Leonora,
Nuncia, Abella, and Jose for a consideration of P10,000. The deed was witnessed by Concesa Ibañez and Linda
Noroña and notarized by Atty. Rosauro V. Noroña.[3]

Jose then brought the deed to the Register of Deeds of Quezon City, as a result of which TCT No. 128297 was
cancelled and a new title, TCT No. 247069 was issued in the names of the vendees.

Bruno Domingo died on April 6, 1975.[4]

Sometime in 1981 petitioner, who by then was residing on the disputed property, received a notice from the
Quezon City Hall declaring him a squatter and directing him to demolish his shanty on the lot. Petitioner found
out that the planned demolition was at the instance of his brother, Jose and sister, Leonora.

Sometime in 1986, petitioner learned of the existence of the assailed Deed of Absolute Sale when an ejectment
suit was filed against him. Upon advice of his counsel, he had the then Philippine Constabulary-Integrated
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National Police (PC-INP, now Philippine National Police or PNP) Crime Laboratory in Camp Crame, Quezon
City compare the signature of Bruno on the said deed against specimen signatures of his father. As a result, the
police issued him Questioned Document Report No. 192-86 to the effect that the questioned signature and the
standard signatures were written by two different persons. Another Questioned Document Report, No. 007-89,
subsequently issued by the police came up with the same conclusion.

Petitioner filed a complaint for forgery, falsification by notary public, and falsification by private individuals
against his siblings and Atty. Noroña before the public prosecutor of Quezon City. But after it conducted an
examination of the questioned documents, the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI) came up with the
conclusion that the questioned signature and the specimen signatures were written by one and the same person,
Bruno B. Domingo. The public prosecutor dismissed the criminal complaint on June 22, 1989. Petitioner appealed
the order of dismissal to the Department of Justice (DOJ) but the latter affirmed the prosecutor's action. A similar
criminal complaint filed by petitioner before the public prosecutor of Manila was likewise dismissed.

On October 23, 1989, petitioner instituted Civil Case No. Q-89-3820 before the RTC of Quezon City for the
declaration of the nullity of the Deed of Sale, reconveyance of the disputed property, and cancellation of TCT No.
247069. Petitioner alleged that Bruno B. Domingo's signature on the deed in question was forged. He likewise
averred that the sale was done in violation of the restriction annotated at the back of Bruno's title, to the effect that
prior approval of the People's Homesite and Housing Corporation (PHHC)[5] was needed to effect any sale.

In their answer, private respondents relied heavily on the findings of the NBI that Bruno B. Domingo's signature
on the deed was genuine, and hence, the Deed of Absolute Sale was not a forgery.

On January 6, 1998, the trial court disposed of Civil Case No. Q-89-3820 in this wise:

IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, judgment is rendered DISMISSING the complaint in this case.

All other claim/s including counterclaim/s are dismissed for lack of legal and/or factual basis.

SO ORDERED.[6]

In dismissing the complaint, the trial court disregarded the conflicting reports of the police crime laboratory and
the NBI "for failure of the offering party or parties to show that the standard or specimen signatures were indeed
those of Bruno B. Domingo."[7] The trial court likewise found that petitioner failed to substantiate his claim that
prior PHHC approval was needed before a valid sale of the properties in dispute could be made.

Dissatisfied, petitioner elevated the case to the Court of Appeals, which docketed his appeal as CA-G.R. CV No.
59331. He contended that the lower court erred in ruling that the vendor's signature on the Deed of Absolute Sale
of December 28, 1970 was not a forgery.

On January 11, 2000, petitioner filed a motion for new trial with the appellate court on the ground of newly
discovered evidence consisting of a letter of Bruno B. Domingo dated February 1, 1972 purportedly requesting
from PHHC permission to mortgage the house and lot in Project 4, Quezon City. Also on March 22, 2000,
petitioner filed a supplemental motion for new trial with the Court of Appeals, attaching the letter dated February
2, 1972, of PHHC to Bruno B. Domingo, granting the latter's request on July 6, 2000. Petitioner moved that the
appellate court grant him authority to put up a sari-sari store on a portion of the disputed lot, allegedly to augment
his meager pension.

In its resolution dated December 29, 2000, the appellate court denied all foregoing motions.[8] In denying the
motions for new trial, the appellate court noted that there was no showing whatsoever that "the letter-request
could not have been discovered and produced prior to the trial below by the exercise of reasonable diligence
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and...is of such a character as would probably change the result."[9] It likewise pointed out that both the motion
for new trial and the supplemental motion for new trial were "not accompanied by affidavits showing the facts
constituting the grounds therefor and the newly discovered evidence."[10]

On November 26, 2001, the appellate court decided CA-G.R. CV No. 59331 as follows:

WHEREFORE, the appeal is DISMISSED and the appealed decision is AFFIRMED en toto.

SO ORDERED.[11]

Hence, the instant petition for review interposed by petitioner grounded on the following reasons for allowance of
writ:

The declaration that the Deed of Absolute Sale dated December 28, 1970 was executed by Bruno B. Domingo
over the properties covered by TCT No. 128297, is not valid, proper and legal, because said Deed of Absolute
Sale was not executed by said Bruno B. Domingo, as per findings of the [PC-INP] in its laboratory
examination, and that the said Deed of Absolute Sale was in violation of the prohibition annotated at the back
of said title, and that the sale was done within the prohibited period of five (5) years. Moreover, said Bruno B.
Domingo should [not have] requested for authority to mortgage the property in question from the People's
Homesite [and] Housing Authority on February 1, 1972, if he really sold the same in 1970.[12]

The crucial issue for our resolution is: Did the court a quo err when it held that the trial court correctly applied the
rules of evidence in disregarding the conflicting PC-INP and NBI questioned document reports?

Before this Court, petitioner insists that both the trial court and the appellate court should have considered the
PC-INP questioned document report as reliable, without showing any cogent reason or sufficient arguments why
said report should be deemed reliable.

Under the Rules of Court, the genuineness of a handwriting may be proved by the following:

(1)

A witness who actually saw the person writing the instrument;[13]

(2)

A witness familiar with such handwriting and who can give his opinion thereon,[14] such opinion being an
exception to the opinion rule;[15]

(3)

A comparison by the court of the questioned handwriting and admitted genuine specimen thereof;[16] and

(4)

Expert evidence.[17]

The law makes no preference, much less distinction among and between the different means stated above in
proving the handwriting of a person.[18] It is likewise clear from the foregoing that courts are not bound to give
probative value or evidentiary value to the opinions of handwriting experts, as resort to handwriting experts is not
mandatory.[19]

In finding that the trial court correctly disregarded the PC-INP Crime Laboratory questioned document report, the
appellate court observed:

The PC-INP used as standards of comparison the alleged signatures of Bruno in two documents, namely: letter
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to the Bureau of Treasury dated April 1, 1958 and Republic Bank Check No. 414356 dated November 2, 1962.
These documents precede by more than eight years the questioned Deed which was executed on December 30,
1970. This circumstance makes the PC-INP's finding questionable.[20]

We find no reason to disagree with the Court of Appeals. The passage of time and a person's increase in age may
have decisive influence in his handwriting characteristics. Thus, in order to bring about an accurate comparison
and analysis, the standards of comparison must be as close as possible in point of time to the suspected
signature.[21] As correctly found by the appellate court, the examination conducted by the PC-INP Crime
Laboratory did not conform to the foregoing standard. Recall that in the case, the signatures analyzed by the
police experts were on documents executed several years apart. A signature affixed in 1958 or in 1962 may
involve characteristics different from those borne by a signature affixed in 1970. Hence, neither the trial court nor
the appellate court may be faulted for refusing to place any weight whatsoever on the PC-INP questioned
document report.

We likewise sustain the trial court and the Court of Appeals concerning the testimonies of Clerma Domingo,
Leonora, and Jose to the effect that they saw Bruno affixing his signature to the questioned deed.[22] They were
unrebutted. Genuineness of a handwriting may be proven, under Rule 132, Section 22, by anyone who actually
saw the person write or affix his signature on a document. Petitioner has shown no reason why the ruling made by
the trial court on the credibility of the respondent's witnesses below should be disturbed by us. Findings by the
trial court as to the credibility of witnesses are accorded the greatest respect, and even finality by appellate courts,
since the former is in a better position to observe their demeanor as well as their deportment and manner of
testifying during the trial.[23]

Finally, the questioned Deed of Absolute Sale in the present case is a notarized document. Being a public
document, it is prima facie evidence of the facts therein expressed.[24] It has the presumption of regularity in its
favor and to contradict all these, evidence must be clear, convincing, and more than merely preponderant.[25]
Petitioner has failed to show that such contradictory evidence exists in this case.

WHEREFORE, the instant petition is DENIED. The Decision of the Court of Appeals dated November 26, 2001
in CA-G.R. CV No. 59331 is AFFIRMED. Costs against petitioner.

SO ORDERED.

Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman), Ynares-Santiago, Carpio, and Azcuna, JJ., concur.

[1] CA Rollo, pp. 130-136. Penned by Associate Justice Edgardo P. Cruz, with Associate Justices Ma. Alicia
Austria-Martinez (now a member of this Court), and Hilarion L. Aquino concurring.

[2] Records, Vol. II, pp. 714-718.

[3] CA Rollo, pp. 104-105, 108-109; Rollo, p. 22.

[4] CA Rollo, p. 35.

[5] Now the National Housing Authority (NHA).

[6] Rollo, p. 23.

[7] Id. at 22.

[8] CA Rollo, pp. 127-128.
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knowledge of the handwriting of such person. Evidence respecting the handwriting may also be given by a
comparison, made by the witness or the court, with writings admitted or treated as genuine by the party against
whom the evidence is offered, or proved to be genuine to the satisfaction of the judge.

[14] Ibid.
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. . .

[16] Supra, note 13.

[17] Rule 130, SEC. 49. Opinion of expert witness. - The opinion of a witness on a matter requiring special
knowledge, skill, experience or training which he is shown to possess, may be received in evidence.
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