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AVANCEA‘A, J.:

Carlos Palanca is the applicant for the registration of the parcel of land marked lot No. 2 described in the plan
accompanying his application. Roman Santos opposes the registration of the eastern portion of this lot which is
more fully described in his written opposition. The trial court dismissed the opposition and ordered the
registration of the entire lot No. 2 in favor of the applicant.

Lot No. 2 together with lot No. 1, which is the subject of another proceeding, form one piece of land, lot No. 1
being located within the Province of Pampanga and lot No. 2 in the Province of Bulacan.

On October 31, 1917, the sisters Irene Mojica and Consuelo Mojica sold the hacienda composed of these two lots
to Felipe Buencamino Suntay and in December of the same year said Suntay sold the same lands to Carlos
Palanca. In the description of this hacienda in the document of sale to Suntay the portion claimed by Roman
Santos appears to have been excluded. In January, 1918, Irene and Consuelo Mojica sold to the opponent Roman
Santos the said portion that had been excluded. The deeds of sale of Felipe Buencamino Suntay (Exhibit C) and of
the applicant Carlos Palanca (Exhibit B) were recorded in the registry on January 26, 1918, and the document of
sale to Santos was also recorded on August 6, 1918 (Exhibit 3).

Although the description in the document of sale executed by the sisters Irene and Consuelo to Felipe
Buencamino Suntay does not contain that of the portion now objected to, we are of the opinion that the
contracting parties intended to include this portion of theland in the sale.

This hacienda, composed of lots Nos. 1 and 2, formerly belonged to Benito Mojica. Although it is composed of
several parcels of land with different titles, Benito Mojica considered it as a single property calling it "Hacienda
of Sapang Cawayan," which includes the part sold to Santos. Indeed, it is so stated in the document filed by him
for the. purpose of the partition of the conjugal property of himself and his two deceased wives.

On May 15, 1906, Benito Mojica leased a small part within this haciendato Song Fo & Company in order to erect
thereon a structure for the manufacture of alcohol. This contract provided that Song Fo should have the right to
purchase the tuba (a beverage from which alcohol is extracted) that was produced on the whole land. The contract
did not describe the boundaries of the land nor did it state the area thereof. From the terms of this contract it is
undeniable that it referred to the whole land including the part which is now the subject of opposition.

After the death of Benito Mojica, the judicial administratrix of his estate, her daughter and heir, Irene Mqjica,
cancelled the former contract with Song Fo & Company and on December 21, 1911, entered into a new agreement
with him for the lease of the entire property. Song Fo & Company later assigned to Carlos Palanca all their rights
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to this land under the lease. Among those rights there was one to the effect that should the property be sold the
|essee should have the right to subrogate himself to the right of the purchaser within thirty daysif he so desired.

In the second contract of lease the property was described and the part now objected to was excluded from the
description. Notwithstanding this fact we are persuaded that, in selling the land, it was not the intention of the
parties to exclude any portion thereof. This second contract of lease recites that this property is known as the
"Hacienda of Sapang Cawayan" and that it formerly belonged to Benito Mojica; that a piece of land within this
property was leased to Song Fo & Company with the right on the part of the lessee to buy and ferment and distill
the tuba produced and harvested from the said property, by virtue of the contract of May 15, 1906, which was
declared cancelled; and that they had covenanted and agreed to lease the "Hacienda of Sapang Cawayan" in its
entirety. It is undeniable that the object of the lease in the minds of the parties was the whole "Hacienda of Sapang
Cawayan," the same that was the subject-matter of the contract of May 15, 1906. It is evident that the
understanding between the parties was that this lease should include that part which was later sold to Santos,
because this portion of land was within what was called the "Hacienda of Sapang Cawayan" and included in the
lease of May 15, 1906. This conclusion is furthermore strengthened by the subsequent acts of the parties. Under
this contract Song Fo & Company took possession of the whole property including that portion now claimed by
Santos. Neither Irene nor Consuelo Mojica, nor any person in their stead, protested against the occupation by
Song Fo of the land excluded from the description. Furthermore there appears to be no reason why the sisters
Irene and Consuelo Mojica should exclude this portion of land from the lease as they neither attempted to
cultivate it nor dispose of it in any way.

There is another point which is not devoid of importance. A short time before the term of the lease expired, the
administrator of the estate of Benito Mojica, Mr. Grey, who succeeded Irene Mojica as such, asked the court for
authority to extend the time of the lease and in the description of the property leased he included that part now in
question. It must be presumed that Mr. Grey, as the successor of Irene Mojica in the administration of the estate,
had knowledge of the property under his care and his act in considering the portion in question as forming part of
the property leased, means, at least, that such was the understanding between the parties.

At this juncture, Irene and Consuelo Mojica, as aready stated, sold this property to Felipe Buencamino Suntay on
October 31, 1917, and in the transfer the property was described in the same manner as in the contract of lease,
that is to say, excluding the portion now under discussion. This deed of sale, after describing the property sold,
recites that: "The said two parcels form but a single property, which during the lifetime of the deceased father of
the vendors was known as the *Hacienda of Sapang Cawayan' and is now mortgaged to the Philippine National
Bank in the amount of eleven thousand pesos (P11,000) and leased to Messrs. Song Fo & Company * * * on
December 21, 1911" From the foregoing the inference is that what was sold, according to the intention of the
parties, was the farm known as "Sapang Cawayan,” the same property that was leased to Song Fo & Company
and, as before stated, included that part of the land which is now in question. This conclusion is supported by the
very mention of the mortgage in favor of the bank for in this mortgage a part of the portion of land now in
controversy was included.

This being so, and if the true intention of the parties was to sell the portion now in question, the mere fact of
having been excluded from the description contained in the document of sale of the said property is a mistake
which cannot annul the intention of the contracting parties. The document is nothing more than a mere formality
of the contract, and cannot prevail as against the contract itself which may be proved by extraneous facts.

Our conclusion is that the contract of sale of this hacienda to Simtay included that portion of land in question
which was later sold to Santos.
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It results, therefore, that the land under discussion was twice sold to two different purchasers. In accordance with
article 1473 of the Civil Code the sale that was first recorded must be given preference. Although the sale to
Suntay and the sale by the latter to Palanca were recorded, it must be deemed that no record was made as to the
portion of land in question. For the purposes of article 1473, the record in the registry is tantamount to a notice of
the fact of the existence of the contract. But, as in the deeds containing these contracts the portion of land under
discussion does not appear, the registration of the documents cannot be considered as a notice of the sae of the
said portion. On the other hand, although the sale to Roman Santos was also recorded, it was only effected in
August, 1918, after the herein applicant had already filed his application for this land claiming to have bought it
from the sisters Irene and Consuelo Mojica and after the said Palanca had filed an opposition to the application of
Roman Santos for the registration of the said parcel of land, it being noted that Palanca, before that time, had
brought an action for injunction against Santos on account of the same portion of land. Wherefore, when Santos
recorded his sale he knew that Palanca was claiming the land in question by virtue of a former purchase.
Consequently the record made by Santos was not in good faith and he cannot base his preference of title thereon.
The record to which article 1473 of the Civil Code refers is that made in good faith, for the law will not protect
anything done in bad faith.

The preference, therefore, as between these two sales must be adjudged to Palanca in accordance with said article
1473 of the Civil Code, on account of priority of possession. Palanca had possession of the land as a lessee before
the land was sold and after the consummation of the sale he continued in such possession uninterruptedly, not as
lessee, but, as owner of the property.

The judgment appealed from is affirmed with costs against the appellant. So ordered.

Araullo, C. J., Johnson, Street, Malcolm, Villamor, Ostrand, Johns, and Romualdez, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G. R. No. 15950. March 09, 1922

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 4 of 4
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



