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QUISUMBING, J.:

This petition for review seeks to set aside the Decision[1] dated February 20, 2004 and the Resolution[2] dated
June 9, 2004, of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 70170, which had affirmed the Decision[3] dated
January 9, 2001 of the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 81, of Maolos, Bulacan in Civil Case No. 61-M-95
for quieting of title, reconveyance and damages.

Subject of the present controversy is a 2,445-square meter portion of a certain lot in Guiguinto, Bulacan covered
by Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. RT-32498 (T-199627),[4] having a total lot area of 20,431 square
meters, more or less.

On February 1, 1995,[5] petitioners filed an action to quiet title, reconveyance and damages against respondents
and alleged that they have been occupying the disputed lot since 1945 through their predecessor-in-interest,
Mamerto B. Reyes. They claimed that during his lifetime, Mamerto had accepted a verbal promise of the former
lot owner, Felipe Garcia, to give the disputed lot to him in exchange for the surrender of his tenancy rights as a
tiller thereof. To prove that Mamerto was a former tenant of Felipe; that during his lifetime he had worked on the
lot; and that he owned and possessed the same,[6] petitioners presented two documents, namely: (1)
Certification[7] dated October 12, 1979 and (2) "Pagpapatunay"[8] dated November 17, 1982 allegedly executed
by Simeon |I. Garcia, the eldest son of Felipe, attesting to such facts. Petitioners also alleged that whenever
respondents visited the lot, respondent Julius Limpe would promise to deliver the certificate of title to them.
However, sometime in October 1994, petitioners received a letter[9] from respondents asserting ownership over
the disputed lot.

In their answer, respondents contended that they are the legal owners of the ot by virtue of a Deed of Exchange of
Real Estate[10] and Deed of Absolute Sale[11] executed on July 5, 1974 and February 28, 1974, respectively,
between them and Farm-Tech Industries, Incorporated. To further assert ownership over the lot, they presented
TCT No. T-199627, Tax Declaration Nos. 15172[12] and 9529[13] and realty tax receiptg[14] of the lot, which
were all registered and declared in their names.

In its Decision dated January 9, 2001, the trial court ruled in favor of respondents and held that the certificate of
title, tax declarations and realty tax receipts presented in court indisputably established respondents ownership
over the lot. The certificate of title was registered in respondents' names and the realty tax receipts showed that
respondents consistently paid the corresponding real property taxes. These pieces of evidence, said the trial court,
prevail over petitioners alegation of an "undocumented promise" by the former lot owner, which in itself, is
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ineffective or unenforceable under the law. Accordingly, the trial court ordered petitioners to reconvey the
disputed lot to respondents.

On February 20, 2004, the Court of Appeals affirmed the trial court's ruling and held that petitioners have no title
whatsoever upon which respondents' title could cast a cloud, as they were the ones casting doubt on respondents
title.[15] It held that the documents allegedly executed by Simeon |. Garcia showed no indicia that the alleged
owner, Felipe Garcia, donated the disputed lot to them. It further held that Simeon |. Garcia was not the real
owner of the lot; thus, he could not make an effective conveyance thereof. Consequently, it upheld respondents
title over the disputed lot. The decretal portion of the decision reads,

WHEREFORE, the appeal is hereby DISMISSED. The decision of the Regional Tria Court of Malolos,
Bulacan, Branch 81, dated January 9, 2001 is AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.[16]

Petitioners now before this Court raise the sole issue of :

WHETHER THE [PETITIONERS] HAVE A CAUSE OF ACTION TO QUIET TITLE, RECONVEYANCE
AND DAMAGES AGAINST RESPONDENTS.[17]

Petitioners cite Section 4[18] of Article XIII of the 1987 Constitution and Section 2[19] of the Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Law and state that their title was founded upon those provisions, which were enacted for the
benefit of farmers, magjority of whom are educationaly deficient, if not uneducated. Next, they contend that
respondents are not purchasers in good faith because they were fully aware of petitioners actual possession of the
lot when they purchased the same. Conformably, according to petitioners, respondents are liable for damages
under Article 19[20] of the Civil Code of the Philippines.

Respondents counter that they are the true and lawful owners of the disputed lot as evidenced by TCT No.
RT-32498 (T-199627), Tax Declaration Nos. 15172 and 9529 and realty tax receipts, all registered and declared
in their names. They claim that they are buyers in good faith when they purchased the lot from Farm-Tech
Industries, Incorporated, free from all liens and encumbrances. They aver that they are not obliged to go beyond
the face of a TCT in the absence of any cloud therein.

Respondents also argue that petitioners cause of action must fail because they failed to prove (1) that their
predecessor-in-interest, Mamerto B. Reyes, was a farmer; (2) that the lot was agricultural and not a commercial
lot; and (3) that they are qualified beneficiaries under the agrarian reform law. They point out that Simeon |I.
Garcia, who allegedly executed the Certification and "Pagpapatunay,” was not presented in court to prove the
veracity of the contents of those two documents. They also aver that the property mentioned in the document
"Pagpapatunay" was not specifically described as the property litigated herein. Thus, according to respondents,
those documents have no binding effect on third persons, are hearsay, and have no probative value.

After considering the submissions of the parties and the issue before us, we are in agreement that the petition
lacks merit.

To begin with, an action for quieting of title originated in equity jurisprudence to secure an adjudication that a
claim of title to or an interest in property, adverse to that of the complainant, is invalid, so that the complainant
and those claiming under him may be forever free from any danger of hostile claim. Thus, our courts are tasked to
determine the respective rights of the contending parties, not only to put things in their proper places, but also to
benefit both parties, so that he who has the right would see every cloud of doubt over the property dissipated, and
he could afterwards without fear introduce the improvements he may desire, to use and even to abuse the property
as he may deem best.[21]
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Under Articles 476[22] and 477[23] of the New Civil Code, there are two indispensable requisitesin order that an
action to quiet title could prosper: (1) that the plaintiff or complainant has alegal or an equitable title to or interest
in the real property subject of the action; and (2) that the deed, claim, encumbrance or proceeding claimed to be
casting cloud on his title must be shown to be in fact invalid or inoperative despite its prima facie appearance of
validity or legal efficacy.[24]

To prove their case, petitioners merely cited Section 4 of Article X1l of the 1987 Constitution and Section 2 of
the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law and stated that their title was founded upon those provisions. They
hardly argued on the matter. Neither was there positive evidence (1) that their predecessor had legd title, i.e., a
certificate of land transfer;[25] (2) that the lot was an agricultural lot and not a commercial one as contended by
respondents; and (3) that they are qualified beneficiaries under the Agrarian Reform Law. Time and again we
have held that a mere alegation is not evidence, and he who alleges has the burden of proving the allegation with
the requisite quantum of evidence.[26]

Next, the documentary evidence petitioners presented, namely, the "Certification” and "Pagpapatunay,” did not
confirm their title over the disputed lot. First, original copies of those documents were not presented in court.[27]
Second, as the appellate court pointed out, Simeon |. Garcia, the declarant in those documents, was not presented
in court to prove the veracity of their contents.[28] Third, even a cursory examination of those documents would
not show any transfer or intent to transfer title or ownership of the disputed lot from the alleged owner, Felipe
Garcia, to petitioners or their predecessor-in-interest, Mamerto B. Reyes. Fourth, petitioners did not bother to
adduce evidence that Simeon |. Garcia, as the eldest son of the late Felipe Garcia, inherited the entire lot as to
effectively convey title or ownership over the disputed lot, i.e. thru extrajudicial settlement of the estate of the late
Felipe Garcia. Accordingly, we agree that the documents allegedly executed by Simeon |I. Garcia are purely
hearsay and have no probative value.

In contrast, respondents presented evidence which clearly preponderates in their favor. First, the transfer
certificate of title, tax declarations and realty tax receipts were all in their names. Second, pursuant to the Torrens
System, TCT No. RT-32498 (T-199627) enjoys the conclusive presumption of validity and is the best proof of
ownership of the lot.[29] Third, although tax declarations or realty tax receipts are not conclusive evidence of
ownership, nevertheless, they are good indicia of possession in the concept of an owner, for no one in his right
mind would be paying taxes for a property that is not in his actual or at least constructive possession. As we
previously held, such realty tax payments constitute proof that the holder has a clam of title over the
property.[30]

Worth stressing, in civil cases, the plaintiff must establish his cause of action by preponderance of evidence;
otherwise, his suit will not prosper.[31] After carefully considering the arguments of the parties, as well as their
respective evidence, we unanimously agree that the petitioners were not able to prove that they have any legal or
equitable title over the disputed lot. Thus, we find no reversible error in the assailed decisions of the courts below.

WHEREFORE, the instant petition is DENIED for utter lack of merit. The Decision dated February 20, 2004 and
the Resolution dated June 9, 2004, of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 70170 are AFFIRMED. Costs
against petitioners.

SO ORDERED.

Carpio, Carpio-Morales, Tinga, and Velasco, Jr., JJ., concur.

* Additional member in place of Associate Justice Arturo D. Brion who took no part due to prior action in the
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Court of Appeals.

[1] Rallo, pp. 17-23. Penned by Associate Justice Eloy R. Bello, Jr., with Associate Justices Amelita G. Tolentino
and Arturo D. Brion (now a member of this Court) concurring.

[2] Id. at 29.

[3]Records, Val. 1, pp. 621-624. Penned by Acting Presiding Judge Oscar P. Barrientos.
[4] 1d. at 7.

[5] Id. at 2-6.

[6] Id. at 326-327.

[7] Id. at 338.

CERTIFICATION

TOWHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that the deceased MAMERTO REY ES had been and used to be a tenant and agricultural
worker of our late father, MR. FELIPE GARCIA, in our small agricultural lot in Barrio Cabay, Guiguinto,
Bulacan from the period since post liberation year of 1945 up to sometime in the year 1959 prior to the . . .
disposition of said lot to acertain MR. JOSE GARIN.

XXX X

(signed)

SIMEON I. GARCIA
Judge
City Court of Manila, Br. |
(Eldest Son of the late Felipe Garcia)
[8] Id. at 337.

PAGPAPATUNAY
Akonasi SIMEON I. GARCIA . .. ay nagpapatunay:

Na ang namatay hass MAMERTO REYES... ay aming ginawang tagapagsaka ng aking namatay na ama na Si
FELIPE GARCIA, sa aming maliit na taniman na lote sa Barrio Cabay, Guiguinto, Bula[c]an, simula noong
taong, 1945, hanggang taong 1959;

Na ayon sa nakita ko ang sukat ng lupang kanilang dapat na magawi sa nasabing Mamerto Reyes... ay may sukat
na 2,445 metros kuadrados humigit kumulang na karatig ng Sapang Guiguinto, na may lapad na 16 na metros
hanggang sa sulot ng Corner 6 simula sa gawing SUR na makikita sa Sketch ng plano.

Na ayon dito sa pagkaka alam ko ang nasabing lupa ay nagkaruon na ng Cadastral Lot No. 1159, ngunit ang
nasabing dapat na makuha ng Mamerto Reyes, ay nasakop ng nasabing Lote ng ito ay cadastruhin.

XX XX
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(signed)
SIMEON I. GARCIA

Nagpapatunay

[9] Id. at 335-336.

[10]1d. at 479-481.

[11] Id. at 477-478.

[12] Id. at 474.

[13] Id. at 475.

[14] 1d. at 485-492 and 494.
[15] Rallo, p. 11.

[16]1d. at 23.

[17]1d. at 84-85.

[18] Sec. 4. The State shall, by law, undertake an agrarian reform program founded on the right of farmers and
regular farmworkers, who are landless, to own directly or collectively the lands they till or, in the case of other
farmworkers, to receive a just share of the fruits thereof. To this end, the State shall encourage and undertake the
just distribution of all agricultural lands, subject to such priorities and reasonable retention limits as the Congress
may prescribe, taking into account ecological, developmental, or equity considerations, and subject to the
payment of just compensation. In determining retention limits, the State shall respect the rights of small
landowners. The State shall further provide incentives for voluntary land-sharing. (Emphasis supplied.)

[19]SEC. 2. Declaration of Principles and Policies-It is the policy of the State to pursue a Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Program (CARP). ...

To this end, a more equitable distribution and ownership of land, with due regard to the rights of landowners to
just compensation..., shall be undertaken to provide farmers and farmworkers with the opportunity to enhance
their dignity and improve the quality of their lives through greater productivity of agricultural lands.

The agrarian reform program is founded on the right of farmers and regular farmworkers, who are landless, to
own directly or collectively the lands they till...

X X X X (Emphasis supplied.)

[20] ART. 19. Every person must, in the exercise of his rights and in the performance of his duties, act with
justice, give everyone his due, and observe honesty and good faith.

[21] Heirs of Susana De Guzman Tuazon v. Court of Appeds, G.R. No. 125758, January 20, 2004, 420 SCRA
219, 226, citing Baricuatro, Jr. v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 105902, February 9, 2000, 325 SCRA 137, 146-147.

[22] ART. 476. Whenever there is a cloud on title to real property or any interest therein, by reason of any
instrument, record, claim, encumbrance or proceeding which is apparently valid or effective but isin truth and in
fact invalid, ineffective, voidable, or unenforceable, and may be prejudicial to said title, an action may be brought
to remove such cloud or to quiet thetitle.
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An action may also be brought to prevent a cloud from being cast upon title to real property or any interest
therein.

[23] ART. 477. The plaintiff must have legal or equitable title to, or interest in the real property which is the
subject matter of the action. He need not be in possession of said property.

[24] Heirs of Enrique Diaz v. Virata, G.R. No. 162037, August 7, 2006, 498 SCRA 141, 162.

[25] Del Castillo v. Orciga, G.R. No. 153850, August 31, 2006, 500 SCRA 498, 505-506 (A Certificate of Land
Transfer (CLT) is a document issued to a tenant-farmer, which proves inchoate ownership of an agricultura
land... It is issued in order for the tenant-farmer to acquire the land. This certificate prescribes the terms and
conditions of ownership over said land and likewise describes the landholding—its area and its location. A CLT is
the provisiona title of ownership over the landholding while the lot owner is awaiting full payment of the land's
value or for aslong as the beneficiary is an "amortizing owner.")

[26] Heirs of Basanesv. Cortes, OCA IPI No. 01-1065-P, March 31, 2003, pp. 1, 5 (Unsigned Resolution).
[27] RULES OF COURT, Rule 130,

SEC. 3. Original document must be produced; exceptions.-When the subject of inquiry is the contents of a
document, no evidence shall be admissible other than the original document itself, except in the following cases:

(a8) When the original has been lost or destroyed, or cannot be produced in court, without bad faith on the part of
the offeror;

(b) When the original isin the custody or under the control of the party against whom the evidence is offered, and
the latter failsto produce it after reasonable notice;

(c) When the original consists of numerous accounts or other documents which cannot be examined in court
without great loss of time and the fact sought to be established from them is only the general result of the whole;
and

(d) When the original is a public record in the custody of a public officer or is recorded in a public office.
(Emphasis supplied.)

[28] Rallo, p. 19.

[29] Records, Val. I, p. 7.

[30] Cuenco v. Cuenco Vda. de Manguerra, G.R. No. 149844, October 13, 2004, 440 SCRA 252, 264-265.
[31] San Pedrov. Lee, G.R. No. 156522, May 28, 2004, 430 SCRA 338, 347-348.
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