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CORONA, J.:

In this petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court, petitioner V.C. Ponce Company, Inc.
assails the October 27, 2005 decision[1] and February 3, 2006 resolution[2] of the Court of Appeals (CA)
affirming the cancellation of Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. 97084 and the issuance of individual titles in
favor of respondents by the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Pasay City, Branch 109.

This case traces its history to a complaint filed by Eusebia de Leon vda. de Rodriquez against petitioner in the
then Court of First Instance of Pasay City on January 3, 1963 docketed as Civil Case No. 455-R. It sought the
annulment of the sale of a parcel of land covered by TCT No. 97084 she had previously sold to petitioner. The
subject property was already subdivided into smaller lots for which individual TCTs were issued in petitioner's
name.

On October 22, 1971, respondents filed a complaint-in-intervention in Civil Case No. 455-R. Respondents
executed contracts to sell with petitioner over individual lots comprising the area covered by TCT No. 97084 prior
to the institution of the case. Their complaint-in-intervention was allowed.

On July 17, 1989, Corazon Rodriguez (as administratrix of the estate of de Leon) and petitioner entered into a
compromise agreement. Petitioner paid Rodriguez P3,500,000 in exchange for the release of the lis pendens
annotation on the individual titles of the properties involved in Civil Case No. 455-R, and the dismissal of the
case without costs. The court approved the compromise agreement, thereby terminating the case between
petitioner and Rodriguez.

Respondents, however, refused to compromise and the complaint-in-intervention was tried on the merits. In a
decision[3] dated December 6, 1989, the Pasay City RTC ruled in favor of respondents. The dispositive portion of
the decision read:

WHEREFORE, the Omnibus Motion to Dismiss is hereby denied and accordingly, judgment is hereby
rendered in favor of the intervenors herein and against defendant V.C. Ponce & Co., Inc. The Court hereby
orders and declares:

- The individual Contracts to Sell entered into between the intervenors and the defendant are hereby declared
valid, subsisting and binding on both parties, particularly the defendant V.C. Ponce & Co., Inc. and the latter is
hereby enjoined to abide by the terms and conditions thereof subject to the modifications as [hereinafter]
provided and under the same price originally stated therein;
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- The individual intervenors are hereby ordered to pay defendant V.C. Ponce & Co., Inc. the balance of the
purchase price within a period of twelve (12) months from finality of this decision to be paid in twelve (12)
equal monthly amortizations;

- The defendant V.C Ponce & Co., Inc. is hereby given one (1) year from finality of this decision within which
to complete the construction of the enumerated items in paragraph 5 of the Contracts to Sell;

- Defendant V.C. Ponce & Co., Inc. is ordered to deliver clean titles to the individual intervenors upon full
payment of the purchase price;

- xxx

SO ORDERED.

The Pasay City RTC's December 6, 1989 decision was appealed by petitioner and it eventually reached the
Supreme Court. In a resolution dated October 21, 1991, respondents' claims were affirmed when we ruled in their
favor.[4] Entry of judgment was made on December 9, 1991.

It was at this point that respondents commenced the tedious process of trying to execute the Pasay City RTC's
December 6, 1989 decision.

On October 2, 1992, the Pasay City RTC issued a writ of execution. Respondents consigned to the court their
payments to petitioner under their respective contracts to sell, pursuant to the December 6, 1989 decision. But in
view of petitioner's obstinate refusal to comply with the October 2, 1992 writ of execution, the RTC again
directed petitioner to deliver clean titles to respondents after payment and consignation.[5] Petitioner was likewise
ordered to strictly obey the terms and conditions of the December 6, 1989 decision with a stern warning that
repeated non-compliance would be dealt with severely. The RTC also ordered its clerk of court to receive
respondents' cash payments.

On August 5, 1993, the clerk of court was ordered to receive from respondents' counsel their cash payments to
petitioner and deposit them in the Philippine National Bank. Petitioner was (again) ordered to comply with the
December 6, 1989 decision within ten days from receipt of the order.

Petitioner (once more) sought a deferment of the enforcement of the March 8, 1993 and August 5, 1993 orders but
the same was denied. In an order dated August 3, 1994, the Pasay City RTC cited petitioner in contempt for its
refusal to abide by the March 8, 1993 order. The Registrar of Deeds of Parañaque was likewise directed to cancel
petitioner's TCTs over the properties which were already paid in full and to issue new titles in favor of
respondents.

Because of petitioner's continued inaction, an alias writ of execution dated August 7, 1995 was issued by the
Pasay City RTC to enforce the December 6, 1989 decision.

Respondents then filed an ex-parte motion for entry of judgment, praying that the Registrar of Deeds of Parañaque
be directed to divest petitioner of its titles and to issue new ones to them. The court ordered its clerk of court and
ex-officio sheriff to execute deeds of conveyance in favor of respondents. The Registrar of Deeds of Parañaque,
however, refused to register respondents' deeds of conveyance because petitioner adamantly refused to surrender
its owner's duplicate TCTs. So, on January 11, 2002, the Pasay City RTC ordered the Registrar of Deeds of
Parañaque to cancel petitioner's duplicate TCTs. Petitioner sought a reconsideration but the same was denied in an
order dated September 13, 2002.

Respondents filed a manifestation and motion seeking a court order annulling the titles of petitioner over the
properties involved in the case. In response, the Pasay City RTC issued the assailed order dated January 23, 2003

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 171469. August 11, 2008

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 7

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



nullifying and canceling this time TCT No. 97084 (the mother title) and mandating the issuance of individual
titles to respondents. Petitioner's motion for reconsideration was likewise denied.

Petitioner questioned the January 23, 2003 order (and that denying the motion for reconsideration) in the CA via a
petition for certiorari. In denying relief to petitioner, the CA held that the cancellation of TCT No. 97084 (the
mother title) was necessary to the execution of the trial court's decision, considering the refusal of the Registrar of
Deeds to register the deeds of sale and issue clean individual titles to respondents.

Hence, this petition.

Petitioner claims that the January 23, 2003 order for the nullification and cancellation of TCT No. 97084
completely changed the tenor of the December 6, 1989 decision.

We deny the petition.

In general, the essential parts of a decision or order consist of the following: (1) a statement of the case; (2) a
statement of the facts; (3) the issues or assignment of errors; (4) the court ruling; and (5) the dispositive
portion.[6] In a civil case such as this, the dispositive portion should state whether the complaint or petition is
granted or denied, the specific relief granted and the costs.[7]

The order of execution must substantially conform to the dispositive portion of the decision sought to be
executed.[8] In the event of variance, the dispositive portion of the final and executory decision prevails.

The dispositive portion of the December 6, 1989 decision read in part:

WHEREFORE, the Omnibus Motion to Dismiss is hereby denied and accordingly, judgment is hereby
rendered in favor of the intervenors herein and against defendant V.C. Ponce & Co.[,] Inc. The Court hereby
orders and declares:

- xxx

- The individual intervenors are hereby ordered to pay defendant V.C. Ponce & Co.[,] Ince. the balance of the
purchase price within a period of twelve (12) equal monthly amortizations;

- xxx

- Defendant V.C. Ponce & Co.[,] Inc. is ordered to deliver clean titles to the individual intervenors upon full
payment of the purchase price; xxx

while the order dated January 23, 2003 stated in part:

[C]onsidering the affirmance of the decision of this Court dated December 6, 1989 by both the Court of
Appeals and the Supreme Court, for full satisfaction of the decision, Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No.
97084, Register of Deeds, Rizal, the original of which is presently on file with the Register of Deeds of
Parañaque City, is hereby NULLIFIED and CANCELLED and considered of no value and effect conformably
with Section 107 of PD 1529 xxx

In view of the foregoing, the Register of Deeds of Parañaque City is hereby directed to issue individual titles to
the Intervenors to complete the satisfaction of judgment/decision of this Court already partially executed.

The Intervenors are directed to coordinate with the Register of Deeds of Parañaque City to further hasten the
issuance of their individual titles.

SO ORDERED.

The variance claimed by petitioner allegedly lies in the directive to the Register of Deeds of Parañaque City to
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nullify and cancel TCT No. 97084. Petitioner insists that there was no such order in the dispositive portion of the
December 6, 1989 decision.

Petitioner is wrong.

It is a cardinal rule that the dispositive portion of an order or judgment prevails over the discussion or the body of
the said decision or order. In this case, the dispositive portion of the January 23, 2003 order merely reiterated the
directive for the issuance of individual titles to respondents by the Registrar of Deeds.

Nevertheless, even if we analyze and compare the body of the January 23, 2003 order and that of the December 6,
1989 decision, no substantial variance exists between them. On its face, the January 23, 2003 order is in harmony
with the dispositive portion of the December 6, 1989 decision. The Registrar of Deeds of Parañaque City is being
directed to issue individual titles to respondents to complete the satisfaction of judgment/decision of th[e] [c]ourt
partially executed. Reference to the "partially executed decision" simply stresses that the execution must conform
to the December 6, 1989 decision.

Petitioner admits that TCT No. 97084 is the mother title of the individual titles of respondents.[9] However, it
claims for the first time that TCT No. 97084 was the subject of another case and that it was already cancelled by
virtue of another court order or judgment.[10] Furthermore, TCT No. 97084 allegedly subsists only with respect
to areas which are not involved in this case.

Petitioner's claims are not only immaterial and undeserving of favorable consideration; they were also never
established with evidence of such alleged court order or judgment. Thus, there is no way by which these
allegations can be verified. Given petitioner's propensity to manipulate legal procedures to defeat the just claims
against it, such lapse is fatal to its cause.

The Pasay City RTC was well within its powers when it issued the January 23, 2003 order. It is the ministerial
duty of the court to order the execution of its final judgment. It has the inherent power to control, in furtherance of
justice, the conduct of its ministerial offices, and of all other persons in any manner connected with a case before
it, in every manner appertaining thereto.[11]

Section 10, Rule 39 of the Rules of Court[12] and Section 107 of PD 1529[13] provide the procedure to be
followed in case of a refusal by the owner to surrender the duplicate copy of his TCT.

A considerable length of time has passed. It is time to end this litigation and write finis to this case. Enough is
enough.

We remind petitioner's counsel, Atty. Candice Marie T. Bandong, that she is an officer of the court who must see
to it that the orderly administration of justice must never be unduly impeded, not even by her client. Her oath to
uphold the cause of justice is superior to her duty to her client; its primacy is indisputable.[14] In this light, we are
sternly warning her (or any other counsel who might take over this case) of disciplinary action for any further
delay in the execution of the decision of the Pasay City RTC.

That TCT No. 97084 has been subdivided into smaller lots and that derivative titles have been issued therefor are
of no moment. The fact remains that, for more than 15 years, petitioner has been consistently refusing to surrender
its owner's duplicate originals of the derivative TCTs, contrary to lawful orders and in evident bad faith. We are
therefore ordering the cancellation and nullification of TCT No. 97084 and its derivative titles. Let new
certificates of title be issued (a) in the name of the individual respondents for the lots covered by their respective
fully-paid contracts to sell and (b) in the name of petitioner for those portions not covered by the claims of
respondents.
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WHEREFORE, the petition is hereby DENIED. The October 27, 2005 decision and February 3, 2006 resolution
of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 77783 are hereby AFFIRMED with MODIFICATION.

The Registrar of Deeds of Parañaque City is ordered to cancel TCT No. 97084 and the derivative titles of the lots
covered by respondents' respective contracts to sell (with petitioner) and issue clean individual titles to them.

Treble costs against petitioner.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, C.J., (Chairperson), Carpio, Austria-Martinez, and Leonardo-De Castro, JJ., concur.

* As replacement of Justice Adolfo S. Azcuna who is on official leave per Special Order No. 510.

** Judge Lilia C. Lopez of the Regional Trial Court of Pasay City, Branch 109, was originally impleaded as a
respondent but the Court excluded her pursuant to Section 4, Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.

[1] Penned by Associate Justice Josefina Guevarra-Salonga and concurred in by Associate Justices Delilah
Vidallon-Magtolis (retired) and Fernanda Lampas-Peralta of the Third Division of the CA. Rollo, pp. 44-52.

[2] Rollo, pp. 54-55.

[3] Penned by Judge Lilia C. Lopez. Rollo, pp. 105-123.

[4] Rollo, pp. 181-186.

[5] In an order dated March 8, 1993. Rollo, pp. 204-205.

[6] Velarde v. Social Justice Society, G.R. No. 159357, 28 April 2004, 428 SCRA 283, 309.

[7] Id. at 313.

[8] Lao v. King, G.R. No. 160358, August 31, 2006, 500 SCRA 599, 605.

[9] Rollo, p. 422.

[10] Rollo, pp. 444-448. Petitioner quotes in part a supposed decision showing the current status of TCT No.
97084.

[11] Mejia v. Gabayan, G.R. No. 149765, 12 April 2005, 455 SCRA 499, 512-513.

[12] Section 10, Rule 39 of the Rules of Court provides:

"SEC. 10. Execution of judgments of specific act. -

(a) Conveyance, delivery of deeds, or other specific acts; vesting title. - If a judgment directs a party to execute
a conveyance of land or personal property, or to deliver deeds or other documents, or to perform any other
specific act in connection therewith, and the party fails to comply within the time specified, the court may
direct the act to be done at the cost of the disobedient party by some other person appointed by the court and
the act when so done shall have like effect as if done by the party. If real or personal property is situated within
the Philippines, the court in lieu of directing a conveyance thereof may by an order divest the title of any party
and vest it in others, which shall have the force and effect of a conveyance executed in due form of law."
(emphasis supplied)

[13] Section 107 of PD 1529, otherwise known as the Property Registration Decree, provides:
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"SEC. 107. Surrender of withheld duplicate certificates. - Where it is necessary to issue a new certificate of
title pursuant to any involuntary instrument which divests the title of the registered owner against his consent
or where a voluntary instrument cannot be registered by reason of the refusal or failure of the holder to
surrender the owner's duplicate certificate of title, the party in interest may file a petition in court to compel
surrender of the same to the Register of Deeds. The court, after hearing, may order the registered owner or any
person withholding the duplicate certificate to surrender the same, and direct the entry of a new certificate or
memorandum upon such surrender. If the person withholding the duplicate certificate is not amenable to the
process of the court, or if for any reason the outstanding owner's duplicate certificate cannot be delivered, the
court may order the annulment of the same was well as the issuance of a new certificate of title in lieu thereof.
Such new certificate and all duplicates thereof shall contain a memorandum of the annulment of the
outstanding duplicate." (emphasis supplied)

[14] Aguilar v. Manila Banking Corporation, G.R. No. 157911, September 19, 2006, 502 SCRA 354, 381.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 171469. August 11, 2008

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 7

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for 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 from it.

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 all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full 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 exams that tell you where you 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 keeps you 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.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 171469. August 11, 2008

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 7

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


