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GAERLAN, J.:

This Petition for Review[1] under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court, as amended, assails the March 10, 2023
Decision[2] and the October 10, 2023 Resolution[3] of the Court of Appeads (CA) in CA-G.R. CV No.
06366-MIN, which denied the appea of petitioners Heirs of Eustacio Bulawin (Heirs of Eustacio) from the
Decision of Branch 28 of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Mambagjao, Camiguin, in a quieting of title suit
docketed as Civil Case No. 2013-837.

Protacio Bulawin (Protacio) owned a 19,756-square-meter parcel of rice land identified as Lot No. 60, C-1, Cad.
473, located in Lumad, Poblacion, Mambajao, Camiguin (the disputed parcel, or the parcel). Since 1948, the
disputed parcel had been declared in the name of Protacio's son Eustacio for realty taxation purposes.[4] Protacio
died and was survived by his five children, including Eustacio, Manuel, and Concepcion, who claimed shares in
the disputed parcel.[5] Eustacio took over cultivation of the disputed parcel and remitted seven pollard-size sacks
of palay each to Manuel and Concepcion as their share in the harvest.[6] According to the Heirs of Eustacio, this
share was known among their family as patikim or patilaw, and was received not only by Concepcion and Manuel
but also by their other two siblings who did not claim ownership shares in the disputed parcel.[7] The descendants
of Eustacio, Manuel, and Concepcion continued the patikim/patilaw arrangement, with Eustacio's son Vicente,
and later, his grandson, herein petitioner Ruel C. Bulawin (Ruel), cultivating the disputed parcel and sharing the
harvests with Manuel and Concepcion's heirs, who in turn paid their share in the disputed parcel's realty tax.[8] At
some point, Ruel entered into a contract of lease with Manuel's heirs over the latter's claimed portion.
Accordingly, Manuel's heirs claimed that the seven sacks of rice remitted by Ruel every harvest were actualy
rental payments and not part of the patikim/patilaw scheme.[9] Ruel denied the validity of the lease and claimed
that he was misled into signing the contract therefor.[10] Nevertheless, another portion of Manuel's alleged share
was aso previously leased to Guillermo Cgjilla (Guillermo), the father of herein petitioner Luisita B. Cgjilla
(Luisita), who later waived al of his rights to said portion for the amount of PHP 12,000.00 paid by Manuel's
heirs.[11]

In May 2007, the Heirs of Eustacio, represented by Ruel, applied for and were granted a free patent over the
disputed parcel, evidenced by Katibayan ng Orihinal na Titulo Blg. P-14811 (KOT Blg. P-14811).[12] Upon the
issuance of said title certificate on July 25, 2007, Ruel terminated the patikim/patilaw scheme.[13] Manuel and
Concepcion's heirs demanded the continuation of the patikim/patilaw, but the Heirs of Eustacio insisted that they
were not obliged to do so, for the disputed parcel was part of Eustacio's share in Protacio's estate.[14] The Heirs
of Eustacio alleged that the heirs of Manuel and Concepcion promised to show proof of their ownership sharesin
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the disputed parcel but failed to do so.[15] The parties failed to amicably resolve the disagreement.[16]

On October 23, 2009, Manuel's descendant Ernesto Bulawin (Ernesto) and Concepcion's descendant Arnel Llagas
(Arnel), both respondents in the present petition, filed separate estafa cases against petitioners Ruel, Luisita, and
Cristita A. Abao, for using false pretenses in obtaining the free patent and title certificate over the disputed
parcel.[17] On May 24, 2013, the Heirs of Eustacio initiated the present quieting of title action, docketed as Civil
Case No. 2013-837.[18] Both cases were raffled to and tried by Branch 28 of the RTC of Mambajao, Camiguin.

On February 8, 2019, the RTC granted Ruel's demurrer in the estafa case, ruling that the prosecution failed to
prove Ruel's use of false pretenses in obtaining the free patent and title certificate.[19] The RTC pertinently found
that:

[Wlhen [Ruel] applied for a free patent title, the tax declaration was dready in the name of his
predecessor-in-interest, Eustacio Bulawin. Based on the Real Property Historical Ownership, the subject lot
was declared in the name of Eustacio Bulawin since 1948 and there was no evidence showing that the accused
had unlawful participation in the issuance of the said tax declaration.

... [1In the absence of actual, public, and adverse possession, the sketch plans and tax receipts presented are
not, by themselves, conclusive evidence of ownership of real property. These documents, therefore, cannot
serve as basis to claim that accused executed fraud or false pretenses in applying for a free patent title over the
subject lot. Prosecution witnesses, during their testimony, admitted that Eustacio Bulawin,
predecessor-in-interest of the accused, was in possession of the subject lot and cultivated the same. When he
died, his son Vicente and later on his grandson, Ruel Bulawin remain[ed] in possession thereof and continued
its cultivation. The evidence submitted by the prosecution, which is the Real Property Historical Ownership
even affirms that Eustacio Bulawin, predecessor-in-interest of the accused, was the declared owner of the lot
since 1948.[20]

On March 18, 2022, the RTC rendered its Decision in the quieting of title case,[21] thus:

WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered and pursuant to applicable laws and jurisprudence on the
matter and evidence at hand, judgment is hereby rendered:

1) Declaring Lot No. 60, C-1, Cad. 473 as co-owned in equal proportion by Eustacio Bulawin, Concepcion
Bulawin-Macapayad and Manuel Bulawin;

2) Ordering the Heirs of Eustacio Bulawin, represented by Ruel Bulawin, to reconvey one-third (1/3) each of
the property to the Heirs of Concepcion Bulawin Macapayad and to the Heirs of Manuel Bulawin;

3) Ordering the Heirs of Eustacio Bulawin, Heirs of Concepcion B. Macapayad and Heirs of Manuel Bulawin
to conduct a raffle based on the Sketch Plan prepared by Achilles B. Pimentel (Exh. "4") to determine their
respective 1/3 shares,

4) Ordering Ruel Bulawin to account for the proceeds of the harvests from the year 2007 until the present;
5) Ordering the Heirs of Eustacio Bulawin to pay the costs of this suit.
SO ORDERED.[22]

The RTC found that:

In this case, plaintiffs [the Heirs of Eustacio] have a certificate of title in their name while [herein respondents]
proffered in evidence a contract of lease executed by the Heirs of Manuel Bulawin with plaintiff Ruel Bulawin
as alessee. The subject matter of the lease contract was the share of the Heirs of Manuel Bulawin. (Exh. "8;" p.
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460, Volume Il Records). By signing the said contract, Ruel Bulawin acknowledged the ownership of the Heirs
of Manuel Bulawin over one-third portion of Lot No. 60. This document was never decided nor rebutted by
Ruel.

Moreover, Ruel admitted in his testimony that he knew that Protacio was the survey claimant of Lot No. 60
and that Eustacio inherited the said lot from Protacio, Eustacio's father but there was no document of partition
to show that indeed, Lot No. 60 was allocated to Eustacio as his share in the estate, (pp. 9-13, May 6, 2021
TSN).

Surprisingly, plaintiffs' predecessor-Eustacio gave Manuel and Concepcion seven "pollard-size" bags of palay
and when they died, he gave their shares to their respective heirs every harvest. When Eustacio died, Vicente,
Eustacio's son, did the same. It was only when Ruel took over the cultivation of [the disputed parcel] that he
refused to give the heirs their respective shares. If indeed Lot No. 60 is Eustacio's share of the estate of
Protacio, he is not duty bound to give Manuel and Concepcion these cavans of rice every harvest. By doing
this every single harvest, it just goes to show that Lot No. 60 is owned in common by Eustacio, Manuel and
Concepcion. The defense of Ruel that the giving of seven cavans of "pollard-size" of palay isonly "patikim" or
"patilaw" is therefore untenable and is not supported by evidence.[23]

On March 25, 2022 the Heirs of Eustacio filed a motion for reconsideration, arguing that: 1) the RTC erroneously
disregarded its own findings in the estafa case regarding Eustacio's exclusive possession and ownership of the
disputed parcel; 2) the RTC erroneously declared a co-ownership despite the lack of a valid partition or evidence
of ownership or possession on the part of Manuel and Concepcion; 3) giving effect to the RTC decision amounts
to a reconveyance based on implied trust, which prescribes in 10 years, and KOT Blg. P-14811 was issued 15
years prior to the RTC Decision; and 4) the RTC Decision is a prohibited collateral attack on the validity of KOT
Blg. P-14811.[24]

Through an Order dated April 7, 2022,[25] the RTC denied the motion for reconsideration. It ruled that Manuel
and Concepcion's action for reconveyance is imprescriptible because they have constructive possession over their
respective shares as evinced by Vicente and Ruel's continued observance of the patikim/patilaw harvest-sharing
scheme.[26] The Heirs of Eustacio appealed to the CA.

The CA denied the appeal. While the Heirs of Eustacio were able to prove their title to the disputed parcel, they
failed to dispel the alleged cloud thereon.[27] The CA sustained the RTC's declaration of co-ownership, in view
of the following evidence: 1) the sketch plan prepared for Protacio showing that he caused the cadastral survey
and partition of the disputed parcel into three portions, which supports the allegation that the disputed parcel was
passed on to Eustacio, Concepcion, and Manuel in co-ownership; 2) receipts for realty tax payments for the years
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003 for Tax Declaration No. 168 by Benito Aclo and
Gloria Aclo, representatives of the heirs of Manuel; 3) receipts for realty tax payments equivaent to 1/3 share for
the years 1986 to 1998 for Tax Declaration No. 2982, and for years 1992 to 1993 for Tax Declaration No. 0113,
al paid by Felizardo Macapayad, representative of the heirs of Concepcion; 4) Tax Declaration Nos. 168, 2982,
and 0113, which correspond to the same tax declaration numbers for Lot 60 paid by the Heirs of Eustacio; 5) the
lease contract between Ruel and Manuel's heirs, wherein Ruel acknowledged that Manuel's heirs owned a portion
of the land with an area of about 8,000 sguare meters; 6) the undisputed fact of the patikim/patilaw
harvest-sharing scheme, which proves the Heirs of Eustacio's recognition of Manuel and Concepcion's respective
shares in the land; and 7) a mortgage executed by an heir of Concepcion over a portion of the land he inherited
from Concepcion, which indicates exercise of ownership rights over the same.[28] Meanwhile, the Heirs of
Eustacio failed to submit their own evidence to refute the foregoing indicia of co-ownership. Ruel even implicitly
admitted on the witness stand that the tax declarations and the Real Property Historical Ownership lists proved the
fact of partition among Eustacio, Concepcion, and Manuel .[29] The CA a so sustained the RTC's ruling regarding
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the imprescriptibility of the action based on implied trust. As mere trustees of the heirs of Manuel and Concepcion
with respect to two-thirds of the disputed parcel, the Heirs of Eustacio cannot repudiate the implied trust by
invoking KOT Blg. P-14811.[30]

On April 17, 2023, the Heirs of Eustacio sought reconsideration, assailing the validity and the probative value of
the sketch plan, tax declarations, and the lease contract.[31] They insist that the heirs of Manuel and Concepcion
only paid taxes for four years, and Ruel was misled into signing the lease contract.[32] As for Ruel's alleged
implicit admission of the partition, the Heirs of Eustacio argue that he was referring not to the partition of the
disputed parcel, but to the partition of Protacio's whole estate, such that the disputed parcel was made part of
Eustacio's share therein, as testified to by one of their witnesses,[33] The CA rejected these arguments for being
unsubstantiated;[34] hence this petition, where the Heirs of Eustacio argue that:

1) the sketch plan showing the alleged partition among Eustacio, Concepcion, and Manuel cannot be given
praobative value because it has no stated purpose, is undated, and does not bear the signature of any of Protacio's
heirs;[35]

2) the sketch plan cannot be used as a substitute for a deed of partition;[36]
3) the RTC'sfindings in the estafa case should be adopted in the present case;[37]

4) any action for reconveyance of the disputed parcel based on implied or constructive trust is already barred by
prescription, as KOT Blg. P-14811 was issued in 2007;[38]

5) the RTC decision amounts to a collateral attack on KOT Blg. P-14811;[39]
6) the heirs of Manuel and Concepcion only paid realty taxes on the disputed parcel for four years;[40]

7) the lease contract cannot be given probative value because Ruel testified that Manuel' heirs misled him into
signing the same;[41] and

8) the partition admitted by Ruel in histestimony pertains to the whole of Protacio's estate, and not to the disputed
parcel, as testified to by the witness Dina Amper (Amper) and proven by Historical Ownership lists of the other
lots declared in the name of Manuel and Concepcion.[42]

The appellate and review jurisdiction of the Supreme Court is limited to questions of law.[43] Rule 45 petitions
"shall raise only questions of law which must be distinctly set forth."[44] Philippine Banking Corp. v. Court of
Appea 945] instructs:

The appellate jurisdiction of this Court in cases brought to it from the Court of Appealsis limited to reviewing
and correcting the errors of law committed by the latter, the findings of fact of the Court of Appeals being final
and conclusive. In other words, the power of this Court is limited to determining whether the legal conclusions
drawn from the findings of fact are correct. Barring a showing that the findings of fact complained of are
totally devoid of support in the records, such determination must stand for the Court is neither expected nor
required to examine or refute the oral and documentary evidence submitted by the parties [46]

Thus, factual findings of the CA are given great weight and respect, and will be considered final and binding upon
this Court if consistent with the findings of the trial court and supported by the evidence on record.

Evidence of the partition

The first, sixth, seventh, and eighth assignments of error al pertain to the evaluation and assessment of the
evidence of the partition. Such evidentiary matters are issues of fact which generally cannot be considered in a
Rule 45 petition, as the RTC and the CA were in agreement that the disputed parcel passed on to Eustacio,
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Concepcion, and Manuel, in equal shares, upon Protacio's demise.[47] However, We find that the courts a quo
misapprehended and overlooked certain pieces of evidence in reaching such a conclusion [48]

Recently, in Ocampo v. Batara-Sapad,[49] We reversed a city court judgment in an accion reivindicatoria that had
been affirmed by the RTC and the CA, because the trial courts failed to consider the full record in light the fact
that the actual possessor of the disputed land also held the owner's copy of the title certificate as against the
opposing claimants, who were the legal heirs of the registered owner. We held that the foregoing facts made it
necessary to delve into the record once more to find out why and how the legal heirs of the registered owner lost
possession of both the disputed lot and its title certificate. Conversely, the circumstances of the present case call
for amore critical evaluation of the RTC's findings, which went against the presumption of ownership in favor of
the Heirs of Eustacio as actual possessorg50] and registered ownerg[51] of the whole disputed parcel.

It must be noted that respondents' theory of partition is not based on any deed or document. They claim that
Protacio passed on the disputed parcel to Eustacio, Concepcion, and Manuel in equal shares,[52] and that the
Heirs of Eustacio recognized such distribution through the patikim/patilaw scheme.[53] The courts a quo
sustained this theory on the strength of the sketch plan, the contracts entered into by Manuel and Concepcion's
heirs over their alleged shares in the parcel, the tax declarations submitted by the heirs of Manuel and
Concepcion, and the very fact of the patikim/patilaw itself. We consider these pieces of evidence ad seriatim.

As to the sketch plan, We find nothing therein to support respondents’ claims that the disputed parcel was passed
on to Eustacio, Concepcion, and Manuel in equal shares, and that they, or their heirs, subsequently agreed to a
partition to reflect such arrangement. The record contains four sketch plans of the disputed parcel. The first sketch
is included in a lot data record of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources regiona Land
Management Services office in Cagayan de Oro City. This record states that the parcel was surveyed on
September 4, 1979, with the survey being approved on November 20, 1981. Protacio is named as the claimant,
and the parcel's size was stated as 19,756 sguare meters.[54] This 1979 sketch does not indicate a partition, as it
shows the whole parcel without any subdividing lines.[55] The same is true for the second sketch plan, dated
September 5, 1994,[56] and the third sketch plan, dated May 4, 2007.[57] The only sign of a partition appearsin
the fourth sketch plan, which, unlike the other three plans, is undated.[58] This undated sketch plan is the primary
basis of respondents' partition theory. It subdivides the parcel into three portions (Lots 60-A, 60-B, and 60-C)
with the same area of 6,585 square meters. Ernesto testified that said plan was prepared at the request of his sister
Jesusa Ramos (Jesusa), who wanted the three portions registered under the names of Eustacio, Manuel, and
Concepcion.[59] However, the sketch plan itself does not state anything about the distribution of the three
portions. The only names on the sketch plan are that of Protacio, the geodetic engineer who prepared the plan, and
the notary public who certified that it was a true copy of the original found in his records. There is nothing in
Ernesto's testimony regarding the preparation and circumstances of the sketch plan, other than his claim that it
was prepared at Jesusa's behest. Given the fourth sketch plan's contents and unclear provenance, the only fact that
can be reasonably deduced therefrom thisis the existence of a plan to divide the parcel into three equal portions. It
does not, and cannot prove anything about the actual division or distribution of those portions among Protacio's
children.

We now turn to the contracts entered into by the respective heirs of Concepcion and Manuel over their claimed
portions of the parcel. The undated lease contract between Ruel and Manuel's heirs identifies the object of the
contract as "a parcel of rice land situated at Lumad, Mambgjao, Camiguin containing an area of more or less
8,000 (eight thousand) sg. meters,"[60] which is 2,585 square meters more than the stated area of the subdivided
lots in the fourth sketch plan. This size discrepancy is not explained in the record. Furthermore, if Eustacio,
Concepcion, and Manuel had already agreed to the division in the fourth sketch plan, the lease contract should
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have already specified the particular subdivided lot subject thereof. The ambiguous wording of the contract and
the substantial size discrepancy with the fourth sketch plan bolsters Ruel's repudiation of the lease as a mere
subterfuge to generate evidence of adverse possession. The same ambiguous wording and significant size
discrepancy exists in the 1998 waiver between Guillermo Cgjilla (one of Eustacio's heirs) and Jesusa (one of
Manuel's heirs), which involved "a parcel of riceland containing an area of more or less 7,000 sg.m. as part of a
riceland with an estimated area of more or less 21,000 sg.m."[61] Finaly, the 2002 mortgage deed between
Felizardo Macapayad (Concepcion's heir) and Hermogenes Lobido does not even name a particular parcel of land,
and was not signed by the mortgagee.[62]

The courts a quo also gave greater weight to the tax declarations presented by the heirs of Concepcion and
Manuel. Realty tax receipts and declarations are not conclusive evidence of ownership, but they can be greatly
bolstered by proof of actual possession, as it would be absurd to pay taxes on a property not held in
possession.[63] As found by the CA, the heirs of Concepcion and Manuel were only able to show proof of
payment for certain years between 1986 and 2003.[64] When asked about the existence of pre-1986 tax receiptsin
Manuel's name, Ernesto could not provide a definite answer, only stating that they "are no longer available on
files and may have been lost or destroyed."[65] Likewise, there is no evidence on record for pre-1986 tax receipts
in Concepcion's name. There is also no separate tax declaration for Concepcion and Manuel's claimed shares, as
their portions were paid for under Eustacio's tax declaration,[66] which is inconsistent with their claim that the
parcel had already been divided in accordance with the undated sketch plan.

As for the patikim/patilaw, the sharing of harvests alone is not sufficient to establish the legal relation of parties
with respect to a parcel of land, especially when the rest of the evidence is inconsistent with the claimed relation.
Case law has recognized that the "typical and laudable provinciano trait of sharing or patikim, a native way of
expressing gratitude for favor received. . . does not automatically make the tiller-sharer a tenant" when the
existence of such arelation is negated by other factual circumstances.[67] Similarly, the sharing of harvests with
Manuel and Concepcion does not necessarily mean that they were given ownership shares in the parcel,
considering the undisputed fact that the two other Bulawin siblings who had no claims to the parcel also received
the patilaw.[68] Furthermore, Ernesto himself admitted that the dispute over the parcel arose only after the Heirs
of Eustacio stopped giving the patilaw:

Q:

Manuel Bulawin and Concepcion Bulawin during their lifetime and during the lifetime of Vicente Bulawin,
this Manuel Bulawin and Concepcion Bulawin Macapayad did not file any action or question the ownership of
Eustacio Bulawin, am | correct?

A:

Because before we still have good relationship. With regards to the share they would get [their] exact share
from the house of Eustacio Bulawin.[69]

Notably, Manuel and Concepcion's heirs failed to produce any documentary proof of ownership of the disputed
lot when they were negotiating with the Heirs of Eustacio. In the estafa case against Ruel, Ernesto was asked:

Q:

But you know that the heirs of Eustacio Bulawin ask[ed] proof from the heirs of Manuel and Concepcion
Bulawin with respect to their claims of lot 60, am | correct?

A:

They were not able to present the said document because they themselves they do not know what document is
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that because during that time | am not a resident of Camiguin, | was a resident of Cagayan de Oro City. And
during that time they failed to inform me that the heirs of Eustacio wanted some evidence from the heirs of
Manuel and Concepcion about the ownership of the land.[70]

Under the Civil Code, the properties of the decedent pass to the heirs in co-ownership.[71] Pending partition, the
registration of land in the name of one heir does not prejudice the ownership of the other co-heirs.[72] However,
the testimonies on record show that Protacio intended to distribute, and actually distributed individual parcels of
land to each of his five children before his demise. Ruel testified that in 2007, one of Eustacio's children advised
him to register the whole disputed parcel in the name of the Heirs of Eustacio because it constituted Eustacio's
exclusive share in the whole of Protacio's estate.[ 73] This was corroborated by the testimony of Amper, who isa
granddaughter of Venancio Bulawin, one of the two Bulawin children who did not claim shares in the disputed
parcel. Amper testified that Manuel and Concepcion inherited other parcels from Protacio's estate:

Q4:

How about the share of Manuel Macamay Bulawin and Concepcion Bulawin Macapayad from the estate of
Protacio Bulawin?

A4

Their shares are located at Lumad, Y umbing, Naasag and Tangob, all of Mambajao, Camiguin.
Q5:

What is your proof of their respective share?

AS5:

The Historical Ownership of Lot 6419 previously declared in the name of Protacio Bulawin then to
Concepcion Macapayad and presently in the name of Macapayad Felizardo; Lot 1026 in the name of
Concepcion Bulawin; Lot 8877 previously in the name of Concepcion Bulawin and now in the name of
Macapayad Felizardo; and for Manuel Bulawin, Lot 6537 and Lot 9365 part and the same are hereto

respectively attached as Exhibits"H", "I", "J", "K" and " L". And | have likewise personally gone to these lots.
Q6:

Showing to you these Historical Ownerships, what have these relations to the documents you have mentioned?
AG6:

These are the ones.[74]

Amper further testified that her grandfather Venancio also received a discrete parcel of land from Protacio's
estate, instead of an ownership share in the mass of the estate:

Q7:
How about the share of your grandfather VVenancio Macamay Bulawin?
AT:

The share of my grandfather islocated at Upper Lumad, Mambajao, Camiguin.[ 75]

Ernesto admitted as much when he testified that his father's (Manuel) inheritance included, "among others, the 1/3
portion of Lot 60, Cad 473, Mambajao, Cadastre."[76] Furthermore, respondents did not adduce any evidence to
rebut the testimonies of Ruel and Amper on this point. In effect, Protacio had already partitioned his estate by
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placing each of his children in possession of discrete parcels of land, instead of leaving them with ownership
sharesin every parcel.

Evidence of Eustacio'stitle and applicability of the findingsin the estafa case

Eustacio and his successors' cultivation of the disputed parcel since 1948 is not in dispute. Both courts a quo also
agreed that Eustacio and his successors have been paying realty taxes on the parcel since 1948,[77] 38 years
before the earliest extant tax declaration in favor of Manuel or Concepcion. Indeed, it was the heirs of Manuel and
Concepcion who submitted the tax declaration history showing payment of taxes by Eustacio and his successors
since 1948.[78]

Furthermore, Manuel and Concepcion's successors did not file any objection to Ruel's free patent application.
Instead, they charged Ruel with estafa after the fact, claiming that he defrauded them by representing Eustacio as
the sole occupant and possessor of the parcel, despite their claims thereto. That case was tried and decided by the
same RTC branch (Branch 28) and the same judge who decided the present case. Ruel was acquitted because his

application does not contain false pretenses for it merely states that the "Heirs of Eustacio Bulawin,
represented by Ruel Bulawin" has filed with the office of Provincial Environment and Natural Resources an
application for free patent. Also, it is clear from the evidence presented that when [Ruel] applied for a free
patent title, the tax declaration was already in the name of his predecessor-in-interest, Eustacio Bulawin. Based
on the Real Property Historical Ownership, the subject ot was declared in the name of Eustacio Bulawin since
1948 and there was no evidence showing that [Ruel] had unlawful participation in the issuance of the said tax
declaration.[79]

Thetria court went on to rule that

... in the absence of actual, public, and adverse possession, the sketch plans and tax receipts presented are not,
by themselves, conclusive evidence of ownership of real property. These documents, therefore, cannot serve as
basis to claim that [Ruel] executed fraud or false pretenses in applying for a free patent title over the [disputed
parcel]. Prosecution witnesses, during their testimony, admitted that Eustacio Bulawin, predecessor-in-interest
of [Ruel], was in possession of the subject ot and cultivated the same. When [Eustacio] died, his son Vicente
and later on his grandson, Ruel Bulawin remain in possession thereof and continued its cultivation. The
evidence submitted by the prosecution, which is the Real Property Historical Ownership even affirms that
Eustacio Bulawin, predecessor-in-interest of the accused, was the declared owner of the lot since 1948.[80]

In Bongato v. Malvar,[81] the spouses Malvar sought to gject Bongato, who had built a house on land they claim
to own. To this end, they had Bongato criminally charged for violation of the National Building Code and the old
Anti-Squatting Law. They also filed an gjectment suit against her. Bongato was acquitted of both criminal charges
during the pendency of the ejectment suit. Bongato then moved to dismiss the g ectment suit, citing her acquittal
in the criminal cases. In dismissing the ejectment suit, the Court relied on the findings of fact in the criminal
cases:

[A]s a genera rule, courts do not take judicial notice of the evidence presented in other proceedings, even if
these have been tried or are pending in the same court or before the same judge. There are exceptions to this
rule. Ordinarily, an appellate court cannot refer to the record in another case to ascertain a fact not shown in the
record of the case before it, yet, it has been held that it may consult decisions in other proceedings, in order to
look for the law that is determinative of or applicable to the case under review. In some instances, courts have
also taken judicial notice of proceedings in other cases that are closely connected to the matter in controversy.
These cases "may be so closely interwoven, or so clearly interdependent, asto invoke" arule of judicial notice.
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We agree with respondents that Lot 10-A, covered by Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. RT-16200 and
registered under the name of Severo Malvar, is different from Lot 1 which is covered by TCT No. RT-15993
and registered under the name of Severo Malvar also. However, we cannot ignore the Decision dated April 30,
1996 in Criminal Case No. 4659 for violation of PD 772; or the Decision dated November 26, 1997 in
Criminal Case No. 5734 for violation of PD 1096. The property involved in these two criminal cases and in the
instant case for forcible entry is one and the same — petitioner's house.

The allegation of petitioner that there is only one house involved in these three cases has not been controverted
by respondents. Neither was there evidence presented to prove that, indeed, she had constructed one house on
Lot 1 and another on Lot 10-A. On the contrary, she correctly points out that the house involved in these three
cases is found on one and the same location. Verily, in his Sworn Statement submitted in Criminal Case No.
4659, Respondent Severo Malvar stated that petitioner's house was "located in front of the Museum and just
behind the City Hall." On the other hand, in the Complaint for forcible entry, the subject property was said to
be "located along Doongan Road and right in front of the Regional National Museum and not far behind the
City Hall of Butuan City." Lastly, the Decision in Criminal Case No. 5734 stated that the building inspector,
Engineer Margarita Burias, had "responded to a verbal complaint involving a structure built near the Museum
in Upper Doongan, Butuan City."

Based on these factual antecedents, there is cogent basis for petitioner's contention that the MTCC lacked
jurisdiction in this case.[82]

Similarly, We aso adopt the above-quoted findings in the estafa case, as it involves the same parties and the same
dispute over the same parcel of land, insofar as the heirs of Manuel and Concepcion were named as the offended
parties therein. The undated sketch plan, incomplete tax receipts, and equivocally significant patilaw scheme
relied upon by the courts a quo cannot prevail over the evidence of actua possession, payment of taxes since
1948, and the certificate of title presented by the Heirs of Eustacio. All told, the CA committed reversible error
when it ruled that the present action "must necessarily fail because the alleged cloud on the appellants' title was
not proven to be invalid or inoperative."[83] The pieces of evidence presented by the heirs of Concepcion and
Manuel as proof of their claim to the disputed parcel fail to rebut the presumption of ownership enjoyed by the
Heirs of Eustacio as actual possessors and registered owners.

ACCORDINGLY, the present Petition for Review is GRANTED. The March 10, 2023 Decision and the October
10, 2023 Resolution of the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. CV No. 06366-MIN are hereby REVERSED and SET
ASIDE. Judgment is hereby rendered DECLARING the Heirs of Eustacio Bulawin the true and lawful owners of
the parcel of land denominated as Lot No. 60, C-1, Cad. 473, located in Lumad, Poblacion, Mambajao, Camiguin.

SO ORDERED.

Caguioa (Chairperson), Inting, Dimaampao, and Singh, JJ., concur.
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