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NARVASA, J.:

By this decision we hope at long last to write finis to a case that first reached the courts thirty-seven (37) years
ago.

The case was instituted in 1951 in the Court of First Instance of La Union. The action, which was for partition and
damages, docketed as Civil Case No. 510, was brought by Luisa Valdez, Maria Consorcia Valdez and the heirs of
Alfonso Valdez -- Algjandro, Camilo, Alfredo and Carlos. The defendant was Venancio Valdez, brother of the
aforenamed Luisa, Ma. Consorcia and Alfonso. Subject of the action was six (6) parcels of land. [1]

The action resulted in a judgment rendered on June 30, 1964 ordaining the division of the six (6) parcels of land in
equal shares among the plaintiffs and the defendant. That judgment was, on appeal, affirmed by the Court of
Appeas on November 20, 1972.

The judgment having in due course become final and executory, the Trial Court issued an order of execution on
May 28, 1976. However, instead of putting an end to the action, this order of execution paradoxically gave birth
to another controversy. This came about when reconsideration of said order was sought by Milagros Valdez,
daughter of the defendant Venancio Valdez. Milagros claimed that she had bought the undivided shares of Luisa
and Maria Consorcia Valdez, and that of her own father, Venancio, in the six (6) parcels of land owned in
common. The motion was denied, by Order dated August 6, 1976. A writ of execution then issued on November
17, 1976 to carry out the Order of May 28, 1976.

What Milagros Valdez did was to file, on November 2, 1977, a separate suit -- docketed as Civil Case No. A-561
-- to recover title to the parcels of land on the same basis previously asserted in her motion for reconsideration in
Civil Case No. 510, i.e, that she had purchased them from Luisa and Maria Consorcia Valdez, and her own
father. Impleaded as defendants were three (3) groups of defendants, namely: (1) the heirs of Luisa Vadez --
Francisco Mamuyac, Natividad Boada, Cirilo Valdez, Epifanio Valdez, Maximo Valdez; (2) the heirs of Ma.
Consorcia Valdez -- Jonathan Pambid, Rosita Pambid, Evelyn Pambid Chan; and (3) the heirs of Alfonso Valdez
-- who have aready been earlier mentioned: Alejandro, Camila, Alfredo and Carlos, al surnamed Valdez. In her
complaint, Milagros prayed that she be declared exclusive owner of the lots in question or, aternatively, "of 3/4
of the six parcels of land described in the decision” in Case No. 510. These parcels were identified during the
pre-trial of said Case No. A-561 as being comprised of Parcels | and IV, described in the Order (of execution)
promulgated on May 28, 1976 in the aforestated Civil Case No. 510. [2]
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On October 31, 1983 the Trial Court (since renamed Regional Trial Court in virtue of B.P. Blg. 129) rendered
judgment dismissing Milagross complaint for being "dilatory”, and holding her liable to the defendants for
damages for her "litigiousness and persistent efforts at circumventing or frustrating the final decision of the
former Court of Appeals." She appealed to the Intermediate Appellate Court. [3]

In the Appellate Court, the judgment of the Trial Court was reversed by a decision rendered on June 5, 1986 by a
divided Division. [4] The Court of Appeals pronounced Milagros Vadez the owner of the lots known as Parcels |
and IV, and directed the Court of origin to substitute her in lieu of the heirs of Luisa, Ma. Consorcia and Alfonso
Valdez in the partition of the common properties, said Parcels | and 1V. It was the Appellate Court's view that
Milagros Vadez had satisfactorily proved her purchase of Parcel | from her father, Venancio, and the latter's
sisters, Luisaand M. Consorcia. Asregards Parcel 1V, the Court adverted to the Affidavit of Release of Mortgage,
presented in evidence in the Court below as Exhibit C, which inter alia declared that the mortgage debt of P650.00
subject thereof had been fully paid by Milagrosin February, 1972, [5] and to the fact that she was in possession of
both parcels adversely to the other ostensible co-owners and hence, legally presumed to be the owner thereof
pursuant to Article 541 of the Civil Code. [6]

This judgment of the Appellate Court we are now asked to overturn by the petitioners herein, Milagros Vadez's
adversaries: the aforenamed heirs of Luisa Valdez, Ma. Consorcia Vadez and Alfonso Valdez. As grounds for the
reversal for which they pray, they submit that -

1

the judgment in Civil Case No. 510 isabar to Civil Case No. A-561;

2)

there was no basis to adjudicate exclusive ownership of Parcel IV to respondent Milagros Valdez, whose only
claim thereto was her being a redemptioner thereof;

3

the Appellate Court's decision deprived the heirs of Alfonso Valdez of their predecessor's undivided one-fourth
(1/4) sharein Parcels | and IV as not an iota of proof was ever adduced to prove Milagros' acquisition of their
share and that fact was never pleaded in the complaint as a cause of action;

4)
the appeal ed decision contained misleading findings of fact.

The petitioners invocation of res adjudicata is unavailing. Quite obviously, not all the requisites of resjudicata are
present. Those requisites are well known: (@) the prior judgment cited as a bar to the subsequent action isfinal and
executory; (b) it was rendered by a competent court (having jurisdiction of the parties and the subject matter of
the suit); (c) it is a judgment on the merits; and (d) between the actions involved, there is identity of parties, of
subject matter and of causes of action.

Thereis, between Civil Case No. 510 and the later Civil Case No. A-561, no identity of parties. Milagros Valdez
was not a party in the first. She had never been impleaded as party, whether as a defendant, or a third-party
defendant, or a defendant on a counterclaim or cross-claim. She had never been allowed to intervene in said Civil
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Case No. 510. Her attempt to come into the picture by the filing of a motion for reconsideration of the order so
that she might prove her claim to the properties in dispute had been spurned by the Trial Court; the attempt had
come much too late, the judgment being already executory; moreover, she of course had no standing to question
the proceedings, and, not being bound by said judgment, was perfectly free to ventilate her claims in a separate
appropriate action.

There is, too, between said two cases, no identity of cause of action either, although they both involve the same
parcels of land. Civil Case No. 510 was for partition of the land among admitted co-owners. On the other hand,
Civil Case No. A-561 was for the enforcement of a subsequent sale of the co-owners undivided shares in the
common property, a transaction which in the premises was completely alien and immaterial to the first suit.

Petitioners arguments disputing the existence of the mortgage over Parcel IV cannot stand in the face of the
explicit factual finding of the Appellate Court of the actuality of the encumbrance and Milagros' redemption of the
mortgaged property "to salvage the land from falling into the hands outside the family," this finding being binding
on this Court absent any cause of sufficient importance to warrant a review and reversal thereof. In fine, the
pronouncement in the appealed judgment that Milagros Valdez had acquired title to the disputed properties as
against her aunts, LuisaValdez and Ma. Consorcia Valdez, and, of course, their heirs, and had since then and with
full awareness of the latter, assumed exclusive possession and exercised acts of dominion over the land, not
having been shown to be lacking in adequate evidentiary support, may not now be reviewed. [7]

The error in the appealed decision, as this Court perceives it, lies in the conclusion that Milagros Vadez had also
acquired the one-fourth (1/4) share and interest in the land in question of the heirs of Alfonso Valdez and hence,
she should be substituted in their place. The record discloses no evidence whatever to establish any mode by
which Milagros Vadez could have validly obtained title to those heirs' rights in the properties. Indeed, in the
complaint filed by her in Civil Case No. A-561, she made no allegation whatsoever of having acquired the
one-fourth (1/4) share of said heirs of Alfonso Valdez; in fact, the prayer of her complaint sought aternatively a
declaration of her ownership of three fourths (3/4) of the parcels of land in question, the implicit acknowledgment
being that she had acquired only the shares of her two (2) aunts and that of her father (making a total of
three-fourths (3/4), but not the remaining fourth (1/4) pertaining to the heirs of Alfonso Valdez.

WHEREFORE, the decision of the Intermediate Appellate Court of June 5, 1986 is REVERSED in part, only in
so far as it declares Milagros Vadez exclusive owner of the parcels of land in dispute, it being hereby
ADJUDGED AND DECLARED that the heirs of Alfonso Vadez continue to be and should be recognized as
owners in fee simple of an undivided one-fourth (1/4) share in said property and hence, entitled to participate in
the partition of the common property to that extent. In all other respects, said decision of the Appellate Tribunal is
AFFIRMED. No pronouncement as to costs.

Teehankee, C.J., Cruz, Gancayco, and Grifio-Aquino, JJ., concur.

[1] Rallo, p. 41
[2] Id., p. 65
[3] Id., p. 62

[4] Ines-Luciano, J., ponente, with whom concurred Gaviola, Jr., Caguioa and Jurado, JJ.; Quetolio-Losa and
Bidin, JJ.; dissented

[5] Rallo, p. 69, the Court referring to the testimony of Dominga Kuan (TSN, March 24, 1982, pp. 35-39) and that
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of DemetriaManaois (TSN, Jan. 28, 1982, pp. 24-32)

[6] Id., p. 70, the Court citing Art. 541 of the Civil Code to the effect that "a possessor in the concept of owner has
in hisfavor the legal presumption that he possesses with ajust title and he cannot be obliged to show or proveit."

[7] SEE Cu Biev. IAC, G.R. No. 63855, Oct. 9, 1987; Maclan v. Santos, G.R. No. 55074, Dec. 17, 1987; Verdant
Acresv. Hernandez, G.R. No. 51352, Jan. 29, 1988

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 5
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 74992. March 28, 1988

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 5 of 5
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



