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6 Phil. 517

[ G.R. No. 2902. October 26, 1906 ]

NATALIA CATINDIG, PETITIONER AND APPELLEE, VS. FRANCISCO CATINDIG ET
AL., RESPONDENTS AND APPELLANTS.

D E C I S I O N

WILLARD, J.:

This case comes from the Court of Land Registration. The petitioner presented two patents
issued by the Spanish Government, one on the 21st of January, 1892, and the other on the
18th of February, 1892, granting to her the land in controversy in these proceedings.

To these patents the appellants make two objections. The patents were issued in accordance
with the laws in force at that time for the adjustment of titles to real estate of which the
petitioner for such adjustment had been in possession. Such laws required notice of the
application to be given in the place where the land was situated and the first objection of
the appellants is that these notices were not given. Even if we assume that a failure to give
these notices would invalidate the deed, appellants’ contention could not be sustained for
the preponderance of the evidence in this case shows that such notices were given.

The second objection is based upon the fact that in one of the deeds it is recited that it was
issued in accordance with the provisions of the royal decree of December 26, 1884. This
royal decree had at the time the deed was issued been repealed by the royal decree of the
31st of August, 1888, and it is claimed that this mistake in the date of the decree invalidates
the deed. How this mistake happened to be made does not appear, but it is apparent that it
can not affect the validity of the instrument. That instrument expressly grants and conveys
to the plaintiff the land in question and declares that she is the owner thereof. The fact that
in the recitals of that deed a mistake was made in the matter of a date can not affect its
validity. The deed would have been valid if no date at all had been inserted therein.

There were three brothers named Lorenzo, Carlos, and Francisco Catindig. The petitioner
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is. the daughter of Lorenzo. She testified that she acquired her right to the possession of
this property by purchase from four persons, one of whom was Mariano Crist6bal. The
appellants introduced evidence which they claimed showed that Mariano Crist6bal had sold
this land to the two brothers, Francisco and Carlos, and that they being the heirs of these
two brothers were now the owners of the land. The evidence thus introduced was entirely
insufficient to show any such purchase, even if we should admit that such evidence would
for competent to defeat the patents granted by the State.

The judgment of the court below is affirmed, with the costs of this instance against the
appellants.

After  the  expiration  of  twenty  days  from the  date  hereof  let  judgment  be  entered  in
accordance herewith and ten days thereafter let the case be remanded to the court below
for proper action. So ordered.

Arellano, C. J., Torres, Mapa, Johnson, Carson, and Tracey, JJ., concur.
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