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This resolves the Motion for Partial Reconsideration 1 of
respondent Alfredo T. Romualdez.

Respondent Alfredo T. Romualdez seeks reconsideration of the
Court's Resolution dated May 24, 20172 insofar as the inclusion of
Robinsons Land Corporation (Robinsons) as an additional respondent
is concerned, and prays that the portion in said Resolution ordering the
service of summons upon Robinsons be set aside. He avers:

1. Impleading Robinsons at this point in the proceedings is
premature since the Court has not yet acquired jurisdiction over
respondent Romson Realty (RomA;;

1Dated June 20, 2017; pp. 33-36, Record, Vol. 4 N
2 pp. 15-24, Record, Vol. 4 I" V
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2. It was not shown whether the transfer of interest from Romson to
Robinsons occurred before or after the commencement of the
present case, and hence, Robinsons may be a buyer in good faith.

In its Comment (on defendant Alfredo T. Romualdez's Motion for
Partial Reconsideration dated June 20, 2017),3 petitioner-Republic
counters:

1. The arguments raised by respondent Romualdez are a mere
rehash of his arguments in his Comment/Opposition 4 and
Rejoinder. 5

2. Robinsons is a transferee pendente lite. Romson transferred the
subject properties to Robinsons on November 29, 2006, well after
the filing of the original petition on March 6, 1996.6

3. Rule 3, Section 19 of the Rules of Court? does not distinguish
between a transferor who has been served summons and one
who has not been served the same.

4. Under Sections 1(b)8 and 109 of Republic Act No. 1379, there is
no dlstinctio .•.n./etween a transferee in good faith and a transferee
in badfaith.J~

/"). , .

~

3 Dated July 19, 2017; pp. 40-47, Record, Vol. 4
4 Dated November 25, 2016; pp. 553-561, Record, Vol. 3
5 Dated February 10, 2017; pp. 667-672, Record, Vol. 3
6 Judicial affidavit of Randy Z. Sosa, which was attached to petitioner-Republic's Motion for Leave of Court
to Amend Supplemental Petition
7 Sec. 19. Transfer of interest. -In case of any transfer of interest, the action may be continued by or against
the original party, unless the court upon motion directs the person to whom the interest is transferred to
be substituted in the action or joined with the original party.
8 Sec. 1. (b) "Other legitimately acquired property" means any real or personal property, money or
securities which the respondent has at any time acquired by inheritance and the income thereof, or by gift
inter vivos before his becoming a public officer or employee, or any property (or income thereof) already
pertaining to him when he qualified for public office or employment, or the fruits and income of the
exclusive property of the respondent's spouse: It shall not include:

1. Property unlawfully acquired by the respondent, but its ownership is concealed by its being
recorded in the name of, or held by, the respondent's spouse, ascendants, descendants, relatives,
or any other person.

2. Property unlawfully acquired by the respondent, but transferred by him to another person or
persons on or after the effectivity of this Act.

xxx
9 Sec. 10. Effect of record of title. - The fact that any real property has been recorded in the Registry of
Property or office of the Register of Deeds in the name of the respondent or of any person mentioned in
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (b) of section one hereof shall not prevent the rendering of the
judgment referred to in section six of this Act.
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The Court resolves to deny the Motion for Partial
Reconsideration of respondent Alfredo 1. Romualdez.

From an examination of the copy of Transfer Certificate of Title
(TCT) No. T-66004, 10 which was attached to petitioner-Republic's
Motion for Leave of Court to Amend Supplemental Petition,11 it
appears that Romson sold the subject properties to Robinsons for
P140,000,000.00 on November 29, 2006, well after the filing of the
original petition. Said TCT was cancelled and TCT No. T-6614812 was
issued in the name of Robinsons.

Respondent Alfredo 1. Romualdez now contends that
impleading Robinsons is premature. Such argument is a mere
reiteration and rehash of that in his Comment/Opposition and
Rejoinder, both of which had been judiciously considered in the
Resolution dated May 24, 2017.

In Social Justice Society (SJS) Officers v. Um,13 the Supreme
Court held:

The grounds relied on being mere reiterations of the issues
already passed upon by the Court, there is no need to "cut and paste"
pertinent portions of the Decision or re-write the ponencia in
accordance with the outline of the instant motion.

As succinctly put by then Chief Justice Andres R. Narvasa in
Ortigas and Co. Ltd. Partnership v. Judge Velasco on the effect and
disposition of a motion for reconsideration:

The filing of a motion for reconsideration, authorized by Rule 52
of the Rules of Court, does not impose on the Court the obligation to deal
individually and specifically within the grounds relied upon therefor, in
much the same way that the Court does in its judgment or final order as
regards the issues raised and submitted for decision. This would be a
useless formality or ritual invariably involving merely a reiteration of the
reasons already set forth in the judgment or final order for rejecting the
arguments advanced by the movant; and it would be a needless act, too,
with respect to issues raised for the first time, these being, as above stated,
deemed waived because not asserted at the first opportunity. It suffices
for the Court to deal generally and summarily with the motion for
reconsideration, and merely state a legal ground for its denial (Sec. 14,
Art. VIII, Constitution; i.e., the motion contains merely a reiteration or-Y/fJ

10 p. 341 (back), Record, Vol. 3 ~ { l'
11 pp. 85-536, Record, Vol. 3 V
12 p. 342, Record, Vol. 3
13 G.R. Nos. 187836 and 187916, March 10, 2015
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rehash of arguments already submitted to and pronounced without merit
by the Court in its judgment, or the basic issues have already been passed
upon, or the motion discloses no substantial argument or cogent reason
to warrant reconsideration or modification of the judgment or final order;
or the arguments in the motion are too unsubstantial to require
consideration, etc.

At the risk of repetition, it must be reiterated that impleading the
transferee pendente lite is not necessary, nor mandatory, but may be
done in the Court's discretion, to protect the interests of the parties and
their right to due process. In the Resolution dated May 24,2017, it was
held:

In Heirs of Francisca Medrano v. De Vera, 14 the Supreme
Court held that although impleading the transferee pendente lite is
not necessary, the court is given the discretion to allow or disallow
the substitution or joinder by the transferee in order to protect the
parties' interests and right to due process. Viz.:

The above provision gives the trial court discretion to allow or disallow
the substitution or joinder by the transferee. Discretion is permitted
because, in general, the transferee's interests is deemed by law as
adequately represented and protected by the participation of his
transferors in the case. There may be no need for the transferee pendente
lite to be substituted or joined in the case because, in legal contemplation,
he is not really denied protection as his interest is one and the same as
his transferors, who are already parties to the case.

While the rule allows for discretion, the paramount consideration for
the exercise thereof should be the protection of the parties' interest and
their rights to due process. In the instant case, the circumstances
demanded that the trial court exercise its discretion in favor of allowing De
Vera to join in the action and participate in the trial. It will be remembered
that the trial court had already admitted De Vera's answer when it declared
the original defendants in default. x x x

It is settled that forfeiture proceedings are actions in rem,
against the thing itself.15 This is consistent with the provisions of R.A.
No. 1379 which provide that the fact that real property is registered
in the name of the respondent or another person will not prevent the
court from declaring such property forfeited in favor of the State if it
is not shown that e same was lawfully acquired. The pertinent
provisions read:

14 G.R. No. 165770, August 9, 2010
15 Republic v. Sandiganbayan, G.R. No. 152154, November 18, 2003
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Verily, Robinsons, as the transferee of Romson, stands to
lose ownership of the subject properties if the same will be declared
forfeited in favor of the State. Hence, this Court finds that impleading
Robinsons as respondent will protect its right to due process, as well
as avoid multiplicity of suits.

Respondent Alfredo T. Romualdez has failed to show that his
Motion is impressed with merit to warrant reconsideration of the Court's
ruling in the assailed Resolution.

WHEREFORE, the Motion for Partial Reconsideration of
respondent Alfredo T. Romualdez is hereby DENIED for lack of merit.


