RED LORMELYN C. CLAUDIO,
CESO IV

ATTENTION : Atty. GANDHI FLORES

1515 L & S, DENR by the Bay,
Roxas Blvd., Manila

Dear Madam,

Good day!

LETTER OF REQUEST

October 5, 2022
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This letter is to request to your good office the Certified Copy of Finality and Decision
Order dated March 21, 1975 in the Case ENRIQUE JAVIER vs HEIRS OF MARIANO ESTRADA,
represented by Teodula Estrada with No. B.L. Claim No. 517 (N) D.L.O. Claim No.734,PLAN
SI1-3764-D San Mariano , Roxas, Oriental Mindoro.o

Hope for your kind consideration in this matter, is highly appreciated!

Respectfully yours,

MINA E. DELA CRUZ
Represented By:

Authoriz¢d Representative
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S.fie NO. 7364 (Be)563) ' SAN MARIANO, ROZAS,

HEIRS OF MARIAND HSTRADA ORIENTAL M}ND:)QO it

REP. BY TEODULA BSTRADA ' £
Applicants~Respondents
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On Mazch 2)., 1975, thds Office rendered s decision itl the ~above- e
Jed case, the dispositive paragraph of which reads as follows: |
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wIN VIEW HOREOF, it is ordered that the claim of & =
Enrique A. Javier be, as her it 1s, dismlssed. The P
Sales Application No. 7364 (B~ 565) of the Helrs of |
Mariane Bstrada, shall be glven due coursee ‘

a Paads Wan.gtdsid

OFf this decision, claimant=protesant filed a motion L‘gg_:pg_qn_a_idg;‘_a: ol
tion alleging, smong othexrs, that the decislon is contrary to the facts
nd existing laws and that the ocular inspection report has fraudulently
Zailed %o include thevein the permanamt lmprovements of protestant consis-

“2ing of fruit-bearing coconuts and other frull trees.

; “+We have cerefully reviewed the records of the cape in the light of
" zhe allegations contained In the instant motion for reconsideratlon as
well as in the opposition filed in ‘comnection therewlth snd have found
+hat the grounds raised by movent have already been sufficiently disg
cusged and considered in! the decision sought to be reconsidered.
"+ Tha ovidence on record sufficlently shows that respondent helrs
of Mapisno Bstrada have been In the actual occupation and cultivation
o the lend in question since 192% and that they have introduced thereon
considerable lmprovements such as five (5) houses of their tenants, coconuts,
seversl Fruit treee, coffees snd bananss. : .

©+ Records alsc show thal on May 28, 1928, the land in question was sold
et public suction and the late Mariasno Estrada was declared the successiul
bidder. On November 1, 1928, an order pf award was issued in favor of .
 Mazleno Estrsda, It wag only in Novembyr 13, 1953, when an Orders Succes-
~slen‘snd Issusnce of Patent was iseued {n favor of the helrs of Marlano
Estrads, represonted by Teoduls Estradsy Based on the said order, the land
in question which 4s o portion of the land covered by the Sales Application
~ Ho, 7364 (E-1365) of the heirs of Marlano Bstrade has scquired the character
_,°f’ privete property snd is deewed to have been segregated from the mass of
/public doualn dispossble tnder the Public Land Acte Thus, it hgs been held
i th: ;;:rf:c‘bad velid sppropristion of public land operotes as;a withdrawal
s ‘»'"i‘*idfl‘m the body of public domain and, so long as such appropriation
; .pioparty.a and subsistging. the land covered thereby is deeme( private
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thereof" « x x x x The exscution end delivery of the patent,

after the I‘ight to a p;rﬁo‘airparml of land has becom. i
complete, urs the mere ministerlal acts of the officer fad
charged with that duty., Bven without a patent, 3 pax'fOCf <
bomestead {s a property right in the fullest sence, unaffécs,

tod by the fact that the paramount title to the land is &

in the govermment. Such land may be conveyed or inha:iﬁed.

No subsoguent law can deprive him of that vested right.

(Balbea vs, Ferrales, 51 Phil 498)

the investioating
suffices to state that
Besldes, it
insin.

As regards the correctness of the findings of
officer in the ocular inspection of the premises, it
~there is nothing in the records to justify the contrary view,
is: precuned that official duty has been regularly performed and meTe
uatien of ‘irregularliy, cen not overcome such presumption.

T4 VIEW HEREOF, the instant motion for reconsideration should be, a8
cwowhémeby 4t 1s, denled for lact of merit.

)

SO ORDERED.
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w0 Kty Barique A. Javier | (Reg. Mail)
& ”r s Princesa City L :

© . Thé'Haire of Marfano Estrada | (Reg. Mail)
7 BSpe by Mrs, Teodula Bstrads .1 '
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