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DECISION 

INTING, J.: 

The Court resolves the Petition for Reviev.r on Certiorari' under 
Rule 45 of the Rules of Court that Nellie Y. Chan Tee Ten (Nellie) filed 
to assail the Decision 2 dated May 4, 2021 , and the Resolution 3 dated 
December 13, 2021, of the Court of Appeals (CA.) in CA-G.R. CV No. 
109458. 

On leave. 
Rollo, pp. 14- 99. 
Id. at IO i - 121. Penned by Associate Just ice f _(;ui , f' Acosta and concurred in by Associate Justices 
Myra V. Garcia-Fernandez and Bon i fa.:io :: . P;1scu,, of the Special Fow1eenth Divi sion, Court of 
Appeals, Mani la. 
Id. at l 26-1 29. Penned by A ssociate fo,,ric.:: L ,, ,1ic, P. / \..::os.a and concu,rcd in by Associate Justices 
Myra V. Garcia-Fernandez and Boni facio S. Pas,:.,a of the Furner Sper i-1 1 Fourteenth Div ision, 
Com1 of Appeal s, Man ila. 



Decision 2 G.R. No. 259322 

The CA affinned in toto the Decision4 dated November 3, 2016, 
and the Order dated May 4, 2017, of Branch 261, Regional Trial Court 
(RTC), Pasig City which declared Nellie's marriage with Willy Q. Tee 
Ten (Willy) void on the ground of psychological incapacity under Article 
36 of the Family Code. 

The Antecedents 

On October 28, 2003, Willy instituted a pet1t1on with the RTC 
against Nellie for the declaration of nullity of their marriage and the 
dissolution of their property regime. Thereafter, he filed an Amended 
Petition on December 30, 2003, in which he alleged as foliows: 5 

Willy and Nellie were married on January 22, 1995. They had no 
ante nuptial agreement and their property relations are governed by the 
regime of absolute community of property.6 

According to Willy, even prior to the wedding, the psychological 
incapacity ofNellie, whose childhood was marked with overindulgence at 
a time when her pathogenic family was still wealthy, was demonstrated 
by her domineering attitude coupled with her lazy and poor study habits.7 

After the wedding, Nellie's incapacity to perform her marital 
obligations supposedly became more apparent given that she: (a) 
continued to be domineering and controlling, demanding \Villy to always 
update her of his whereabouts; (b) displayed c1n atTogant and haughty 
attitude, especially towards Willy's mother, as weil as an excessive sense 
of entitlement; ( c) irrationally insisted that Willy was having an incestuous 
relationship with his mother; ( d) verbally abused Willy whenever the latter 
brought their children to visit his side of the family; (e) physically abused 
Willy when he tried to take their daughter out of the house to buy a bike; 
and (t) tried to deliberately alienate their son from their paternal 
grandmother.8 

4 \10t apper,ded in th = rolio. 
5 Ratio, pp. 10 1- 102, C A D c:..: is ior: . 
6 fd. at 103 . 
0 !d. at l02- l03 . 
8 id at l 0J- 104. 
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Willy na1Tated that he started sleeping in his office because of 
Nellie's actions. With the tensions running high in their family home, 
Nellie and their children moved to a condominium unit in Pioneer 
Highlands beginning October 2002. ln an eff01i to save the marriage, 
Willy followed his family to Pioneer Highlands with the hope of fixing 
his marital problems with Nellie, but to no avail.9 

More than these, Willy alleged that Nellie psychologically abused 
their children when she: (a) physically attacked Willy in the presence of 
their kids, while he was holding their daughter; (b) did not invite any of 
Willy's relatives, except for one cousin, to their son's seventh birthday; 
( c) taught the kids to say bad things about Willy's mother; ( d) always gave 
Willy a hard time whenever he tried to take the kids to visit his family ; 
and (e) sneaked in the house of Willy's mother to take the kids home 
without telling anyone. 10 

Finally, Willy aveITed that Nellie, without his consent and through 
intimidation, entered his place of employment and forcibly took 
documents, records, and other articles of value. 11 

Per the Psychological Assessment Report (psychological repmi) of 
Dr. Natividad A. Dayan (Dr. Dayan), a clinical psychologist, Nellie 
suffered from Narcissistic Personality Disorder with paranoid features . 
Dr. Dayan concluded that Nellie's psychological incapacity was grave, 
incurable, and had antecedents, thus, she recommended the tennination of 
the parties' marriage. 12 

In her defense, Nellie countered that it was Willy who abused their 
children, not only psychologically but also sexually. She averred that in 
times of disagreement, Willy also physically and verbally abused her. 
Moreover, Nellie questioned the reliability of Dr. Dayan 's psychological 
report as it was only based on Willy ' s clinical interview and psychological 
tests, coupled with collateral interviews of witnesses who were all biased 
against her. 13 

9 i d. at 105. 
10 Id. at l05- i06 . 
11 / d. at I 06. 
i2 ld. 
13 id. at 20--2:, Petition. 
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The Ruling of the RTC 

In the Decision dated November 3, 2016, the RTC granted Willy's 
petition and declared the man-iage between the parties void on the ground 
of Nellie's psychological incapacity under Article 36 of the Family 
Code. 14 

Nellie filed a motion for reconsideration, which the RTC denied in 
the Order dated May 4, 2017 for lack of merit. 15 Aggrieved, she elevated 
the case via an ordinary appeal with the CA. 16 

The Ruling of the CA 

In the assailed Decision, the CA affirmed the RTC ruling in toto. It 
held that: 

One, the testimony of Dr. Dayan, coupled with the personal 
accounts of Willy and his witnesses Jocelyn P. Arches 17 (Jocelyn), a 
common friend, Therese Tee 18 (Therese), his cousin-in-law, and Julieta 
Tobias, 19 a social vvorker, sufficiently proved that Nellie was 
psychologically incapacitated to comply with her essential marital 
obligations.20 

Two, the psychological rep01i did not lose its probative value even 
though Nellie was not personally examined by Dr. Doyan. Tt must be noted 
that it was Nellie who refused to undergo a personal examination in the 
first place.21 

And three, Willy was able to sufficiently establish the juridical 
antecedence, incurabiiity, and severity of Nellie's psychological 
incapacity, which was present before the celebration of their marriage and 
continues to exist until now. 22 

14 Id.at 106- 107,CA Decision. 
15 Id. at I 07. 
J(, Id. 
17 Referred to as jocc-lJ n A:·~es in son•·~ pa :-r:" rJf :h~ rdlo. 
18 Referred to as Tiiere~a Te,;! in some f>.i t~ ~,f n~e, o//c;, 
19 Referred tc as Ju Let 'f ob ·as. i i! SOfrc.e p:ir1s t 1 r' J :r3. r,:'J.:J. 
20 Rollo, p. l i 3, CA D~;;is ion , 
21 Id. at 115-116. 
~2 Id. at 120. 
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Nellie moved for reconsideration, but the CA denied the motion in 
the assailed Resolution for lack of merit. 23 Hence, the Petition. 

The Petition 

In the Petition, Nellie argues as follows: 

(1) The CA committed an error when it upheld the declaration of 
nullity of Nellie's marriage with Willy on the basis of the 
psychological report of Dr. Dayan even though the psychologist 
never personally examined her. 24 

(2) The CA completely disregarded Nellie's narration of facts in 
relation to the physical, sexual, emotional, financial, and 
psychological abuse that she suffered in the hands of Willy. ft 
also e1Ted in not ruling that Willy's acts against Nellie was 
tantamount to contracting marriage in bad faith. 25 

(3) Assuming arguendo that the marriage is void, the CA 
erroneously ruled that 'Nilly I t; not psychologically 
incapacitated to perfonn his marital obligations to Nellie.26 

( 4) The amount of supp01t pende:'1te lite should be increased from 
PHP 70,000,00 to PHP 300,000.00, effective until such time 
that the prope1ty regime of the parties is dissolved, considering 
that Willy has grown in financial stature since the RTC ordered 
the payment of support in the Order dated June 17, 20 13.27 

Thus, Nellie prays for: One, the increase of the amount of support 
pendente lite to PHP 300,000.00. And nvo, the dismissal of \Villy ' s 
petition for declaration of nullity of their marriage. In the alternative, if 
the man-iage is declared void nnde-r Arti cle 36 of foe Family Code, Nellie 
prays that Willy lie declared as the psy chologically incapacitated spouse, 
who contracted the marriage in bad fa ith, thereby fodeiting his share in 

23 id. ai l29. 
24 id. at 25 . 
2

• Id. at 25-26. 
26 !d. at 26. 
27 Id. at 93- 95 . 
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their common properties in favor of their children pursuant to Article 147 
of the Family Code.28 

In the Resolution 29 dated July 27, 2022, the Cou11 resolved to 
imp lead the Republic of the Philippines, through the Office of the Solicitor 
General (OSG), as a respondent in the case considering that it involved 
the declaration of nullity of the parties' maiTiage. It also required Willy 
and the OSG to comment on the Petition. 

Respondents ' Comments 

In its Comment/ 0 the OSG avers that the arguments raised in the 
Petition are factual matters that the Court cannot review} 1 especially since 
the RTC and the CA are consistent in their findings regarding Nellie's 
psychological incapacity.32 

Moreover, the OSG opines that the CA correctly upheld the RTC 
ruling that the marriage between the pm1ies is void under A1iicle 36 of the 
Family Code. 33 It points out that the psychol ogical report should still be 
given credence even though Dr. Dayan did nor personally interview 
Nellie.34 

As for Willy, he asserts in hi s Comment/Opposition35 that:first, the 
Petition should be denied outright for raising factual issues and rehashing 
the same arguments already passed upon by the lower courts;36 second, as 
the RTC and the CA aptly ruled, the fact of Neilie ' s psychological 
incapacity was sufficiently established by the findings of Dr. Dayan in the 
psychological report as well as the testimony of Willy and other 
witnesses;37 and third, there is no reason to increase the amount of support 
pendente lite in the case considering that: \1) Wj[Jy has continued to 
provide for his children on top of the PHP 70,000.00 _judicially-mandated 
supp01i that he gives respondent monthly ; and Ui) the paiiies' children are 

28 Id. at 97 -98. 
2q Id. at 149-- 150. 
30 Id. at 15 1- 167. 
3 1 Id. at 15 8. 
32 Id. at 159. 
3J id. 
34 !d. a, 164. 
:. 5 id at 174- 193 , 
36 Id. at 176. 
37 Id. at i 89. 

fll 
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all of majority age and they have a direct access to Willy for any of their 
needs sans the pa1iicipation of Nellie.38 

On August 18, 2023 , Nellie filed her Consolidated Reply39 in which 
she reiterated the arguments in her Petition. 

The Issue 

The main issue for the Court ' s resolution is whether the lower cou1is 
co1Tectly declared the marriage of the pai1ies void on the ground of 
Nellie's psychological incapacity under Article 36 of the Family Code. 

The Court 's Ruling 

The Petition is without merit. 

To begin with, the issues raised in the Petition as to the finding of 
Nellie 's psychological incapacity, Wil~v 's alleged psychological 
incapacity and bad f aith in contracting the marriage, the proper amount 
of support pendente lite, and the liquidation, partition, and distribution of 
the parties ' properties are clearly factual in nature. The Court cannot 
ente1iain these issues in a Rule 45 proceeding where its jurisdi ction is 
limited to revi e\,ving and revising errors ol law that might have been 
committed by the lower courts .40 While this rule is not absolute, none of 
the exceptions4 1 thereto are present in the case. 

At any rate, the Court fin ds no cogent reason to l)Vertum the 
consistent findings and conclusions of the RTC and the CA which are 
supported by the evidence on record.42 

In the landmark case of Tan-Anda/ v. Andol,43 the Couii explained 
the characte-ristics of psychologi cal incapacity under Article 36 of the 

- - - - - ----- ·- ·-

~!; Id. at 190- i 9 1. 
39 Id. at 207--22 1 . 
.io See Far Eu.stem .°J'ur e1, · and ins:m .-nu· C,.l .. /11:·. ,. Pr?Dplr. 72 1 Ph ii . 760, 770 (20 : 3 \ citing 

Rema/ante r. 7i i; (' _ .24 1 Phi !. 930 ( I 9S8 l. 
-11 See Pascual v. Jh,:rgos, T h i ;,,,;1 ! 67 , ! 82--183 ( -' 1' ! ( i ), uting !vledi11<1 v. 1\,/ayor A.sistiu, Jr .. 269 

Phi l. 225 I I ~'90'. 
Se€ Gt.uc:t. v. Vfr~ur (:L1, [;20 Ph i! . :,: _;; .. ': 2'/ } - 27 '~ (:20l7), ::::·/ ,i;•l,rf 5 unk tf,· · !-'?e Ph ilipp ine !s!ana~· v. 
Leobre, a, 46 l Phii . 461 . 46') (nC3;. 

4
' 902 Phil. 558 (202 ! ), 



Decision G.R. No. 259322 

Family Code as follows: First, it must be grave enough to cause the 
party's inability, not mere refusal neglect, or difficulty, to perform the 
essential marital obligations.44 Second, for juridical antecedence, it must 
be shown that the psychological incapacity existed prior to or at the time 
of the celebration of the marriage, even if it only manifested later on.45 

And third, as to the legal concept of incurability, it must be established 
that the party, by reason of his or her psychological incapacity, persistently 
fails to comply with the essential marital obligations with respect to a 
specific partner.46 

Per Tan-Anda!, the quantum of proof necessary to establish 
psychological incapacity is now clear and convincing evidence, which 
"requires more than preponderant evidence but less than proof beyond 
reasonable doubt."47 In connection thereto, psychological incapacity need 
not be proven through expert opinion as it is not an illness that has to be 
medically or clinically identified.48 As such, the psychological evaluation 
of either or both allegedly incapacitated spouses is not indispensable, even 
in cases where expert opinion is offered in evidence.49 "It is enough that 
the totality of evidence establishes the psychological incapacity of one or 
both spouses."50 

It is, therefore, of no legal consequence that Dr. Dayan's 
psychological report was based only on the clinical interview and the 
battery of standardized tests that she admini stered on Willy as 'Nell as her 
collateral interviews with witnesses Therese and Jocelyn. For one, while 
Dr. Dayan was unable to intervievv }\l"ellie, it does not automatically 
invalidate the psychological report for being biased considering that it \Vas 

Nellie who refused to undergo such psychologicai evaluation despite 
being invited. For another, it would have been ideal for Nell ie to be 
personally examined by Dr. Dayan, but in cases where the person refuses 
to participate, as in the case, "it is an accepted practice in psychiatry to 
base a person's psychiatric hi story on collateral iliformation., or 
information/rum sources asidefrom the person evaluated."51 

44 Id at 595--598. citin{! Re_vuhlii' '. '. C,: :!l"l o:·. ·!tneois ond 1\.-:',;/i11a ,35 Ph i l. 664,678 ( 1997). 
~5 fd. at 599- 600. S:,i:· :.. L > f°i'.M !: .Y ( '.<,; 1_; L, ,\11i.:- \ .: Y5. 
46 Id. 
47 I d. , at 591, citing Spouse.1 Manaio v ?,:,/.-/. .. m- <:.',: n7/, 'S ,i r . 2':10 Phil. 3 i 1 ( i 992). 
48 ! d. at 597. 
49 G eo1:/ 0 v. Rep!i!:: !.=r· ~f ii:-:.' J)tlil l/Jpi:;.: :.-.'. 93 7 !"r; ii . -;: ! 8 . 535 (10 ·! -~ ~. 
oo Id. 
·' 1 Id., citing Tan-Anda! • ., Andai, 9t):2 Pli ; / .i:53 (20"1 l \ E,nph2s1s supp ii ed. 
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Besides, as the CA aptly noted, although Nellie's psychologist Dr. 
Elias Adamos (Dr. Adamos), in his Psychological Evaluation Report, 
opined that Nellie was "not incapacitated" to comply with her marital 
obligations, he admitted that the latter had withheld pe11inent information 
which, if timely disclosed, could have affected his findings. 52 Certainly, 
such admission did not only compromise the findings and conclusions of 
Dr. Adamos, but Nellie 's own credibility as well. 

After a careful consideration, the Court find s that the totality of the 
evidence shows that Nellie is psychologically incapacitated to comply 
with her essential marital obligations to Willy. 

As reiterated in Tan-Anda!, the essential marital obligations include 
those between husband and wife under Articles 68 to 71 of the Family 
Code as well as those in Articles 220, 221 , and 225 of the same Code on 
the effects of parental authority upon the persons and properties of the 
children. 53 The most basic of these obligations is, of course, the duty of 
the husband and wife "to live together, observe mutual love, respect and 
fidelity, and render mutual help and supp011."54 

Indeed, it was sufficiently established that Nellie suffered from a 
Narcissistic Personality Disorder with paranoid features through the 
accounts of Willy and other witnesses, which were, in tum, braced by the 
psychological report and testimony of Dr. Daym1. For clarity, the pertinent 
portion of the RTC Decision is quoted below: 

It must be pointed out that the testimony of [W illy] relative to 
the behavioral manifestatic,ns that he observed from [Nellie] before and 
during their maJTiage were not only undisputed , the'. same were aiso 
corroborated by the tes timony 0f his witness in the person of Jocelyn 
Arches and supported by the Psychological Eva luati on Repo11 and 
subsequent testimony of Dr. Natividad Dayan. 

l'v1oreover, [Willy 's] testi mony was supported by the respective 
testimonie~ ofJocd yn [Arches], Juliet Tobias and Winona Nadine Tee 
Ten, [Nell ie's_! own \Vitness. 

Recall that Jocelyn [Arche:;J, a third-party and di sinterested 
witness, corroborated the ti:st i mony of [Wi I ly] relative to the abnormal 

::2 Roilo: p. i 19~ CA Dec!s ion. 
53 Tan-Andal v. /m dal, '),J2 Phil. 55'!. 60C·· ·bD'-i• \ ..: !;'.'. ! \ '..:: ting Re1n1h!ic ·.:. Coun of Appeals and 

Moiir;a. 335 Phil. 604, 67il ( 1997 j . 
54 FAMIL y C ODE,, A!'t ic !e 6 8. 
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behavioral manifestations of [Nellie] , more specifically the revelation 
that [Nellie] harbors the fantasy that her husband, the herein petitioner, 
was having an incestuous relationship with his mother. 

On the other hand, Juliet Tobias, Court Social Worker and 
another disinterested witness[,] also corroborated the testimony of 
[Willy] that [Nellie] had a domineering and controlling character. Even 
Winona Nadine Chan Tee Ten, the herein parties (sic) daughter and 
[Nellie 's] own witness[,] testified to the effect that [Nellie] actually 
ignored and disregarded the Hold-departure order issued by this Court 
by leaving the country without securing permission from this Court 
despite the prohibition. 

On another note, the Court found clear indications that the 
children of the herein parties had been brainwashed by [Nellie] to make 
them hate [Willy]. It is apparent from the reported sudden changes in 
the children 's behavior at the time that [Willy] ,va_s exercising his 
visitation rights under the supervision of Couri Social Worker Juliet 
Tobias. The brainwashing of the children shows that [Nellie] had the 
propensity of being interpersonally manipulative. or exploitative, 
another behavioral manifestation which is being attributed to a 
narcissist. 5=" 

In addition, as Dr. Dayan noted, Nellie's narcissistic personality 
was clearly manifested by the following: 

(1) She had a grandiose sense of self. She continued to be domineering 
and controlling. She always insisted on doing things her way and 
expected Willy to give in to her demands. She also demanded Willy 
to always tell her hi s whereabouts; 

(2) She had an arrogant and haughty attitude, especially toward (s ic) 
Willy 's mother, whom she resented. She had a strained relationship 
with her mother-in-law; and 

(3) She displayed an excessive sense of entitlement. She expected to 
be treated [well] at all times and would readily complain if things 
were not to her liking.56 

Dr. Dayan also opined that the ro,Jt cause of Nellie 's psychological 
incapacity ''can be traced to the experiences of overindulgence and over 
pampering by her siblings and parents" during her childhood, 57 or well 

55 As cull ed from the CA Decision, rr;!iu , pp. i :R- 11 9 . 
56 fd. ar I 13. 
57 Id. at l ! 4. 



Decision 11 G.R. No. 259322 

before the celebration of the paiiies' marriage. Moreover, Dr. Dayan 
concluded that the nature of such psychological incapacity is severe and 
pervasive as it affects all areas of her life, to the point that she is unable to 
perform her essential marital obligations to Willy.58 

It is quite apparent that Nellie 's psychological incapacity, as shown 
by the behavioral manifestations of her personality disorder that is rooted 
in her childhood and carried over into her adulthood and married life, is 
grave and legally incurable. The actions of Nellie demonstrate an 
undeniable pattern of failure on her paii to comply with her essential 
marital obligations to Willy. Thus, the CA correctly upheld the RTC 
Decision which declared the parties ' marriage void on the ground of 
Nellie 's psychological incapacity. 

Even assuming arguendo that Nellie 's allegations, i.e., that Willy 
had physically, sexually, emotionally, financially, and psychologically 
abused her and their children, are true, the finding of her psychological 
incapacity in the case stands . This is because such alleged abuse neither 
negates the evidence of Nellie 's own psychological incapacity nor 
sufficiently proves, on its own, that Willy is psychologically incapacitated 
to perform his essential marital obligations. In the same vein, even if the 
Court declares Willy as the psychologically incapacitated spouse instead 
of Nellie as she contends, the result remains the same, that is, the man-iage 
is still void under Article 36 of the Family Code. 

That being said, the Court is constrained to remand the case to the 
trial court for the conduct of fmiher proceedings in relation to: (i) the 
determination of the proper amount of supp01i pendente lite, if still 
warranted under the circumstances; and (ii ) the settlement of the parties ' 
properties. 

After all, the trial cou1i, which has the jurisdiction to declare the 
marriage a nullity, likewise has the authority to resolve incidental and 
consequential matters thereto, including support and the settlement of the 
co-owned properties of the parties . 59 Besides, "the Court is not a trier of 
facts. "60 Verily, the resolution of these matters necessarily requires the 

58 1~1. 
5" S'ee Tanyag v. TLitl_l'Cig, 9 14 Ph il. 1.',0 . i 5., (202 : ). citing Vaides v. R TC. Br. !02. Q uezon C ity, 328 

Ph il . !289 (1 996). 
" 0 Aiuzan , ,_ Fortur,ado .. 946 Phil 6.5 i , 658 e,:n.~ 3) 
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presentation of evidence that 1s outside the purview of this Rule 45 
proceeding. 

Pertinently, the rules on co-ownership, in relation to A1iicle 14 76 1 

of the Family Code, govern the liquidation, partition, and distribution of 
the common prope1iies of spouses, whose marriage is declared void under 
Article 36 of the same Code,62 as in the case. It is also settled that it is not 
necessary to liquidate the common prope1iies of the spouses in the same 
proceeding for declaration of nullity of marriage under Article 36. 63 

In the case, the settlement of the co-owned prope1iies of Willy and 
Nellie need not be done through a judicial proceeding.64 Nevertheless, the 
Court deems it proper to refer the matter back to the trial court as it appears 
that both parties have raised issues regarding their property relations in 
their respective pleadings. 

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition is DENIED for lack of merit. The 
Decision dated May 4, 2021 , and the Resolution dated December 13 , 
2021, of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 109458 are 
AFFIRMED. 

The case is hereby REMANDED to Branch 261, Regional Trial 
Court, Pasig City, for the conduct of further proceedings in relation to: (1) 
the detennination of the proper amount of support pendente lite, if still 
warranted under the circumstances; and (2) the liquidation, partition, and 

6 1 ARTICLE 14 7. When a man and a woman who are capacitated to marry each other. I ive exc lusively 
with each other as husband and wife without the benefit of marriage or under a void marri age, their 
wages and sa laries shall be owned by them in equal shares and the property acquired by both of 
them through their work or industry shall be govern ed by the rules on co-ownership. 
In the absence of proof to the contrary. prope11 ies acquired while they lived together shall be 
presumed to have been obtained by their joint effo11s, work or industry, and shall be owned by them 
in equal shares. For purposes of this Article, a party who did not part icipate in the acquisition by 
the other paity of any prope1ty shall be deemed to have contributed jointly in the acquisition thereof 
i f the fo1111er's effo11s consisted in the care and maintenance of the famiiy and of the household . 
Neither party can encumber or dispose by acts inter vivos of his or her share in the prope1ty acquired 
during cohabitation and owned in common. without the consen t of the other, until after the 
te1111ination of their cohabitat ion. 
When only one of the parties to a void marriage is in good faith. Lhe share of the party in bad faith 
in the co-ownership shall be forfeited in favor of their common ch ildren. !n case of default of or 
waiver by any or al ! of the common chiidren or their descendants, each vacant share shall beiong 
to the respective surviving descendanh . in the absence of descendants, such share shall belong to 
the innocent party. In all cases, the forfei ture sha li take place upon termination ofth<i! cohabitation. 

62 Diiw v. Di110, 655 Phil. 175, 185(20 11 ). 
63 Id. at 18.5. 
64 S ee C IVIL CODE, Article 496 . 
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distribution of the co-owned properties of Willy Q. Tee Ten and Nellie Y. 
Chan Tee Ten in accordance with Article 147 of the Family Code. 

SO ORDERED. 

HEN 

WE CONCUR: 

lVIIN S. CAGl:lOA 

;; ~~--
SAMUEL H. GAERLAN --

Associate Justice 

On leave 
M.ARIA FILOMENA D. SINGH 

AssociLJte Justice 

. INTING 
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