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Title: Roberto Antonio et al. v. The Honorable Court of Appeals, et al. (G.R. No. 78385)

Facts:
A  group  of  petitioners,  who  were  lessees  of  an  apartment  building  in  Caloocan  City,
Philippines,  was  embroiled  in  a  legal  dispute  after  the  property  they  occupied  was
foreclosed by the Government Service Insurance System (GSIS) due to the original owner’s
failure to repay a loan. The property was sold to private respondent Alicia Bilan through
public  bidding on July  29,  1982.  The petitioners  believed they had a  priority  right  to
purchase the property by virtue of their status as tenants and chose not to partake in the
bidding.

Following the purchase, the GSIS Board of Trustees approved the sale to Bilan, who was
recognized as the new owner. Bilan then demanded rental payments from the petitioners,
which they refused. This eventually led Bilan to file an ejectment complaint after a failed
barangay (village) conciliation.

The Metropolitan Trial Court ruled in favor of Bilan, and the petitioners were ordered to
vacate  the  property  on  January  8,  1985.  Dissatisfied,  the  petitioners  appealed  to  the
Regional  Trial  Court,  which  affirmed  the  lower  court’s  decision  on  August  20,  1985.
Continuing their legal challenge, the petitioners sought review from the Court of Appeals,
which  dismissed  their  petition  on  December  5,  1986.  The  decision  became  final  and
executory on January 22, 1987.

The petitioners separately filed a suit to annul the GSIS auction with the Regional Trial
Court but were unsuccessful there as well. They then filed a motion for reconsideration with
the Court of Appeals, arguing that their former counsel abandoned them, resulting in their
unawareness of the adverse decision. The motion was ultimately denied due to its belated
filing and the finality of the original decision.

Issues:
1. Did the denial of the motion for reconsideration constitute a deprivation of due process?
2. Could the pendency of an annulment case concerning the auction of the property be a
reason to suspend the ejectment proceedings?

Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  petition,  affirming  the  Court  of  Appeals’  denial  of
reconsideration.  The high court  noted that  after  the lapse of  15 days  from receipt  of
judgment,  the  decision  becomes  final  and  the  appellate  court  loses  jurisdiction.  The
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negligence  of  the  petitioners’  counsel  was  deemed  inexcusable,  especially  as  the
responsibility was attributed to the law office as a whole, not just the individual attorney.

Furthermore, the Court clarified that the pendency of an annulment case relative to the
auction did not outweigh the ejectment proceedings because possession and ownership are
distinct legal issues that can be adjudicated independently.

The Court found that there were no bases to conclude that the question of possession was
inextricably linked to the question of ownership, nor were there grounds to justify the
suspension of the ejectment case due to the annulment proceedings.

Doctrine:
The Court reiterated the principle that after a judgment becomes final (15 days from notice
of judgment), the appellate court loses jurisdiction over the case. Moreover, it confirmed the
established doctrine that an action for ownership or title does not bar an action for forcible
entry or illegal detainer (ejectment), unless the issue of possession can’t be resolved without
deciding the issue of ownership.

Class Notes:
– Finality of Judgment: A judgment becomes final 15 days after receipt, barring exceptional
circumstances.
– Attorney Responsibility: Clients are bound by the actions and omissions of their counsel.
–  Distinctive  Nature  of  Ejectment  vs.  Title:  Ejectment  actions  focus  on  possession
independent of ownership issues unless they are closely intertwined, which was not the
circumstance in this case.

Historical Background:
The case  reflects  the  legal  complexities  faced by  tenants  in  the  Philippines  when the
property they lease is  subjected to foreclosure and subsequent auction.  The prevailing
sentiment during the time of this case indicates a strong protection of purchasers in good
faith and the enforcement of final judgments to uphold judicial stability and integrity. The
petitioners’ attempt to invoke their perceived preemptive right as tenants to purchase the
foreclosed property, which contradicted established legal precedent and was affirmed by
the court as lacking legal basis.


