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Title:
Abagatnan et al. v. Spouses Clarito: A Case on the Necessity of Barangay Conciliation in
Unlawful Detainer Actions

Facts:
Wenceslao Abagatnan and his late wife Lydia acquired a parcel of land, Lot 1472-B, through
a Deed of  Absolute Sale on August 1,  1967. After Lydia’s death in October 1999, her
children  (petitioners  in  this  case)  succeeded  to  her  share  of  the  property.  In  1990,
respondents Jonathan and Elsa Clarito, being distant relatives, were granted permission by
Wenceslao to build a house on a portion of the lot, with the condition they vacate upon
Wenceslao’s request.

In September 2006, petitioners’ intent to sell included the portion occupied by respondents.
A refusal to purchase and a subsequent demand to vacate resulted in respondents’ non-
compliance. On November 10, 2006, petitioners filed a Complaint for Unlawful Detainer and
Damages before the MTCC, Roxas City, claiming unlawful deprivation. The complaint stated
prior barangay conciliation was not required as not all petitioners resided in Roxas City,
with two residing elsewhere but having authorized a sister, Josephine, who was a Roxas City
resident, via a Special Power of Attorney (SPA).

Respondents countered, asserting the necessity of barangay conciliation since Josephine,
holding an SPA, resided in Roxas City and additionally claimed ownership of Lot 1472-B
based on OCT No. 9882 owned by Jonathan’s predecessors.

The MTCC ruled in petitioners’ favor, affirming their material possession and the validity of
their documents. Respondents appealed to the RTC, which upheld the MTCC’s decision,
stating ownership questions were resolved in favor of the petitioners. The RTC also declared
the barangay conciliation issue could not be raised on appeal as it wasn’t listed in the pre-
trial order.

Respondents then escalated the case to the CA, which dismissed the petitioners’ complaint,
stressing the absence of barangay conciliation, and dismissed the case without prejudice.
Petitioners  sought  reconsideration,  were  denied,  and  thus  elevated  the  matter  to  the
Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether or not the CA erred in dismissing the complaint for failure to comply with the
barangay conciliation requirement under Section 412 of the LGC, considering the residency
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of the real parties in interest.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found merit in the petition, highlighting that barangay conciliation as a
precondition to court action applies only when the real parties in interest actually reside in
the same city or municipality. The Court ruled that the two petitioners residing outside
Roxas City rendered the barangay conciliation step unnecessary. Additionally, the authority
of the attorney-in-fact was irrelevant to the actual residency requirement of the parties
involved. Furthermore, the Court rebuked the CA’s reversal based on an issue not included
in the pre-trial order. The Supreme Court reinstated the RTC’s decision.

Doctrine:
The requirement of barangay conciliation under Section 412 of the Local Government Code
is only applicable to cases where the real parties in interest reside in the same city or
municipality and is not extended to the representatives or attorneys-in-fact of the involved
parties.

Class Notes:
– A “real party in interest” is the one who stands to be benefited or injured by the judgment
or is entitled to the avails of the suit (Rule 3, Section 2, Rules of Court).
– Barangay conciliation is a precondition to court action only when real parties in interest
reside in the same city or municipality (Local Government Code Section 412[a]).
– Issues bound for trial are limited to those defined in the pre-trial order (Rules of Court,
Rule 18, Section 7).
– Ownership issues may be resolved in detainer actions when required to establish the
better right to possession.

Historical Background:
The use of barangay conciliation in the Philippines is grounded in the policy of promoting
amicable settlement among community members, reducing the burden on court dockets,
and fostering the local dispute resolution mechanism provided under the Local Government
Code of 1991. This case reflects a situation where modern legal proceedings intersect with
traditional local dispute resolution methods, and the importance of following clear legal
mandates to resolve property disputes. It showcases the Supreme Court’s judicial role in
interpreting legislative requirements pertaining to local governance and legal standing.


