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### Title: Muñoz vs. Yabut, Jr., et al.

### Facts:
The case revolves around a house and lot formerly owned by Yee L. Ching, who allegedly
transferred the property to his sister-in-law, Emerita Muñoz, as a consideration for her
services. Through a series of transactions, the property’s ownership changed hands multiple
times, culminating in its acquisition by the spouses Chan from the Bank of the Philippine
Islands (BPI). Muñoz questioned the validity of these transactions and sought to reclaim
ownership and possession of the property through various legal actions. These included
Civil Case No. Q-28580 for the annulment of the property transactions and reinstatement of
Muñoz’s title, as well as a forcible entry case (Civil Case No. 8286) against the current
possessors after she was forcibly removed from the property.

Throughout these proceedings, there were numerous petitions, motions, and appeals filed
by Muñoz and the various defendants, including attempts to execute the final judgment in
Muñoz’s favor, actions to stop said execution, and challenges to the imposed writs and the
jurisdiction of the courts handling these cases. The matters were further complicated by a
fire that destroyed the original copy of the title and questions regarding the good faith of
the property’s purchasers.

### Issues:

1. Whether the final judgment in Civil Case No. Q-28580, favoring Muñoz, binds not only the
original parties to the case but also their successors in interest, specifically the spouses
Chan and BPI.
2. Whether the prohibition in Section 19(g) of the Revised Rule on Summary Procedure
against petitions for certiorari applies, thereby rendering the Court of Appeals’ decision to
give due course to such a petition incorrect.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled as follows:

1. **In G.R. No. 146718**, the Court held that the final judgment in Civil Case No. Q-28580,
which was an action for reconveyance, does not extend to BPI and the spouses Chan since
they were not part of the original case. As such, the judgment and any resultant execution
orders cannot be enforced against  them, emphasizing the distinct  nature of  actions in
personam versus in rem. Muñoz’s remedy lies in directly challenging the validity of the
spouse Chan’s title through separate proceedings.
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2. **In G.R. No. 142676**, the Supreme Court found that the lower court erred in dismissing
the forcible entry case (Civil Case No. 8286) against the current possessors based on litis
pendentia with Civil Case No. Q-28580. It was deemed improper to disallow the complaint
for  lacking  merit  based  on  a  pending  issue  in  another  case.  The  Court  directed  the
resumption of the proceedings to solely determine if Muñoz was wrongfully deprived of
possession and eligible for damages but barred her from regaining possession through this
case due to the separate and distinct nature of the titles and ownership involved.

### Doctrine:
1. **Doctrine of Actions in Personam vs. Actions in Rem**: The decision reiterated the
principle that judgments in personal actions are binding only upon the parties involved and
their successors, not against third parties or the world at large.

2. **Prohibited Pleadings in Summary Procedure**: The ruling emphasized the prohibition
against filing a petition for certiorari against interlocutory orders in cases covered by the
Summary Procedure, aiming for a swift and efficient disposition.

### Class Notes:
– Actions in Personam vs. Actions in Rem: Understand the distinction and implications,
particularly in property cases.
– Forcible Entry: Prior physical possession is key, not ownership or title.
– Summary Procedure Prohibitions: Identify what motions and pleadings are disallowed to
expedite cases.
– Indefeasibility of Title: Recognize the protection given to titles under the Torrens system,
emphasizing on bona fide purchasers for value.

### Historical Background:
The various legal battles underscore the complexities of property law in the Philippines,
particularly regarding the transfer of titles, ownership disputes, and the rights of successors
in interest. The case highlights how prolonged litigation can arise from questions of prior
possession, the authenticity of sales, and the application of legal doctrines in the context of
property rights and adjudication procedures.


