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Title: **Spouses Manuel vs. Ramon Ong: A Textbook Case on Default and the Importance of
Proper Service of Summons**

Facts:
The narrative initiates in December 2009 when Ramon Ong filed a complaint for accion
reivindicatoria  against  Spouses  Benedict  and  Sandra  Manuel,  alleging  unauthorized
construction on his property. Despite efforts, the Manuels did not submit their response
within the stipulated timeframe, leading to a motion to declare them in default by Ong,
which the Regional Trial Court of La Trinidad, Benguet (RTC), granted in June 2010. The
Manuels’ subsequent motion to lift the order of default, filed in September 2010, along with
their overdue answer, was denied due to procedural issues—specifically, their failure to
submit  a  sworn  motion  accompanied  by  a  merit-affidavit  delineating  a  compelling
justification for their delayed response—as delineated in the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure.
This procedural misstep was further compounded by their oversight in the timing of the
motion’s hearing setting, violating set guidelines. The Manuels’ subsequent appeal to the
Court of Appeals for certiorari under Rule 65 was in vain, as it upheld the RTC’s rulings.
This pushed the Manuels to escalate the matter to the Philippine Supreme Court.

Issues:
The Supreme Court was tasked with deciphering if the Manuels could be extricated from
the default order based on the merits of their case and procedural compliance, delving into
whether personal service of summons was executed effectively and if jurisdiction over the
Manuels was appropriately established. Another hinge point was assessing if the procedural
aberrations cited in the Manuels’ petition were sufficient to nullify the RTC’s orders.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court upheld the prior decisions, reiterating that both the RTC and Court of
Appeals justifiably declared Spouses Manuel in default due to their failure to respond to the
summons  within  the  prescribed  timeframe  and  subsequently  failed  to  comply  with
procedural guidelines for revoking the order of default. A critical reflection pointed to the
valid service of summons on Sandra Manuel, thereby establishing jurisdiction, and noted the
procedural inadequacies in the Manuels’ motion to lift the order of default—specifically,
their omission of a sworn affidavitation addressing their lateness due to fraud, accident,
mistake, or excusable negligence, and lack of an affidavit outlining a meritorious defense.

Doctrine:
The case solidified several essential procedural doctrines, including the stringent necessity
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of an affidavit of merit when motioning to lift an order of default and emphasized that mere
variance  in  address  doesn’t  invalidate  the  personal  service  of  summons  if  effectively
tendered to the defendant. Importantly, it highlighted the assumption of regularity afforded
to sheriffs’ actions in serving summons.

Class Notes:
– **Procedural Requirements for Lifting an Order of Default**: Submission of a motion
under oath, complemented by an affidavit of merit demonstrating the legitimate grounds
(fraud, accident, mistake, excusable negligence) and a potential meritorious defense.
– **Service of Summons**: Emphasizes on valid personal service or tender of summons as
foundational for jurisdiction over defendants. Rule 14, Section 6 of the 1997 Rules of Civil
Procedure outlines “Service in person on defendant.”
–  **Presumption of  Regularity**:  Official  actions,  such as  those undertaken by sheriffs
during service of summons, are presumed regular until proven otherwise under Rule 131,
Section 3(m) of the Revised Rules on Evidence.

Historical Context:
This case elucidates the stringent procedural landscape governing civil procedure in the
Philippines, underscoring the judiciary’s relentless stance on compliance with procedural
requisites. It lays down a clear mandate for litigants and legal practitioners on the role of
punctuality and precision in legal  pleadings,  motions,  and specifically in responding to
summons. These underpinnings firmly anchor the commitment of Philippine jurisprudence
to uphold due process and the rule of law within its procedural technicalities, reinforcing
the  balance  between judicial  administration  efficacy  and the  substantive  rights  of  the
parties involved.


