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**Title:** Cesario M. Clemente vs. The Honorable Court of Appeals et al.

**Facts:**

Lourdes Puigcerver owned a residential house on public land in Masbate, Philippines. On
September 1, 1950, she leased it to Cesario Clemente, with a monthly rent initially set at
P80.00, later reduced to P70.00. On March 3, 1951, they entered into a conditional sale
contract for the house for P7,800.00. Clemente paid a down payment of P2,800.00, with the
balance  due  upon  approval  of  his  application  for  sale  over  the  land.  Following  the
disapproval  of  Clemente’s  application by the Bureau of  Lands on December 10,  1951,
Puigcerver demanded rent payments from March 3, 1951.

Puigcerver’s subsequent land application got approved after appealing to the Secretary of
Agriculture and Natural Resources, resulting in the final rejection of Clemente’s application
in January 1957. Puigcerver then filed an unlawful detainer action against Clemente, which
initially favored Clemente but, upon appeal to the Court of First Instance (CFI) of Masbate,
resulted in a judgment for Puigcerver in May 1960. It included orders for Clemente to
vacate, pay back rentals and damages. Despite an appeal to the Court of Appeals, execution
for back rentals was ordered due to Clemente’s failure to post a supersedeas bond.

Clemente’s subsequent petition for certiorari and mandamus aimed to set aside the writ of
executions, restore possession pending appeal, and challenged the jurisdiction of the CFI
over the detainer case, contending that title issues deprived the justice of the peace and the
CFI of jurisdiction.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the Justice of the Peace Court and consequently, the Court of First Instance of
Masbate  had  jurisdiction  over  the  unlawful  detainer  case  despite  Clemente’s  claims
involving ownership.
2. Whether the issuance of writs of execution by the CFI of Masbate and the Court of
Appeals constituted abuse of discretion.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Jurisdiction:** The Court found the jurisdiction claims untenable. It clarified that the
ejectment case was purely for recovery of physical possession, not an ownership dispute.
The contract of conditional sale mentioned by Clemente, which was supposed to transfer
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ownership, was never completed as his application was rejected. Thus, the issue of title did
not deprive the courts of jurisdiction.

2.  **Writs  of  Execution:**  The  Court  also  dismissed  the  claim of  abuse  of  discretion
regarding  the  issuance  of  writs  of  execution.  Clemente’s  failure  to  post  the  required
supersedeas bond was deemed a valid ground for such issuance. The denial of Clemente’s
late motion to file a supersedeas bond was not seen as grave abuse of discretion.

**Doctrine:** In unlawful detainer cases, the question of physical possession, not ownership,
is paramount. Courts retain jurisdiction over ejectment proceedings even if the defendant
raises issues of ownership, provided the dispute primarily concerns possession. Moreover,
the failure to post a supersedeas bond justifies the issuance of a writ of execution against
the appealing party.

**Class Notes:**

– **Unlawful Detainer:** Focuses on physical possession; ownership disputes do not negate
jurisdiction.
– **Conditional Sale Contract:** Non-fulfillment of conditions, such as disapproval of land
application, can nullify the sale.
– **Jurisdiction Over Ejectment:** Raised ownership issues in answers do not deprive justice
of the peace or CFI of jurisdiction in ejectment cases.
– **Supersedeas Bond:** Essential to stay execution in appeal cases; failure to file justifies
issuance of a writ of execution.
– **Doctrine of Immediate Execution:** Permissible when the defendant fails to comply with
procedural requirements during an appeal.

**Historical Background:** This case illustrates the complexities surrounding transactions
involving public lands in the Philippines, particularly when contractual obligations hinge on
government approvals. The requirement for land application approvals from the Bureau of
Lands reflects the cautious approach of the Philippine legal system in managing public land.
Additionally, the case emphasizes the procedural nuances in Philippine court jurisdiction
over possession versus ownership disputes and the significance of adhering to procedural
requirements in appeals.


