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**Title:** *Rosario et al. v. Alba: Clarifying Jurisdiction in Ejectment Cases*

**Facts:**
The intricate journey of this case began with the respondent, Rizalito F. Alba, filing an
ejectment complaint against the petitioners, Rogelio Rosario and others, at the Municipal
Trial Court (MTC) of Bauang, La Union. The disputed properties were part of the estate of
Urbano Rosario and Vicenta Zarate and were adjudicated to Luz, the respondent’s mother,
via  a  2001  RTC decision.  Despite  petitioners  having  introduced  improvements  on  the
properties before Luz’s death, Alba issued eviction notices in 2007, leading to the filing of
the ejectment action in 2008.

The petitioners argued that Luz had previously sold the properties to them, a contention the
MTC dismissed, finding their possession merely tolerated and unlawful post-demand to
vacate, leading to the ordered eviction.

Dissatisfied, the petitioners appealed to the RTC, which reversed the MTC’s decision, ruling
that the case did not constitute an action for ejectment as it lacked elements of unlawful
detainer and forcible entry, dismissing the complaint for want of jurisdiction.

The case escalated to the CA, which reversed the RTC’s decision and reinstated the MTC’s
ruling, prompting the petitioners to file a petition for review under Rule 45 to the Supreme
Court.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the petitioners’ possession was by tolerance, rendering it unlawful post-demand.
2. The appropriateness of the ejectment action given the factual backdrop and dispute
nature.
3. The CA’s reliance on certain documents and allegations to conclude the petitioner’s
possession status.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court granted the petition, siding with the RTC’s perspective. It clarified that
the nature of the petitioners’ possession did not align with the conditions for an unlawful
detainer or forcible entry. The Court found no evidence of an initial lawful possession by
tolerance or contract, thus the respondent’s complaint lacked substantive grounds for an
ejectment case. Consequently, it reinstated the RTC’s decision to dismiss the complaint for
lack of jurisdiction.
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**Doctrine:**
The case reiterated pivotal guidelines for ejectment cases, distinguishing between forcible
entry  and  unlawful  detainer  based  on  the  nature  of  possession  and  action  initiation
timelines. It  underscored that jurisdiction in ejectment cases hinges on the complaint’s
allegations and the sought relief, dictating that a clear unlawful deprivation or withholding
of possession, within specific contexts and timelines, is essential to rightfully invoke an
ejectment action.

**Class Notes:**
1.  **Unlawful  Detainer  vs.  Forcible  Entry**:  Unlawful  detainer  involves  initially  lawful
possession that becomes illegal,  while forcible entry is  illegal  from the beginning. The
timeline for action initiation is critical.
2. **Jurisdiction in Ejectment Cases**: Determined by the complaint’s allegations and the
relief sought. The case must clearly fall under the conditions outlined in Rule 70 of the Rules
of Court.
3.  **Toleration  in  Possession**:  Legal  tolerance  must  be  evident  at  the  possession’s
inception for a case to be considered unlawful detainer upon termination of such tolerance.
No implicit or explicit contract indicates no initial lawful possession.

**Historical Background:**
The case showcases the complexities involved in property disputes within family estates,
particularly  in  the  Philippine  context  where  family  ties  and  inherited  properties  often
intertwine, leading to challenging legal disputes. It emphasizes the importance of clear legal
grounds and evidence in actions for ejectment and highlights the nuanced interpretations of
possession and tolerance in property law.


