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**Title:** The Municipality of Tangkal vs. Heirs of Macalabo Alompo: A Jurisdictional
Discourse

**Facts:**
This involved a legal skirmish over land between the Heirs of the late Macalabo Alompo and
the  Municipality  of  Tangkal,  Lanao  del  Norte.  In  1962,  an  agreement  allowed  the
Municipality to use Macalabo’s land for municipal buildings, with a provision for eventual
compensation,  which never happened. Following the municipality’s failure to fulfill  this
agreement,  the heirs  sought to  reclaim the land through the Shari’a  District  Court  in
Marawi City, claiming its jurisdiction on the basis of both parties being Muslims, including
the Mayor of Tangkal.

The Municipality contested this notion, filing an Urgent Motion to Dismiss due to improper
venue and jurisdiction,  arguing that  it  couldn’t  be deemed Muslim under the Code of
Muslim Personal Laws and that such a real action should fall under the Regional Trial Court.
The Shari’a District Court dismissed the motion, emphasizing that as the mayor was Muslim,
it  had  concurrent  jurisdiction.  The  Municipality’s  efforts  for  reconsideration  failed,
prompting a petition to the Supreme Court of the Philippines, which issued a temporary
restraining order against further Shari’a Court proceedings.

**Issues:**
The Supreme Court  was called to resolve whether the Shari’a  District  Court  correctly
asserted jurisdiction over a land recovery action filed by Muslim individuals  against  a
municipality led by a Muslim mayor. The core issues revolved around:
1. The applicability of the Code of Muslim Personal Laws based on the parties involved.
2. The proper interpretation of “parties involved” under the said Code.
3. The jurisdiction of Shari’a courts over cases involving non-Muslim entities, notably when
a municipality is involved.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court reversed the Shari’a District Court’s decision, clarifying that jurisdiction
under the Code of  Muslim Personal  Laws was contingent  upon **both parties**  being
Muslims. It stressed that the term “parties” referred to the real parties in interest, which, in
this case, included the non-Muslim entity, the Municipality of Tangkal. It reasoned that
juridical  entities,  such as municipalities,  cannot profess a religion and thus,  cannot be
considered Muslim under the law. Hence, the Shari’a District Court lacked jurisdiction, and
the case was dismissed.
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**Doctrine:**
This case underscored the doctrine that for Shari’a District Courts to assert jurisdiction,
particularly under the Code of Muslim Personal Laws, both parties involved in the dispute
must be Muslims. This extends to clarifying that a juridical entity cannot adopt a religion,
and the religious affiliation of its representatives or leaders does not influence its religious
standing.

**Class Notes:**
– **Jurisdictional  Analysis:**  Jurisdiction is  conferred by law and must be affirmatively
established. Lack of jurisdiction can be raised at any stage of the proceedings and is a
ground for dismissal.
– **Real Parties in Interest:** Determines who can file or defend against a lawsuit and is
tied directly to the matter’s legal rights affected by the court’s decision.
– **Shari’a Courts Jurisdiction:** Specifically tailored around the involvement of Muslim
individuals;  extends  to  personal  and  real  actions  within  the  constraints  of  religious
affiliation.
–  **Juridical  Entities  and  Religion:**  Entities  such  as  municipalities  cannot  profess  a
religion, underscoring the separation between church and state.

**Historical Background:**
This  case  illuminates  the  interplay  between  religious  laws  and  secular  governmental
frameworks within the Philippines. It showcases an instance where jurisdiction and the
scope  of  religious  court  authority  were  critically  examined  against  the  backdrop  of  a
pluralist legal system. The clarification provided by the Supreme Court in this regard not
only serves to delineate the limits of Shari’a courts but also emphasizes the constitutional
principle that juridical entities, as extensions of the state, remain secular and neutral in
matters of religion.


