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Title: Leo Wee vs. George De Castro, et al.

Facts:
This case originated from a dispute over rental payments and consequent ejectment action
involving a property in Alaminos City, Pangasinan. Respondents, with George de Castro
acting also on behalf of Annie de Castro, Felomina de Castro Uban, and initially Jesus de
Castro (later substituted by his widow, Martiniana), filed an ejectment complaint against
petitioner Leo Wee. They alleged ownership of the disputed property and claimed that Wee
failed to pay the agreed rental increase from P9,000.00 to P15,000.00 starting October
2001.  Following failed  barangay conciliation regarding the  rental  increase,  George De
Castro, on 10 June 2002, sent a letter to Wee demanding vacation of the property. Wee
countered by questioning the rental increase, asserting consistent payment of the original
rent, and highlighted procedural issues including potential jurisdictional flaws stemming
from failed barangay conciliation on the ejectment issue itself.

The Municipal Trial Court (MTC) dismissed the complaint, citing failure to comply with the
barangay conciliation requirement, which decision was affirmed by the Regional Trial Court
(RTC). On appeal, however, the Court of Appeals (CA) reversed the lower courts and sided
with the respondents, compelling Wee to vacate the property and settle the rental disputes.
Wee’s subsequent motion for reconsideration was denied by the CA.

Issues:
1. Whether barangay conciliation is a jurisdictional requirement for ejectment cases.
2. Sufficiency of the complaint for ejectment despite lack of explicit “unlawful withholding”
allegation.
3. The propriety of George de Castro filing the complaint without joining all co-owners.
4. The relevance of the counsel for the respondents not attaching proof of payment of IBP
dues to the legality of the complaint.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied Wee’s petition, affirming the CA’s decision in toto. It clarified
that:
1.  Barangay  conciliation,  while  mandatory,  was  sufficiently  complied  with  given  the
circumstances, and the rental dispute inherently covered the issue of possession.
2. George de Castro, as a co-owner, had the right to file the ejectment suit under Article 487
of the Civil Code, and the power of attorney from the other co-owners was unnecessary but
did provide additional authority.
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3. The complaint sufficiently alleged unlawful detainer, even without using the exact term
“unlawful withholding.”
4. The issue regarding the counsel’s failure to attach the IBP receipt was moot, given
eventual compliance.

Doctrine:
– Barangay conciliation is mandatory but should be interpreted in the context of the dispute;
rental issues and ejectment can be intrinsically linked.
– A co-owner is authorized to file for ejectment under Article 487 of the Civil Code and does
not need to join all co-owners to do so.
– Allegations in an unlawful detainer action must indicate the defendant’s possession was
originally lawful but later became unlawful; using the exact phrase “unlawful withholding”
is not necessary.

Class Notes:
– Jurisdictional requirements such as barangay conciliation can be deemed complied with
based on the nature of the dispute.
– In ejectment cases,  specific legal  terminologies (“unlawful withholding”) need not be
explicitly  mentioned  as  long  as  the  complaint  adequately  describes  the  scenario  that
constitutes such withholding.
– The roles and rights of co-owners in legal actions: Any co-owner can file for ejectment
without needing consent or participation from all co-owners, as per Article 487 of the Civil
Code.
– Compliance with procedural requirements (e.g., IBP dues payment) can be remedied and
is not always fatal to a case’s merits.

Historical Background:
This  case  exemplifies  the  legal  framework  surrounding  rental  disputes  and  ejectment
actions  in  the  Philippines,  highlighting  procedural  and  jurisdictional  nuances  such  as
barangay conciliation and the role of co-ownership in property disputes. It also reflects on
the  practical  application  of  laws  surrounding  lease  agreements  and  the  procedural
intricacies  in  civil  suits,  showcasing  the  judiciary’s  approach to  handling  cases  where
technicalities could impede justice.


