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SALAZAR-FERNANDO, J.:

Before this Court is a Petition for Review[1] under Rule 42 of the 1997 Revised Rules of Civil Procedure seeking
to reverse and set aside the Decision[2] dated January 30, 2013, as well as the Order[3] dated September 19, 2013
of the Regional Trial Court (RTC), Third Judicia Region, Branch 63, Tarlac City, in Civil Case No. 10694
entitted “Violeta Reyes, et a., PaintiffsAppellants, versus Sps. Quirico & Alma Aguila, et a.,
Defendants-Appellees.”, the dispositive portion of which read:

a) Decision dated January 30, 2013

“WHEREFORE, the Order dated July 13, 2010 rendered by the 5[th] Municipal Circuit Trial Court, Gerona,
Tarlac which dismissed Civil Case No. 147-09 due to lack of jurisdiction and lack of cause of action is hereby
AFFIRMED in toto.

SO ORDERED.”
b) Order dated September 19, 2013

“WHEREFORE, plaintiffs-appellants Motion To Admit Motion for Reconsideration is DENIED.

SO ORDERED.”
Thefacts are:

On November 19, 2009, petitioners Violeta Reyes and Benjamin Reyes, Jr. filed with the 5[th] Municipal Circuit
Trial Court (MCTC) of Gerona-Ramos-Pura, Tarlac a Complaint[4] for “Cancellation of TCT No. 410112, and
Tax Declaration No. 06020-02072 in the names of Sps. Quirico & Alma Aguila, Annulment of Deed of Absolute
Sale with Preliminary Mandatory Injunctions and/or Temporary Restraining Order and Damages’ against
respondents Sps. Quirico and Alma Aguila (Sps. Aguila for brevity), Antonio Papa (Antonio for brevity),
Barangay Captain George Fischer, the Register of Deeds of Tarlac and the Municipal Assessor of Gerona, Tarlac,
aleging that: on October 21, 1969, petitioner Violeta Reyes and her husband Benjamin Reyes entered into a Land
Purchase Agreement with Salud S. Papa (Salud for brevity) over a parcel of land owned by the latter,
denominated as Lot 16, Block 1, containing an area of Four Hundred Forty Seven (447) square meters, located at
Salud S. Papa Subdivision; upon execution of the Land Purchase Agreement, they took possession of the subject
property, religiously paid the monthly installment therefor and had it fenced by concrete hollow blocks; after full
payment of the purchase price, they demanded that Salud execute a deed of absolute sale, but she died without
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complying with their demand; subsequently, when respondent Antonio was appointed administrator of Salud's
estate, including Salud S. Papa Subdivision, they demanded that he execute a corresponding deed of absolute sale
over the subject property pursuant to the Land Purchase Agreement, but he refused, alleging that the titles of
Salud S. Papa Subdivision were burned; sometime in December 2005, they received a letter from respondent
Antonio demanding that they vacate the subject property, but they refused because they aready paid in full the
purchase price thereof; on January 16, 2006, respondent Antonio filed with the Regional Trial Court of Paniqui,
Tarlac a complaint against them for accion publiciana which was dismissed on the ground of improper venue; on
July 9, 2007, persons claiming to have been ordered by respondents Sps. Aguila, who claimed to have bought the
subject property, destroyed the fence and put up a pump well within the premises; upon verification with the
Registry of Deeds of Tarlac and the Municipal Assessor's Office of Gerona, Tarlac, they found out that
respondents Sps. Aguila were issued TCT No. 410112 and a tax declaration in their name; respondents Sps.
Aguilawere issued a certificate of title by virtue of a deed of absolute sale purportedly executed by Salud on April
18, 1970; said deed of sale was antedated and a forgery, because they had been paying for the subject property on
installment from 1969 until 1978; respondents Sps. Aguila could not have bought the subject property in 1970
because they were only eleven (11) or twelve (12) years old at that time and had no legal capacity to contract.

In their Answer with Special and Affirmative Defenses as Motion to Dismiss with Compulsory Counterclaim,[5]
respondents Antonio and Sps. Aguila denied practically all the materia allegations in the complaint. As special
and affirmative defenses, constituting as grounds for a motion to dismiss, they alleged that: the 5[th] MCTC of
Gerona-Ramos-Pura, Tarlac has no jurisdiction over the case because the subject matter thereof is not capable of
pecuniary estimation and should be taken cognizance of by the RTC; the complaint states no cause of action
because the petitioners failed to comply with the Land Purchase Agreement which provides for automatic
cancellation and rescission in case of non-payment; the petitioners had paid only P2,375.00, out of the tota
contract price of P7,190.00, thereby leaving an unpaid balance of P4,815.00; thus, respondent Antonio had no
obligation to execute and deliver a deed of absolute sale in favor of the petitioners and the latter have no lega
right to seek the annulment of sale in favor of respondents Sps. Aguila; the Land Purchase Agreement was not
annotated on the title, thus it does not bind third parties; petitioners cause of action had prescribed because the
Land Purchase Agreement was executed on July 15, 1969 and this case was filed only on October 27, 2009,
involving a period of about forty (40) years; under Art. 1144 of the Civil Code, this case should have been filed
within ten (10) years from the time the right of action accrued; the petitioners are also guilty of laches and
estoppel; and, before respondents Sps. Aguila purchased the subject property, they first verified with the Registry
of Deeds of Tarlac and found that there was neither adverse claim nor liens annotated on the title, thus they are
purchasersin good faith and for value.

After several exchanges of pleadings between the parties, the 5[th) MCTC of Gerona-Ramos-Pura issued an
Order[6] dated July 13, 2010 with the following disposition:

“WHEREFORE, on grounds of lack of jurisdiction over the case and lack of cause of action, the case is hereby
DISMISSED.

The defendants' counterclaim is likewise DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED.”

Aggrieved, the petitioners filed a Notice of Appeal[7] from the order of dismissal to the RTC of Tarlac City,
Branch 63 which subsequently rendered the assailed Decision dated January 30, 2013. On March 12, 2013 the
petitioners filed a Motion to Admit Motion for Reconsideration,[8] together the Motion for Reconsideration.[9]
On September 19, 2013, the lower court issued the assailed order. Hence, this petition assigning the following
errors:
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THE HONORABLE COURT A QUO SERIOUSLY ERRED IN FINDING THAT THE MCTC HAD NO
JURISDICTION OVER THE INSTANT CASE.

THE HONORABLE COURT A QUO SERIOUSLY ERRED IN NOT TAKING COGNIZANCE
PURSUANT TO SECTION 8 (PAR. 1), RULE 40, OF THE RULES OF COURT.

THE HONORABLE COURT A QUO SERIOUSLY ERRED IN CONCLUDING THAT PETITIONERS
FAILED TO STATE A CAUSE OF ACTION.

THE HONORABLE COURT A QUO SERIOUSLY ERRED IN NOT ADMITTING THE BELATEDLY
FILED MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION.

The petition has no merit.

The petitioners argue that: contrary to the finding of the lower court, the 5[th] MCTC of Gerona-Ramos-Pura had
jurisdiction over this case because it involves “title to/possession of real property” which refers to the claim, right
or interest in the real property and not to the certificate of title which is merely a document of ownership under the
Torrens System; the nature of an action is not determined by what is stated in the caption of the complaint, but by
the allegations in the complaint and the reliefs prayed for; their prayer for the annulment of title, deed of sale and
tax declaration as stated in the caption is merely incidental to their ultimate objective which is to obtain title to
real property; this case should be filed with the 5[th] MCTC of Gerona-Ramos-Pura because the assessed value of
the subject property is less than Twenty Thousand Pesos (P20,000.00); even granting that this case is for
annulment of title, the MCTC would still have jurisdiction, based on the assessed value of the subject property;
assuming that the MCTC had no jurisdiction over the case, the lower court should have taken cognizance of this
case, pursuant to Section 8 (par. 1), Rule 40 of the 1997 Revised Rules of Civil Procedure; contrary to the finding
of both lower courts, the petitioners have cause of action against the respondents based on the allegations in the
complaint; they alleged therein that they had fully paid the purchase price of the subject property and never
admitted that the payment was deficient; in affirming the finding of the MCTC that there was no full payment by
the petitioners of the agreed purchase price, the lower court made legal conclusions which are inconsistent with
the rule that the cause of action is determined only by the facts alleged in the complaint; besides, the Land
Purchase Agreement has never been rescinded and remains binding between the parties thereto, including their
heirs and assigns; likewise, there is an alegation in the complaint that the deed of sale in favor of the respondents
Sps. Aguilawas falsified and simulated, hence the respondents were in bad faith when they caused the issuance of
title despite full knowledge of the previous contract between the petitioners and the respondents
predecessor-in-interest; the one (1) day delay in the filing of a motion for reconsideration of the assailed decision
due to theillness of petitioners counsel is excusable, thus the lower court erred in not admitting the belatedly filed
motion for reconsideration; and, in a litany of cases, the Supreme Court allowed the perfection of an appeal
beyond the reglementary period to prevent the miscarriage of justice and for justifiable reasons, due to fraud,
accident, mistake or excusable negligence.

The respondents counter that: the principal relief sought in petitioners complaint is the annulment of deed of
absolute sale which is incapable of pecuniary estimation, hence it is cognizable by the RTC; the action for
annulment does not involve questions of title to, ownership or possession of real property; in this case, the
petitioners are challenging the due execution and authenticity of the deed of absolute sale and does not even seek
recovery of possession of the subject property, thus only the validity of the deed of absolute sale was at issue; the
lower court was correct in not applying Section 8 (par. 1), Rule 40 of the 1997 Revised Rules of Civil Procedure
because the dismissal of the case was not only on the ground of lack of jurisdiction, but also for lack of cause of
action; the lower court did not err in finding that the petitioners had no cause of action because as shown by the
receipts they attached to the complaint, they only paid P2,375.00 out of the total consideration of P7,190.00, in
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violation of the Land Purchase Agreement; thus, respondent Antonio had a right to rescind the Land Purchase
Agreement, pursuant to Art. 1191 of the New Civil Code; petitioners cause of action is now barred by
prescription, having filed the complaint forty (40) years after the execution of the Land Purchase Agreement and
they are also guilty of estoppel by laches; the lower court did not err in not admitting the belatedly filed motion
for reconsideration, thus the assailed decision is now final and executory; the running of 15-day period to file a
motion for reconsideration cannot be extended by the filing of a motion for extension; similarly, a motion to admit
belatedly filed motion for reconsideration could not be granted because it is in effect indirectly asking for an
extension of timeto file amotion for reconsideration.

This Court will first resolve the procedural issue of whether or not the lower court erred in denying petitioners
motion to admit belatedly filed motion for reconsideration.

It is without question that petitioners motion for reconsideration should have been filed on March 11, 2013, a
Monday. The fifteenth (15[th]) day after the petitioners received a copy of the assailed judgment was a Saturday
(March 9, 2013), and the next working day was March 11, 2013. However, it was filed only on March 12, 2013,
albeit accompanied by a Motion to Admit Motion for Reconsideration.[10]

Sec. 1,[11] Rule 37 provides that an aggrieved party may file a motion for new trial or reconsideration within the
period for taking an appeal or fifteen (15) days from notice of the judgment or final order appealed from. Sec. 3,
Rule 41, on the other hand, prohibits the filing of a motion for extension of time to file a motion for new trial or
reconsideration, thus:

“SEC. 3. X X X
X X X
X X X

The period of appea shall be interrupted by a timely motion for new trial or reconsideration. No motion for
extension of time to file amotion for new trial or reconsideration shall be allowed.”

The fifteen (15)-day period for filing a motion for new trial cannot be extended. As early as the case of Habaluyas
v. Japzon,[12] cited in Naguiat v. Intermediate Appellate Court,[13] and reiterated in Tung Chin Hui v.
Rodriguez,[14] motions for extension of time to file a motion for new trial or reconsideration may no longer be
filed before al courts, lower than the Supreme Court. The rule in Habaluyas applies even if the motion is filed
before the expiration of the period sought to be extended because the fifteen (15)-day period for filing a motion
for new trial or reconsideration with said court is non-extendible. Thus, motions for extension of time to file a
motion for new trial or reconsideration may be filed only in connection with cases pending before the Supreme
Court, which may, in its sound discretion, either grant or deny the extension requested. No such motion may be
filed before any lower courts.[15]

In this case, petitioners counsel, Atty. Bermudez, alleged that he was confined in the hospital due to Hypertension
on March 8, 2013 and was discharged in the afternoon of the following day. According to him, he was advised by
his physician to take a full rest of three (3) days, thus he filed the motion for reconsideration only on March 12,
2013. While he tries to justify his failure to seasonably file amotion for reconsideration by aleging that he wasill
and was confined in the hospital on March 8, 2013, he failed to explain why he failed to prepare said pleading
from February 22, 2013, when he received the assailed decision, until March 7, 2013 or a day before his
confinement. There is no allegation whatsoever in his Motion to Admit Motion for Reconsideration[16] that he
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was suffering from an illness before March 8, 2013 that could have excused him from timely filing of a motion
for reconsideration. He should not have procrastinated and let the entire 15-day period pass before filing a motion.

Granting arguendo that he had already prepared a draft of the motion for reconsideration before he fell ill, as
implied in this motion to admit, going over the same and signing it while taking a full rest would not have taken
as much of an effort as would aggravate hisillness. Besides, as pointed out by the lower court, he could have filed
amotion for extension of time to file a petition for review before this court. Said motion is a lot easier to prepare
than a motion for reconsideration. In fact, before filing this petition, petitioners counsel filed a two-page Motion
for Extension of Time to File Petition for Review[17] which was granted by this Court in a Resolution[18] dated
January 7, 2014.

Petitioners failure to file a motion for reconsideration within the reglementary period rendered the assailed
decision final and executory. Not even the petitioners' filing of a motion to admit motion for reconsideration could
re-open the case and allow the lower court to ater, modify or reverse the assailed decision. It has been
consistently held that the perfection of an appeal within the period and in the manner prescribed by law is
jurisdictional and non-compliance with such legal requirements is fatal and has the effect of rendering the
judgment final and executory.[19]

The petitioners argue that this Court should ignore the one (1) day delay in the filing of their motion for
reconsideration, citing several cases where the Supreme Court alowed the belated filing of a notice of appeal or a
motion for reconsideration. In all the cases cited by the petitioners, the common ground for the relaxation of the
rigid application of the Rules is the presence of a compelling reason, viz., to prevent gross miscarriage of justice,
fraud, accident, mistake, excusable negligence. This Court finds no such compelling reason in this case to
overturn the denial by the lower court of petitioners' motion to admit motion for reconsideration.

It should be recalled that the case before the 5[th] MCTC of Gerona-Ramos-Pura was dismissed on the grounds of
lack of jurisdiction and the complaint states no cause of action. The dismissal, therefore, was not on the merits and
the petitioners could file with the proper court another complaint which states their causes of action. However,
insofar as this case is concerned, the assailed decision is now final and executory and may no longer be disturbed.

Public interest demands an end to every litigation and a belated effort to re-open a case that has already attained
finality will serve no purpose other than to delay the administration of justice.[20] In setting aside technical
infirmities and thereby giving due course to tardy appeals, this Court has clarified that it is not "oblivious to or
unmindful of the extraordinary situations that merit liberal application of the rules. In those situations where
technicalities were dispensed with, our decisions were not meant to undermine the force and effectivity of the
periods set by law. But we hasten to add that in those rare cases where procedural rules were not stringently
applied, there always existed a clear need to prevent the commission of agrave injustice."[21]

In the case of Commissioner of Internal Revenue vs. Court of Appeals,[22] the Supreme Court, citing Santos vs.
Court of Appeals,[23] said:

While petitioner pleads that a liberal, not literal, interpretation of the rules should be our policy guidance,
nevertheless procedural rules are not to be disdained as mere technicalities. They may not be ignored to suit the
convenience of a party. Adjective law ensures the effective enforcement of substantive rights through the
orderly and speedy administration of justice. Rules are not intended to hamper litigants or complicate
litigation. But they help provide for avital system of justice where suitors may be heard in the correct form and
manner, at the prescribed time in a peaceful though adversarial confrontation before a judge whose authority
litigants acknowledge.

Given that the assailed decision is now final and executory, this Court deems it unnecessary to discuss the
other issues raised in the petition.
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WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED. The assailed Decision dated January 30, 2013 and the order dated
September 19, 2013 of the Regional Trial Court of Tarlac City, Branch 63 in Civil Case N0.10694 are
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Article VIII, Section 13 of the Constitution, it is hereby certified that the conclusions in the above
decision were reached in consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the Court.

Bruselas, Jr. A.D., and Gaerlan, S.H., JJ., concur.
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