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BARRIOS, J.

The respondent Alfredo Duefias, Sr. (or hereafter Duefias) sued the petitioners Federico dela Cruz, Corazon
Mallari, Rogue Bugayong, Ruben Alfaro and Jose Pasion (or hereafter petitioners) for Recovery of Possession
with Damages before the Municipal Trial Court of Tarlac City (or MTCC). The Decision was adverse to the
petitioners who appealed to the Regiona Trial Court (or RTC) of the same place. The RTC affirmed the MTCC
ruling. Hence this appellate recourse to Us with the petitioners positing these issues:

WHETHER OR NOT THE RTC OF TARLAC CITY ERRED IN AFFIRMING THE RENDITION OF
SUMMARY JUDGMENT IN THISCASE BY THEMTC OF TARLACCITY.

WHETHER OR NOT THE RTC TARLAC CITY, IN AFFIRMING THE DECISION OF THE MTC OF
TARLAC CITY, ERRED WHEN IT FOUND THE RESPONDENT TO ENJOY A BETTER RIGHT TO
POSSESS THE SUBJECT PROPERTY.. (pp. 13-14, rollo)

In his complaint, Duefias averred that he is the registered owner of that 2,010 square meters Lot 1-B in Barrio
Balincanaway, Tarlac, Tarlac covered by Transfer Certificate of Title No. 308057. Claiming that they have a
better right over the subject property, the petitioners occupied this without the consent of Duefias. Demands made
to vacate and restore were futile, hence the filing of the suit for recovery of possession.

In their traverse, the petitioners asseverated that the subject lot was formerly a part of the Cojuangco estate and
this was acquired by the government for redistribution to the actual occupants pursuant to the agrarian reform
program. Duefias who was then the barangay captain of Balincanaway and tasked to identify the actual occupants
of the subdivided lot, in utter bad faith listed the subject lot as part of his farm holding. An Emancipation Patent
and Original Transfer Certificate of Title No. 6678 were thusissued in Duefias name on August 26, 1997. Barely
three (3) months after the issuance of the emancipation patent on October 30, 1997, Duefias succeeded in
canceling OCT No. 6678 and in lieu thereof Transfer Certificate of Title 299615 was issued. Duefias thereafter
sold this lot to Nature Realty and Development Corporation (or Nature Realty) and so his TCT No. 299615 was
cancelled and TCT No. 300418 was issued in the name of Nature Realty. In 1998 Nature Realty reconveyed this
lot to Duefias, hence anew TCT No. 308057 was issued in the name of Duefias again.

The petitioners further aleged that Duefias never possessed or cultivated the subject lot and claimed that they
have a better right to possess this. Also, they moved to dismiss the complaint on ground of lack of jurisdiction and
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litis pendentia. In the alternative, the petitioners moved to suspend the proceedings on ground of prejudicial
question.

During the pre-trial conference, the petitioners made the following admissions: (i) the lot in question is covered by
TCT No. 308057 in the name of Duefias; (ii) the property is covered by Tax Declaration aso in the name of
Duefias and petitioners never declared the property for taxation purposes, and (iii) the case filed before the
DARAB had been dismissed and the petitioners did not appeal nor move for its reconsideration rendering the
decision final and executory.

In view of these admissions, Duefias moved for summary judgment which was granted by the MTCC on
November 13, 2001 decreeing that:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, defendants FEDERICO DELA CRUZ, CORAZON MALLARI,
ROQUE BUGAYONG, RUBEN P. ALFARO and JOSE PASION, their agents, successors-in-interest, or any
persons acting in their behalves are directed to vacate the premises in question, remove their respective
improvements and restore possession thereof to the plaintiff. Each defendant are likewise directed to pay
plaintiff the amount of P200.00 a month from the time of their refusal to vacate up to the time possession is
fully restores to plaintiff. Defendants are further directed to pay plaintiff the amount of P10,000.00 as
attorney’ s fees.

SO ORDERED. (p. 55, rollo)

From this, the petitioners appealed to the RTC which however affirmed in toto the appealed Decision. A motion
for its reconsideration was filed but floundered.

In this appellate recourse, the petitioners insist that summary judgment is inappropriate to resolve the case at bar,
arguing that they raised genuine and material factual matters which they should have been allowed to prove at a
trial. Summary judgment is a procedural device for the prompt disposition of actions in which the pleadings raise
only alegal issue, and not a genuine issue as to any material fact. By genuine issue is meant a question of fact that
calls for the presentation of evidence. It should be distinguished from an issue that is sham, contrived, set in bad
faith and patently unsubstantial. It is resorted to in order to avoid long drawn out litigations and useless delays
(Puyat vs. Zabarte, G. R. No. 141536, February 26, 2001).

For summary judgment to be valid, Rule 35, Section 3 of the Rules of Court, requires () that there must be no
genuine issue as to any material fact, except for the amount of damages; and (b) that the party presenting the
motion for summary judgment must be entitled to ajudgment as a matter of law (Puyat vs. Zabarte, supra).

It should be emphasized that the only issue to be resolved in this action to recover possession of the subject
property is the question of who is entitled to the physical or material possession of the premises (Acosta vs.
Enriquez, G. R. No. 140967, June 26, 2003). In this case, the petitioners admitted that the subject lot was titled
and declared for taxation purposes in the name Duefias. Also, they admitted that they never paid the realty taxes
for the said lot and that the case they filed with the DARAB had already been dismissed and the dismissal already
attained finality.

It iswell settled that a person who has Torrens title over the property is entitled to the possession thereof (Apostol
vs. Court of Appeals, G. R. No. 125375, June 17, 2004). Accordingly, whatever right of possession the petitioners
may have over the subject property cannot prevail over that of Duefias as the registered owner of the property in
dispute. The MTCC thus properly resolved the case through summary judgment and the courts a quo cannot also
be faulted in granting the relief that Duefias had prayed for.

The aleged invalidity of Duefias' titleis not a hindrance to the recovery of the possession from the petitioners. As
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correctly ruled by the courts a quo, a certificate of title is not subject to collateral attack. Hence the issue of
whether a title was procured by falsification or fraud should be raised in an action expressly instituted for the
purpose (Foster-Gallego vs. Galang, G.R. No. 130228. July 27, 2004). Also, if a property covered by a Torrens
titleisinvolved asin this case, the presumptive conclusiveness of such title should be given due weight, and in the
absence of strong compelling evidence to the contrary, the holder thereof should be considered the owner of the
property in controversy until his title is nullified in an appropriate ordinary action (Pacioles Jr. vs.
Chuatoco-Ching, G. R. No. 127920, August 9, 2005). Being the registered owner, Duefias thus acquired and has a
better right to the possession of the subject lot.

Because the RTC and for that matter the MTCC committed no reversible error in rendering the assailed Decision

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED DUE COURSE and accordingly DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED.

Guarifialll and Romilla-Lontok, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library FEDERICO DELA CRUZ, CORAZON MALLARI, ROQUE UGAYON...

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



