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ANTONIO, J.:

In Dulap vs. Court of Appeals,[1] this Court enunciated the rule that “a court of first instance or a branch thereof
has the authority and jurisdiction to take cognizance of, and to act in, a suit to annul a final and executory
judgment or order rendered by another court, of first instance or by another branch of the same court.” The case at
bar comes within the spirit and context of the aforecited rule and, therefore, We hold that the respondent Court of
First Instance of Rizal, Branch VIII, has the authority and jurisdiction to take cognizance of, and to act in, Civil
Case No. 8806, an action to annul a final or executory judgment in Civil Case No. 5908, Branch X, of the same
Court of First Instance, and in Civil Case No. 8926, which is an action to quiet title with damages. Both cases
involved the same property.

It appears from the pleadings and annexes submitted, that sometime on September 30, 1940, Pedro Francisco,
predecessor-in-interest of the petitioners, executed a Deed of Absolute Sale wherein Lot No. 3163 of the Morong
Cadastre, containing an area of approximately 7,840 square meters, more or less, was sold for P200.00 to the
vendee, Aquilino Tungke. The afore-mentioned Deed of Absolute Sale was registered in the Office of the Register
of Deeds of Rizal, pursuant to Act 3344, on November 11, 1943.

(a) THE EJECTMENT CASE — CIVIL CASE NO. 5908

Sometime on February 2, 1959, Pedro Francisco, alleging that defendant “squatted, occupied and built a
residential house” inside the aforecited property, filed a complaint for ejectment against Aquilino Tungke in the
Municipal Court of Morong, Rizal, which was docketed as Civil Case No. 123. After an answer was filed and trial
held thereon, the said complaint was dismissed by the Municipal Court of Morong. Pedro Francisco, not being
satisfied with its dismissal, appealed the same to the Court of First Instance of Rizal. This case was docketed as
Civil Case No. 5908, entitled “Pedro Francisco vs. Aquilino Tungke”[2] and assigned to Branch X of the Court of
First Instance of Rizal. On August 13, 1964, upon failure of either plaintiff Pedro Francisco or his counsel to
appear at the pre-trial and trial of the case notwithstanding due notice, and since the case was pending before said
court “since December 1, 1960”, the court, upon motion of the defendant therein, Aquilino Tungke, dismissed the
afore-mentioned case “for failure of the plaintiff to prosecute”.[3] The order of dismissal was sent by registered
mail and received by the counsel of record of Pedro Francisco on August 24, 1964, as per Registry Receipt No.
4837 of the Pasig, Rizal Post Office corroborated by Individual Record Book No. 7555 of the Registry Section,
Manila Post Office.[4]

(b) ACTION FOR THE ANNULMENT OF THE DEED OF SALE — CIVIL CASE NO. 6558
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In the meantime, during the pendency of Civil Case No. 5908, Pedro Francisco also filed a case against Aquilino
Tungke in the Court of First Instance to annul the Deed of Absolute Sale of the afore-mentioned Lot No. 3163 of
the Morong Cadastre executed by him on September 30, 1940.[5] This case was docketed as Civil Case No. 6558
and assigned to Branch II of the Court of First Instance of Rizal. On February 7, 1964, Civil Case No. 6558 was
also dismissed by the court in view of the repeated failure of Pedro Francisco to appear at the pre-trial and trial of
the case, notwithstanding due notice to them.[6] The motion for reconsideration as well as the amended motion
for reconsideration filed by Pedro Francisco in the afore-mentioned Civil Case No. 6558 was also denied by said
court, it appearing that the aforesaid order of dismissal of February 7, 1964 had already become final, long prior
to the filing of the first motion for reconsideration on November 3, 1964.

(c) RE-OPENING OF CIVIL CASE NO. 5908

Meanwhile, sometime, in November, 1964, Pedro Francisco, in order to re-open Civil Case No. 5908, filed with
said court (Branch X) an undated motion for reconsideration which the movant set for hearing on November 7,
1964. According to Aquilino Tungke, he received a copy of said motion only on November 13, 1964, or one (1)
week after the scheduled date of hearing, and no copy of said motion was furnished upon his counsel of record.
On November 9, 1964, Judge Samuel F. Reyes granted the aforesaid motion for reconsideration of Pedro
Francisco, set aside the order of dismissal, and scheduled the case for hearing on December 10, 1964. On
February 2, 1965, the said Judge rendered a judgment in Civil Case No. 5908, reversing the decision of the
municipal court and instead ordered Aquilino Tungke to vacate the premises in question, to restore to Pedro
Francisco its possession, and to pay to the latter the sum of P5.00 as rentals monthly from June 1950 until he shall
have vacated the premises. It is significant to note that the aforementioned decision clearly states that "(w)hen the
case was called for hearing on November 9, 1964, the defendant failed to appear notwithstanding due notice, and
on petition of plaintiff, thru counsel, he was allowed to present evidence ex-parte."[7] It will be recalled, however,
that it is precisely the claim of respondent Aquilino Tungke that he was notified of the scheduled hearing of
November 9, 1964 only on November 13, 1964, or one (1) week after the afore-mentioned date.

Aquilino Tungke's petition for relief from judgment in Civil Case No. 5908 was denied on June 15, 1965,
pur­portedly on the ground that the petition was not seasonably filed.

(d) ACTION TO ANNUL JUDGMENT — CIVIL CASE NO. 8806

As a consequence of these developments, Aquilino Tungke filed an action to annul the afore-mentioned judgment
dated February 2, 1965, in Civil Case No. 5908 on the ground that the court had no power and authority to set
aside the order of dismissal of August 13, 1964, the same having already become final. This case was docketed, as
Civil Case No. 8806 and was subsequently raffled and assigned to Branch VIII of the Court of First Instance of
Rizal.

(e) ACTION TO QUIET TITLE — CIVIL CASE NO. 8926

On September 23, 1965, Aquilino Tungke also filed an action against Pedro Francisco to quiet title over the
afore-mentioned Lot No. 3163. This case was docketed as Civil Case No. 8926 and raffled to Branch VIII of the
same court. Upon failure of the parties at the pre-trial to arrive at an amicable settlement and to submit a partial
stipulation of facts limiting the issues involved, aforesaid Civil Cases Nos. 8806 and 8926 were set by said court
for joint trial. After Aquilino Tungke presented his evidence, the counsel of Pedro Francisco filed a motion, dated
March 19, 1968, withdrawing as attorney for said party. This was granted by the court on March 29, 1968.

In the meantime, Pedro Francisco died on October 10, 1967 and the petitioners, as his heirs, were substituted as
parties-defendants. On August 25, 1970, the court rendered judgment in Civil Cases Nos. 8806 and 8926
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declaring plaintiff Aquilino Tungke "to be the absolute owner of the property identified as Lot No. 3163 of the
Morong Cadastre, located at San Guillermo, Morong, Rizal * * *", ordering the defendants to vacate the premises
in question and restore to plaintiff in peaceful possession, to pay the latter the sum of P1,000.00 as actual damages
for the reasonable value of fruit trees and the house constructed thereon which were destroyed by defendants.
Copy of the decision was served on petitioners on September 12, 1970 by the Provincial Sheriff of Rizal. On
December 17, 1970, respondent Aquilino Tungke filed a motion for execution which was granted by respondent
court on the same date. Five (5) months after the service of a copy of the decision to them, petitioners filed with
this Court the present petition on March 2, 1971.

Petitioners have brought the matter to this Court on certiorari, contending that respondent court acted without
jurisdiction, as the jurisdiction to annul a judgment of a branch of the court of first instance belongs solely to the
very same branch which rendered the judgment, and that any other branch, even if it be in the judicial district, that
attempts to do so either exceeds its jurisdiction or acts with grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack of
jurisdiction. Reliance is placed by petitioners upon this Court's ruling in J.M. Tuason & Co., Inc. vs. Torres, et
al.[8] and Mas vs. Dumara-og.[9]

As We stated in Dulap, supra, the rulings in the aforecited cases were abandoned and We declared that to "hold
that a court or a branch thereof has no authority or jurisdiction to annul a judgment, simply because that judgment
was rendered by another court of concurrent jurisdiction or by another branch, would, therefore, practically
amount to judicial legislation, affecting, as it will, the provisions of the Revised Judiciary Act." We adverted
therein that the venue of actions is fixed by law, and should not be disregarded simply to prevent one court of first
instance or one branch thereof from taking cognizance of an action to annul the judgment of another court of
concurrent jurisdiction or of another branch. We also observed in said case that the different branches of a court of
first instance are coordinate and co-equal courts, the totality of which is only one court of first instance, and that
the question does not involve the interference on the part of one branch with the judgment of another branch
because after a case had been finally terminated in one branch and an action to annul the judgment is filed in
another branch, the cause of action in one would be different from that of the other. We then concluded that "the
policy of judicial stability which underlies Dumara-og, J. M. Tuason & Co., Inc. and Sterling Investment
Corporation, et al.,[10] * * * should be held subordinate to an orderly administration of justice based on the
existing rules of procedure and the law." We re-affirm here the aforecited principles.

As We said earlier, respondent court, in taking cognizance of Civil Cases Nos. 8806 and 8926, did not, therefore,
gravely abuse its discretion but acted within its judicial competence and authority.

On the merits of respondent Aquilino Tungke's con­tention, We declare that after a judgment or order becomes
final, it is beyond the authority of the court that rendered it to alter or modify the same.[11] The order of dismissal
in Civil Case No. 5908, dated August 13, 1964, was a final order because it finally disposes of, adjudicates, or
determines the rights of the parties therein. When the aforesaid order of dismissal is not reconsidered or amended
within the thirty-day period provided by the rules, the finality of said order set in as a matter of course. As shown
herein, the said order of dismissal of August 13, 1964 had long become final when Pedro Francisco filed his
motion for reconsideration sometime in November 1964. The Court, therefore, exceeded its authority in setting
aside said order of dismissal on November 9, 1964, and, as a consequence, in rendering the judgment in said civil
case on February 2, 1965, reversing the decision of the Municipal Court of Morong.

In any event, it will be observed that the court, in Civil Cases Nos. 8806 and 8926, did not resolve the question as
to whether or not the decision of the court of February 2, 1965 in Civil Case No. 5908 should be annulled, which
was the subject of the action in Civil Case No. 8806, but instead limited itself to the issues involved in the action
to quiet the title over the property (Civil Case No. 8926), and declared on the basis of the evidence that plaintiff
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Aquilino Tungke is “the absolute owner” of the aforementioned Lot No. 3163 of the Morong Cadastre and,
therefore, lawfully entitled to its possession. There is no question that the action to quiet title over said property is
concededly within the jurisdictional authority and competence of said court.

WHEREFORE , in view of the foregoing pronounce­ments, the petition for certiorari with prohibition is
DENIED, with costs against petitioners.

Fernando, (Chairman), Barredo, Aquino, and Martin, JJ., concur.

Concepcion Jr., J., is on leave.

[1] 42 SCRA 537, 545.
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