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ESCOLIN, J.:

This is an appeal, perfected before the effectivity of Rep. Act No. 5440, from the order of the defunct Court of
First Instance of Quezon City, dismissing the complaint filed by plaintiff-appellant Leoncio Boncato in Civil Case
No. Q-11570, on ground of lack of cause of action. Said complaint sought to declare null and void [1] the deed of
sale over aresidential lot executed by the People's Homesite and Housing Corporation, PHHC for short, in favor
of the spouses Amado A. Tolentino and Angela A. Tolentino, [2] the deed of sale subsequently executed by the
Tolentinos over the same lot in favor of the spouses Cirilo Siason and Marcelina Siason, and [3] the certificate of
title issued to the spouses Siason.

The principal averments of the complaint disclose the following facts: Plaintiff Leon Boncato was the bona fide
occupant of a residential lot, belonging to the PHHC, designated as Lot 4, Block E-140 of the subdivision plan
Psd-68807, situated in Diliman, Quezon City, otherwise known as the Pifiahan area. Sometime in 1956, Boncato
constructed a dwelling house on said lot. He was actually in possession thereof when the Pifiahan area was
reclassified as aresidential area by virtue of a Presidential Directive issued by President Magsaysay. Under said
Presidential Directive the Pifiahan area was ordered subdivided for sale to the actual occupants thereof. Lot 4,
Block E-140, with an area of 400 square meters, more or less, was one of the subdivided lots of the Pifiahan area.

Plaintiff is qualified under the said Presidential Directive to acquire a residential ot from the PHHC: he is a
Filipino citizen and is without a home lot of his own. He filed an application with the defendant PHHC to
purchase the lot in question, but the latter took no action thereon on the pretext that the Pifiahan area had not yet
been subdivided.

On February 20, 1964, a Presidential Directive was issued by President Garcia, directing that —

"In view of the foregoing, it is hereby directed that necessary steps be taken by that corporation (PHHC) to
cancel the conditional awards of PHHC lots in the East Avenue subdivision (Pifiahan ared), Quezon City, made
in favor of outsiders who are not occupants of the area in question, those awards are subject to revocation in
case the applicants are found not to possess the necessary qualifications, and to cause the immediate sale
thereof to the members of Pifiahan Homeowners Association who were and are still occupants thereof from the
time the area was reclassified and sub-divided in accordance with the directive of the late President Magsaysay
XXX."

Another Presidential Directive was issued to the PHHC on January 8, 1965 to the effect that —

"Considering then that it may take sometime for the President to render a decision on the matter, it is hereby
directed that the issuance of titles to disputed lots in the PHHC Pifiahan subdivision be stopped in the
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meantime until further advice from his Office."

In order to implement the above Presidential Directives, the President created the Gancayco Committee to
investigate the anomalous and irregular awards and/or sales of PHHC lots referred to in said Directives.

Despite the aforementioned Presidentia Directives, the PHHC on October 7, 1965, in connivance with the other
defendants in order to deprive the plaintiff of his preferential right to purchase the land in question, unlawfully
and surreptitiously sold the said lot to the spouses Amado Tolentino and Angela A. Tolentino, although said
spouses were legally disqualified from purchasing the same for not being actual occupants thereof, aside from the
fact that they had already acquired from the PHHC another residential lot located in Roxas District, Quezon City.
Furthermore, the sale had not been cleared by the Gancayco Committee which even at that time was considering
the application of the plaintiff to purchase the said lot.

On May 6, 1966, or before the lapse of one year from the date of their purchase from the PHHC, the Tolentinos,
"pursuant to the same immoral and unlawful understanding and scheme among the defendants,” sold Lot 4 to the
defendant spouses Cirilo Siason and Marcelina F. Siason. This transaction was made in flagrant violation of the
express provision set forth in the PHHC deed of sale which prohibited the transfer or alienation within one year
from one's purchase of alot from the PHHC. By virtue of the aforementioned deeds of sale, the spouses Sia-son
obtained TCT No. 105073 covering Lot 4.

The PHHC filed an gjectment suit against plaintiff Boncato before the City Court of Quezon City, docketed as
Civil Case No. 9974. A decision in said case was rendered in favor of the PHHC; but on appeal, the Court of First
Instance of Quezon City dismissed the case for lack of jurisdiction.

The facts recited above are the very averments set forth in Boncato's complaint for annulment against the
defendants PHHC and the spouses Siason.

The defendants filed separate motions to dismiss the complaint on the principal ground that it failed to state a
cause of action. In amost identical allegations, they contended that the plaintiff's mere possession of the land and
the fact of his having filed a purchase application with the PHHC did not confer upon him any legal right, much
less a preferentia one, to acquire the disputed property for he was a mere squatter whose application to purchase
had neither been accepted nor approved by the PHHC. It was further stressed that plaintiff had no right of action
to seek annulment of the deeds of sale entered into by the defendants, he being atotal stranger to said transactions.

As pointed out, the trial court dismissed the complaint. It rationalized its posture thus:

"The plaintiff has no cause of action as he had not yet established his legal right to Lot 4, Blk. E-140, East
Avenue Subdivision, Diliman, Quezon City. Such being the case, the plaintiff cannot file an action for
annulment of the document covering said Lot 4. xxx As previously ruled by this Court, the plaintiff has no
cause of action against herein defendants, considering that he had not yet established any legal right
whatsoever over the subject matter of this complaint. x x x."

The plaintiff's motion for reconsideration of the order was likewise denied by the trial court, on the basis of its
conclusion that "the plaintiff herein is a mere squatter and, therefore, is not entitled to any preferential right which
they claimed, considering that a person guilty of illegal entry cannot invoke the benefits of the law."

Hence this appeal.
We find the appeal impressed with merit.

This Court has consistently ruled that when a motion to dismiss a complaint is based on the ground of failure to
state a cause of action, the sufficiency of the complaint should be tested solely on the strength of the facts alleged
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therein, and no other.[1] Otherwise stated, the truth of all the averments pleaded in the complaint is deemed
admitted, and if said allegations furnish sufficient basis by which the complaint can be maintained, the same
should not be dismissed, regardless of the allegations or defenses that may be put up by the defendant.[2]

The complaint in the case at bar averred that the plaintiff qualified under the Directive of President Magsaysay to
acquire aresidential lot from the PHHC, he being a Filipino citizen who did not own a homelot of his own; that as
actual occupant of Lot 4, he has a preferential right to purchase said lot; that he filed the corresponding
application to purchase with the PHHC but the latter, instead of acting thereon, illegaly awarded and sold the
property to Amado Tolentino and his wife, who in turn transferred the same to the spouses Siason; and that said
transactions were illegal, having been perfected in gross violation of the Presidential Directives governing the
disposition of the PHHC lot in the Pifiahan area. These averments, which are deemed admitted by the defendants,
sufficiently point out a right of action on the part of the plaintiff. Indeed, the elements of a cause of action are
present: there is an alleged right of the plaintiff, a violation or breach of such right was committed by the
defendants, and on the basis of the facts alleged in the complaint, a valid judgment could have been rendered in
accordance with the relief sought therein.

The court a quo however, found that the complaint failed to state a cause of action because the plaintiff was "a
mere squatter” and, therefore, had no legal right to the disputed property. It should be borne in mind that the
complaint was dismissed upon a mere motion to dismiss, not on the strength of any evidence presented by either
party, or as a result of atrial on the merits. Since the complaint alleged that plaintiff is “the actual, bona fide
occupant" of the disputed land, the trial court's holding that plaintiff was "a mere squatter" must have been drawn
from the defendant’'s motion to dismiss. But as heretofore pointed out, in the resolution of a motion to dismiss, the
sufficiency or insufficiency of the cause of action must be determined solely from the face of the complaint, and
no other. And if the court finds the allegations sufficient, but doubts their veracity, the only course of action to
take is to deny the motion to dismiss, require defendant to answer, and thereafter proceed to try the case on the
merits.

WHEREFORE, the questioned order dismissing the complaint is hereby set aside. Let the records of the case be
remanded to the Executive Judge of the Regional Trial Court of Quezon City to be raffled to a branch of said
court for appropriate proceedings. No costs.

SO ORDERED.

Concepcion, Jr., (Acting Chairman), Cuevas, Alampay, and Patgjo, JJ., concur.

Aquino, (Chairman), and Abad Santos, JJ., on leave.

<u

[1] De Jesus, et al. v. Belarmino, et a. 95 Phil. 365
[2] Reinaresv. Arrastia, 5 SCRA 748</u

© 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 G.R. No. L-29094. September 05, 1985

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



