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AUSTRIA-MARTINEZ, J.:

The propriety of the writ of preliminary injunction issued by the Regional Trial Court of Muntinlupa City (Branch
276) in Civil Case No. 98-233 isthe soleissue in this petition for review on certiorari, assailing the decision of the
Court of Appeals nullifying said writ.

Petitioners are the grandchildren of Pedro Medina from two marriages. In his first marriage to Isadora San Jose,
Pedro sired three children: Rafael, Rita and Remegia; in his second marriage, this time to Natalia Mullet, Pedro
had five: Cornelio, Brigida, Balbino, Crisanta and Rosila. Except for Balbino and Crisanta, al of Pedro’s children
likewise bore children, the petitionersin this case.[1]

On June 5, 1962, Pedro, his brother Alberto Medina and his niece Nazaria Cruz (Alberto’s daughter) executed a
notarized Contract to Sell in favor of respondent Greenfield Development Corporation over a parcel of land
located in Muntinlupa City, then in the Province of Rizal, covered by Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No.
100177 (Lot 90-A) and measuring 17,121 square meters.[2] A notarized Deed of Sale covering said property was
subsequently entered into on June 27, 1962, in favor of respondent, and this time signed by Pedro, Cornelio,
Brigida, Balbino, Gregoria, Crisanta, Rosila, and Alberto, all surnamed Medina, and Nazaria Cruz, as vendors.[ 3]

Thereafter, a notarized Deed of Absolute Sale with Mortgage was executed on September 4, 1964 in favor of
respondent over Lot 90-B covered by TCT No. 100178, measuring 16,291 square meters. Signing as vendors were
Pedro, Cornelio, Brigida, Balbino, Gregoria, Crisanta, Rosila, and Alberto, all surnamed Medina, and Nazaria
Cruz.[4]

By virtue of these sales, respondent was able to register in its name the title to the two parcels of land with TCT
No. 100578 covering Lot 90-A and TCT No. 133444 covering Lot 90-B. These properties were consolidated with
other lots and were eventually registered on July 19, 1995, in the name of respondent under TCT Nos. 202295,
202296 and 202297.[5]

On November 6, 1998, petitioners instituted Civil Case No. 98-233, an action for annulment of titles and deeds,
reconveyance, damages with preliminary injunction and restraining order, against respondent and the Register of
Deeds of Makati.[6] Included in the complaint are the heirs of Nazaria Cruz, as unwilling co-plaintiffs.[7]
Petitioners alege in their complaint that they are co-owners of these two parcels of land. While the titles were
registered in the names of Pedro, Alberto, Cornelio, Brigida and Gregoria, al surnamed Medina, they alleged that
they were recognized as co-owners thereof. In support of their case, petitioners maintain that the deeds of sale on
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these properties were ssimulated and fictitious, and the signatures of the vendors therein were fake. Despite the
transfer of the title to respondent’s name, they remained in possession thereof and in fact, their caretaker, a
certain Santos Arevalo and his family still reside on a portion of the property. On July 13, 1998, petitioners caused
an adverse claim to be annotated on the titles. After discovering the annotation, respondent constructed a fence on
the property and posted security personnel, barring their ingress and egress. Thus, petitioners sought, among
others, the issuance of atemporary restraining order and awrit of preliminary injunction enjoining respondent and
its agents and representatives from preventing petitioners to exercise their rights over the properties.[§]

Respondent denied the allegations, stating that petitioners have no valid claim on the properties as it is aready
titled in its name by virtue of the public documents executed by their predecessors. As counterclaim, respondent
aleged that Santos Arevalo is not petitioners' caretaker and it was them who employed him as caretaker.[9]

On January 18, 1999, the trial court issued its resolution granting petitioners' prayer for injunctive relief. The
dispositive portion of the resolution reads:

Let therefore an injunction issue, enjoining and directing defendant GREENFIELD DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION, its security guards, agents, representatives, and al those claiming rights under it, from
preventing plaintiffs and their caretaker Santos Arevalo, from entering and going out of the subject premises,
and from preventing them to exercise their property rights, upon payment of a bond in the amount of
P100,000.00.

It is SO ORDERED.[10]

Respondent filed a special civil action for certiorari and prohibition with the Court of Appeals, docketed as
CA-G.R. SP No. 52015. On July 16, 1999, the Court of Appealg[11] rendered its decision nullifying the trial
court’ s resolution, the dispositive portion of which provides:

IN THE (sic) LIGHT OF ALL THE FOREGOING, the petition is hereby GRANTED. The assailed Resolution
of the Public Respondent Judge, dated January 18, 1999, in Civil Case No. 98-233 is hereby NULLIFIED.

SO ORDERED.[12]
Petitioners now seek recourse with this Court, aleging the following grounds:
|

THE COURT OF APPEALS ERRED IN RELYING HEAVILY ON THE ANTECEDENT FACTS
NARRATED IN THE PETITION OF THE RESPONDENT IN CA-G.R. SP NO. 52015 AND ADOPTED
THE SAME ASITSOWN WITHOUT EVIDENTIARY SUPPORT

THE COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED A GRAVE ERROR IN UPHOLDING THE VALIDITY OF THE
DEEDS OF SALE IN FAVOR OF THE RESPONDENT AND IN HOLDING THAT RESPONDENT’'S
TRANSFER CERTIFICATES OF TITLE ARE VALID DESPITE THE FACT THAT THE SAID ISSUES
ARE YET TOBE TRIED

THE COURT OF APPEALS ERRED IN PRESUMING THAT NOTARIZED DOCUMENTS ARE VALID
AND THAT RESPONDENT’'S TORRENS TITLES ARE INDEFEASIBLE ON THE WRONG NOTION
THAT THE RESPONDENT WAS PRESUMED INNOCENT PERSON

v
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THE COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED A MISTAKE IN HOLDING THAT RESPONDENT WAS IN
CONSTRUCTIVE POSSESSION OF THE SUBJECT PREMISES NOTWITHSTANDING THAT
PETITIONERS ARE IN ACTUAL POSSESSION THEREOF

\Y

THE COURT OF APPEALS ERRED IN FINDING THAT PETITIONERS RIGHT TO IMPUGN
RESPONDENT’S TITLES HAVE (SIC) PRESCRIBED SINCE AN ACTION OR DEFENSE BASED ON
THE INEXISTENCE OF A CONTRACT DOES NOT PRESCRIBE[13]

As stated at the outset, the sole issue in this case is whether or not the trial court erred in granting petitioners

prayer for injunctive relief. This Court’s resolution will revolve only on the propriety of the injunction. Any
reference to the validity or invalidity of the transfers and the titles is merely preliminary, as the matter should be
resolved after trial on the merits.

It was the trial court’s opinion that petitioners are entitled to the injunction for the following reasons:

The Court however holds suspect the acquisition by Greenfield Development Corporation of the two parcels.
Lot 90-A covered by Transfer Certificate of Title No. 100177, was promised to be sold to defendant under a
contract to sell but the other co-owners did not sign this Contract to Sell, who all denied knowledge of the
same. No contract of Sale followed this Contract to Sell which cannot be the bases of the issuance of a new
title. A Contract to Sell is only a promise to sell, and is not a deed of sale, specialy as this Contact to Sell is
not signed by all of the registered owners.

This Court cannot also understand how the document, denominated as DEED OF ABSOLUTE SALE WITH
MORTGAGE can be the bases (sic) of a new title. The absoluteness of the sale, is contradicted by the
mortgage it also provides. There is absoluteness of sale only when the buyer upon execution of the contract,
pay (sic) in full the consideration and ownership passes to the Vendee. The registered owners of Lot 90-B
covered by Transfer Certificate of Title No. 100178 even deny having executed this document of Deed of
Absolute Sale with Mortgage.

Until these matters are threshed out at the trial on the merits, and after thisis fully explained and determined,
whether the properties were actually sold to Defendant Greenfield Development Corporation, irreparable
injury will visit the landowner if the claim of ownership by Greenfield Development Corporation is allowed
and not enjoined.[14]

The Court of Appeals, however, disagreed with the trial court. It noted that the trial court relied mainly on
petitioners allegations in the complaint, which were not supported by substantia evidence, and ignored the
presumption of validity ascribed to the duly notarized deeds of conveyances and the titles issued to respondent.
The Court of Appeals aso found that respondent is in constructive possession of the properties in dispute
considering that it is aready the registered owner thereof since 1962. Lastly, the Court of Appeas held that
petitioners' right to impugn respondent’ s title to the property has already prescribed.[15]

Section 3, Rule 58 of the Rules of Court provides for the grounds justifying the issuance of a preliminary
injunction, to wit:
SEC. 3. Grounds for issuance of preliminary injunction. - A preliminary injunction may be granted when it is
established:

(a) That the applicant is entitled to the relief demanded, and the whole or part of such relief consists in
restraining the commission or continuance of the act or acts complained of, or in requiring the performance of
an act or acts, either for alimited period or perpetually;

(b) That the commission, continuance or non-performance of the act or acts complained of during the litigation
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would probably work injustice to the applicant; or

(c) That a party, court, agency or a person is doing, threatening or is attempting to do, or is procuring or
suffering to be done, some act or acts probably in violation of the rights of the applicant respecting the subject
of the action or proceeding, and tending to render the judgment ineffectual.

The purpose of a preliminary injunction is to prevent threatened or continuous irremediable injury to some of the
parties before their claims can be thoroughly studied and adjudicated. Its sole aim is to preserve the status quo
until the merits of the case can be heard fully.[16] Thus, to be entitled to an injunctive writ, the petitioner has the
burden to establish the following requisites:[17]

1)
aright in esse or aclear and unmistakable right to be protected;

)

aviolation of that right;

©)

that there is an urgent and permanent act and urgent necessity for the writ to prevent serious damage.

Hence, petitioners’ entitlement to the injunctive writ hinges on their prima facie legal right to the properties
subject of the present dispute. The Court notes that the present dispute is based solely on the parties' allegations
in their respective pleadings and the documents attached thereto. We have on one hand, petitioners bare assertion
or claim that they are co-owners of the properties sold by their predecessors to respondent, and on the other,
respondent’s claim of ownership supported by deeds of conveyances and torrens titles in their favor. From these
alone, it is clear that petitioners failed to discharge the burden of clearly showing a clear and unmistakable right to
be protected. Where the complainant’s right or title is doubtful or disputed, injunction is not proper. The
possibility of irreparable damage without proof of actual existing right is not a ground for an injunction.[18]

Petitioners contend that the Court of Appeals should not have relied on respondent’s allegations regarding the
circumstances surrounding the sales and the transfer of the titles. Petitioners point out that trial on the merits of
the case is still ongoing and respondent is yet to adduce evidence in support of its contention. The same, however,
applies to petitioners' cause of action. They only have their own allegations and are yet to prove their claim. And
as stated earlier, the only bases from which the propriety of the injunction can be determined are their respective
pleadings and documents. Whét tilt the balance in respondent’ s favor are the notarized documents and the titles to
the properties. The well-settled rule is that a document acknowledged before a notary public enjoys the
presumption of regularity. It is a prima facie evidence of the facts therein stated. To overcome this presumption,
there must be presented evidence that is clear and convincing. Absent such evidence, the presumption must be
upheld.[19] In addition, the titles in the name of respondent, having been registered under the Torrens system, are
generally a conclusive evidence of the ownership of the land referred to therein,[20] and a strong presumption
exists that the titles are regularly issued and valid.[21] Therefore, until and unless petitioners show that the
documents are indeed spurious and the titles invalid, then the presumptions must prevail at thisjuncture.

Petitioners, however, argue that the presumption of validity of the notarized documents and titles cannot be
applied in respondent’s case as it is not an innocent purchaser.[22] According to petitioners, respondent is fully
aware that at the time that the Contract to Sell was entered into in 1962, Leon Medina who is a co-owner of the
property then covered by TCT No. 21314, was already dead. Sufficeit to say that these arguments already involve
the merits of the main case pending before the trial court, which should not even be preliminarily dealt with, as it
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would be premature.

Equally pertinent is the rule that courts should avoid issuing a writ of preliminary injunction, which in effect,
would dispose of the main case without trial.[23] The ground relied upon by the trial court in issuing the writ of
preliminary injunction in this case is its doubt over the acquisition of the properties by respondent.[24] Such basis
would be virtually recognizing petitioners’ claim that the deeds of conveyances and the titles are a nullity without
further proof, to the detriment of the doctrine of presumption of validity in favor of these documents. There
would, in effect, be a prejudgment of the main case and areversal of the rule on the burden of proof since it would
assume the proposition which the petitioners are inceptively duty bound to prove.[25]

Petitioners also claim that they are in actual possession of the property. As alleged in their complaint, they
ingtituted Santos Arevalo, a co-petitioner, as caretaker.[26] They also aleged in their petition filed before this
Court that Balbino and Yolanda Medina and their respective families are still residing on a portion of the
property.[27] Respondent belies their claim, declaring that it employed Arevalo as caretaker. Respondent
presented a notarized Receipt and Quitclaim dated April 26, 1994, signed by Arevalo, who attested that he was
employed by respondent as caretaker and that his stay on the property was a mere privilege granted by
respondent.

Possession and ownership are two different legal concepts. Just as possession is not a definite proof of ownership,
neither is non-possession inconsistent with ownership. Even assuming that petitioners allegations are true, it
bears no legal conseguence in the case at hand because the execution of the deeds of conveyances is aready
deemed equivalent to delivery of the property to respondent, and prior physical delivery or possession is not
legally required.[28] Under Article 1498 of the Civil Code, “when the sale is made through a public instrument,
the execution thereof shall be equivalent to the delivery of the object of the contract, if from the deed the contrary
does not appear or cannot be inferred.” Possession is aso transferred, along with ownership thereof, to respondent
by virtue of the notarized deeds of conveyances.[29]

In sum, the trial court committed grave abuse of discretion in issuing the writ of preliminary injunction, and the
Court of Appealswas correct in nullifying the same.

The Court, however, finds that it was precipitate for the Court of Appealsto rule that petitioners’ action is barred
by prescription. As previously stressed, the parties are yet to prove their respective alegations and the trial court
is yet to receive the evidence. There is nothing on record that can conclusively support the conclusion that the
action is barred by prescription. Hence, the Court of Appeals should not have made such ruling.

WHEREFORE, the petition is hereby DENIED for lack of merit. The Decision dated July 16, 1999 rendered by
the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. SP No. 52015 is AFFIRMED, except asto its view on prescription, as discussed
in the body of the text.

Let the original records of this case be remanded to the Regional Trial Court of Muntinlupa City (Branch 276)
with dispatch for further proceedings.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, (Chairman), Callgo, Sr., Tinga, and Chico-Nazario, JJ., concur.

[1] Records, pp. 3-4.
[2] Id., pp. 19-22, Annex “C.”
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