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SANDOVAL-GUTIERREZ, J.:

Before us is a Petition for Review on Certiorari[1]assailing the Decision[2] of the Court of Appeals dated May 10,
2001 and its Resolution dated July 27, 2001 in CA-G.R. CV No. 54196, entitled "CARMITA LEGARDA,
plaintiff-appellee, v. JAIME ABEJA, together with all persons claiming rights under him, defendant, BENJAMIN
AND ROSENDA ESPINO, defendants-appellants."

On August 1, 1986, Carmita Legarda, respondent, filed with the Regional Trial Court, Manila, three separate
complaints[3] for accion publiciana[4] against Benjamin Espino, Rosenda Espino, petitioners, and Jaime Abeja.
Respondent alleged that she is the owner of three lots[5] situated on Altura St., Sta. Mesa, Manila. Petitioners
clandestinely entered the premises and constructed their houses thereon without the knowledge and consent of her
late father, Benito F. Legarda. Despite demand, petitioners refused to vacate the premises and remove their
improvements. Respondent reported the matter to Barangay Chairman Epifania Atienza, but petitioners ignored
the summonses issued to them. Respondent prayed that petitioners be ordered to vacate the lots and to pay
reasonable compensation for the use and occupancy of the premises.

In their separate Answers, petitioners alleged that they cannot be evicted because the lots are covered by the
Urban Land Reform Act and, therefore, they have priority to buy the lots; that the complaints failed to allege the
dates of respondent's demands to vacate; and that respondent did not resort to conciliation proceedings before the
barangay prior to the filing of the complaints.

After the trial, the lower court rendered a Decision against petitioners, ordering them to vacate the lots and deliver
possession thereof to respondent, remove all improvements constructed thereon, and pay reasonable compensation
for the use and occupancy of the premises.

Aggrieved, petitioners, with the exception of Abeja, interposed their joint appeal to the Court of Appeals. On May
10, 2001, the Appellate Court promulgated its assailed Decision affirming in toto the Decision[6] of the lower
court, holding that:

Defendants-appellants vigorously assert that the case did not undergo conciliation proceedings in violation of
the provisions of Presidential Decree No. 1508 or the Katarungang Pambarangay Law. However,
plaintiff-appellee presented as evidence a Certification from Barangay Chairman Epifania Atienza to prove
otherwise. Hence, the act of the barangay chairman in issuing the Certification enjoys the presumption that his
official duty has been regularly performed, absent any evidence to the contrary. Further, the
defendants-appellants did not object to the presentation of the Certification. Neither did they question said
Certification.

Petitioners filed a Motion for Reconsideration but was denied by the Court of Appeals on July 27, 2001.[7]
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Hence, this Petition for Review on Certiorari.

The main issue for our resolution is whether respondent complied with the Katarungang Pambarangay Law[8]
providing for a conciliation before any complaint, petition, action or proceeding involving any matter within the
authority of the Lupon of the barangay shall be filed or instituted in court.

Petitioners contend that while it is true that the complaints alleged that the barangay chairman issued a
Certification to File Action (attached to the complaints), however, it was not identified or marked, and worst, not
offered as evidence during the trial.

Upon the other hand, respondent maintains that the Certification need not be formally offered in evidence since it
was deemed admitted by petitioners when they failed to deny the same under oath in their Answer.

We agree with respondent.

Records show that respondent referred the dispute to the barangay for conciliation proceedings prior to the filing
of the complaints with the lower court. In fact the Certification to File Action[9] dated June 21, 1985 states:

This is to certify that the undersigned, in her capacity as Barangay Chairman of Barangay No. 581, Zone 57,
Sampaloc, Manila, exerted efforts within the last twelve (12) months to bring to an amicable settlement the
controversy between Miss CARMITA LEGARDA of 1011 R. Hidalgo, Quiapo, Manila and Mrs. ROSENDA
ESPINO of 618 Altura Street, Sampaloc, Manila, Mr. BENJAMIN ESPINO, also of 618 Altura Street,
Sampaloc, Manila, and Mr. JAIME ABEJA of 620 Altura Street, Sampaloc, Manila, in respect to the
occupancy of the three (3) last named persons of Miss LEGARDA's property which makes up the sites of the
houses of said persons.

Nevertheless, no such settlement took place or was possible in view of the repeated refusal of the same persons
to meet with Miss LEGARDA or her personal representative, Mr. ANTONIO O. SINON, despite several
summons issued to them by the undersigned.

THIS CERTIFICATION is therefore issued to serve as a basis for the filing of the corresponding complaint or
complaints by Miss CARMITA LEGARDA.

(Sgd.) Epifania Atienza.

As correctly observed by the Court of Appeals, petitioners did not object to the presentation of the Certification to
File Action during the hearing, thus:

Defendants-appellants vigorously assert that the case did not undergo conciliation proceedings in violation of
the provisions of P.D. No. 1508 or the Katarungang Pambarangay Law. However, plaintiff-appellee presented
as evidence a certification from Barangay Chairman Epifinia Atienza to prove otherwise. Hence, the act of the
barangay chairman in issuing the certification enjoys the presumption that his official duty has been regularly
performed, absent any evidence to the contrary. Further, the defendants-appellants did not object to the
presentation of the certification. Neither did they question said certification. In the separate Answer of
defendants-appellants, they alleged that the owner of the property was not Don Benito Legarda but Benito
Legarda Incorporated. Assuming this to be true, then barangay conciliation proceedings becomes truly
unnecessary since one of the parties to the case is a judicial person.

Even assuming that respondent did not refer the dispute to the barangay for conciliation, still, the trial court could
take cognizance of the case considering that petitioners here did not object to such lack of conciliation during the
hearing.

In Junson v. Martinez[,][10]we ruled that non-compliance with the condition precedent under Presidential Decree
No. 1508 does not prevent a court of competent jurisdiction from exercising its power of adjudication over a case
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where the defendants fail to object to such exercise of jurisdiction. But such objection should be seasonably made
before the court first taking cognizance of the complaint,[11] and must be raised in the Answer, or in such other
pleading allowed under the Rules of Court.[12]

Evidently, respondent has satisfactorily shown that she complied with the mandate of the law by referring the
dispute to the barangay for amicable settlement before filing her complaints with the court.

WHEREFORE, this Court DENIES the petition. The challenged Decision and Resolution of the Court of Appeals
in CA-G.R. CV No. 54196 are AFFIRMED.

Costs against petitioners.
SO ORDERED.

Puno, (Chairperson), Azcuna, and Garcia, JJ., concur.
Corona, J., on sick leave

[1]Under Section 1, Rule 45 of the 1997 Revised Rules of Civil Procedure, as amended.

[2] Penned by Justice Remedios A. Salazar-Fernando and concurred in by Justice Romeo A. Brawner (retired,
now Commissioner, Commission on Elections) and Justice Rebecca de Guia-Salvador.

[3] Docketed as Civil Case Nos. 86-36939, 86-36941, and 86-36940, respectively, and were consolidated in
Branch 38.

[4]A plenary action to recover the right of possession when dispossession has lasted for more than one year.

[5]Rollo, pp. 5-6.

[6] Annex "A," rollo, pp. 15-30.

[7]Annex "B," id., p. 32.

[8]Presidential Decree No. 1508, Establishing a System of Amicably Settling Disputes at the Barangay Level,
which took effect on December 11, 1978; now repealed by Republic Act No. 7160, The Local Government Code
of 1991, Sections 399-422 and 515, which took effect on January 1, 1992.

Section 3. Venue. — Disputes between persons actually residing in the same barangay shall be brought for
amicable settlement before the Lupon of said barangay. Those involving actual residents of different barangays
within the same city or municipality shall be brought in the barangay where the respondent or any of the
respondents actually resides, at the election of the complainant.

Section 6. Conciliation, pre-condition to filing of complaint. — No complaint, petition, action or proceeding
involving any matter within the authority of the Lupon as provided in Section 2 hereof shall be filed or
instituted in court or any other government office for adjudication unless there has been a confrontation of the
parties before the Lupon Chairman or the Pangkat and no conciliation or settlement has been reached as
certified by the Lupon Secretary or the Pangkat Secretary, attested by the Lupon or Pangkat Chairman, or
unless the settlement has been repudiated.

[9] Rollo, p. 36.

[10] G.R. No. 141324, July 8, 2003, 405 SCRA 390, citing Gonzales v. Court of Appeals, 151 SCRA 289 (1987).
[11] Id., citing Royales v. Intermediate Appellate Court, 127 SCRA 470 (1984).
[12] Id., citing Garces v. Court of Appeals, 162 SCRA 504 (1988).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 149266. March 17, 2006

© 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



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for 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 from it.

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 all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full 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 exams that tell you where you 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 keeps you 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.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 149266. March 17, 2006

© 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


