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CALLEJO, SR, J.:

This is a petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of Court of the Decision[1] of the
Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. CV No. 63737 as well as its Resolution[2] denying the motion for the
reconsideration of the said decision.

The Antecedents

On September 3, 1996, petitioners Cesar, Ibarra, Nestor, Lina and Prescilla, al surnamed Hilario, filed a
complaint with the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Romblon, Romblon, Branch 71, against private respondent
Allan T. Salvador. They aleged therein, inter alia, as follows:

- That, the plaintiffs are co-owners by inheritance from Concepcion Mazo Salvador of a parcel of land
designated as Cad. Lot No. 3113-part, located at Sawang, Romblon, Romblon, which property was [adjudged]
as the hereditary share of their father, Brigido M. Hilario, Jr. when their father was still single, and which
adjudication was known by the plaintiffg[’] father’s co-heirs;

- That, sometime in 1989, defendant constructed his dwelling unit of mixed materials on the property of the
plaintiffs’ father without the knowledge of the herein plaintiffs or their predecessors-in-interest;

- That, demands have been made of the defendant to vacate the premises but the latter manifested that he have
(sic) asked the prior consent of their grandmother, Concepcion Mazo Salvador;

- That, to reach a possible amicable settlement, the plaintiffs brought the matter to the Lupon of Barangay
Sawang, to no avail, evidenced by the CERTIFICATE TO FILE ACTION hereto attached as ANNEX B;

- That, the unjustified refusal of the defendant to vacate the property has caused the plaintiffs to suffer shame,
humiliation, wounded feelings, anxiety and sleepless nights,

- That, to protect their rights and interest, plaintiffs were constrained to engage the services of alawyer.[3]

The petitioners prayed that, after due proceedings, judgment be rendered in their favor, thus:

WHEREFORE, it is prayed of this Honorable Court that after due process (sic), an order be issued for the
defendant to vacate and peacefully turn over to the plaintiffs the occupied property and that defendant be made
to pay plaintiffs:

- actual damages, as follows:a.l. transportation expenses in connection with the projected settlement of the
case amounting to P1,500.00 and for the subsequent attendance to the hearing of this case at P1,500.00 each
schedule;
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a.2. attorney’ s fees in the amount of P20,000.00 and P500.00 for every court appearance;
- moral and exemplary damages in such amount incumbent upon the Honorable Court to determine; and
- such other relief and remedies just and equitable under the premises.[4]

The private respondent filed a motion to dismiss the complaint on the ground of lack of jurisdiction over the
nature of the action, citing Section 33 of Batas Pambansa (B.P.) Blg. 129, as amended by Section 3(3) of Republic
Act (R.A.) No. 7691.[5] He averred that —

(2) the complaint failed to state the assessed value of the land in dispute;
(2) the complaint does not sufficiently identify and/or describe the parcel of land referred to as the
subject-matter of this action;

both of which are essential requisites for determining the jurisdiction of the Court where the case is filed. In this
case, however, the assessed value of the land in question is totally absent in the allegations of the complaint and
there is nothing in the relief prayed for which can be picked-up for determining the Court’s jurisdiction as
provided by law.

In the face of this predicament, it can nevertheless be surmised by reading between the lines, that the assessed
value of the land in question cannot exceed P20,000.00 and, as such, it fals within the jurisdiction of the
Municipal Trial Court of Romblon and should have been filed before said Court rather than before the RTC. ...[6]

The petitioners opposed the motion.[7] They contended that the RTC had jurisdiction over the action since the
court can take judicia notice of the market value of the property in question, which was P200.00 per square meter
and considering that the property was 14,797 square meters, more or less, the total value thereof is P3,500,000.00.
Besides, according to the petitioners, the motion to dismiss was premature and “the proper time to interpose it is
when the [petitioners] introduced evidence that the land is of such value.”

On November 7, 1996, the RTC issued an Order[8] denying the motion to dismiss, holding that the action was
incapable of pecuniary estimation, and therefore, cognizable by the RTC as provided in Section 19(1) of B.P. Blg.
129, as amended.

After the denial of the motion to dismiss, the private respondent filed his answer with counterclaim.[9] Traversing
the material alegations of the complaint, he contended that the petitioners had no cause of action against him
since the property in dispute was the conjugal property of his grandparents, the spouses Salustiano Salvador and
Concepcion Mazo-Salvador.

On April 8, 1997, Regidor and Virginia Salvador filed their Answer-in-Intervention[10] making common cause
with the private respondent. On her own motion, however, Virginia Salvador was dropped as intervenor.[11]

During trial, the petitioners adduced in evidence Tax Declaration No. 8590-A showing that in 1991 the property
had an assessed value of P5,950.00.[12]

On June 3, 1999, the trial court rendered judgment finding in favor of the petitioners. The dispositive portion of
the decision reads:

WHEREFORE, as prayed for, judgment is rendered:
Ordering the defendant to vacate and peacefully turn over to the plaintiffs the occupied property; and
Dismissing defendant’ s counterclaim.

SO ORDERED.[13]
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Aggrieved, the private respondent and respondent-intervenor Regidor Salvador appealed the decision to the CA,
which rendered judgment on May 23, 2003 reversing the ruling of the RTC and dismissing the complaint for want
of jurisdiction. The fallo of the decision is as follows:

IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, the appealed decision is REVERSED, and the case DISMISSED, without
prejudice to itsrefilling in the proper court.

SO ORDERED.[14]

The CA declared that the action of the petitioners was one for the recovery of ownership and possession of rea
property. Absent any allegation in the complaint of the assessed value of the property, the Municipal Trial Court
(MTC) had exclusive jurisdiction over the action, conformably to Section 33[15] of R.A. No. 7691.

The petitioners filed a motion for reconsideration of the said decision, which the appellate court denied.[16]
Hence, they filed the instant petition, with the following assignment of errors:

THE HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED GRAVE REVERSIBLE ERROR IN HOLDING
THAT THE INSTANT CASE, ACCION REINVINDICATORIA, FALLS WITHIN THE EXCLUSIVE
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF THE MUNICIPAL TRIAL COURT OF ROMBLON, AND NOT WITH
THE REGIONAL TRIAL COURT OF ROMBLON.

THE HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED SERIOUS REVERSIBLE ERROR IN
ORDERING THE REFILING OF THE CASE IN THE [PROPER] COURT, INSTEAD OF DECIDING THE
CASE ON THE MERITS BASED ON THE COMPLETE RECORDS ELEVATED BEFORE SAID
APPELLATE COURT AND IN NOT AFFIRMING IN TOTO THE DECISION OF THE TRIAL
COURT.[17]

The Ruling of the Court

The lone issue for our resolution is whether the RTC had jurisdiction over the action of the petitioners, the
plaintiffsin the RTC, against the private respondent, who was the defendant therein.

The petitioners maintain that the RTC has jurisdiction since their action is an accion reinvindicatoria, an action
incapable of pecuniary estimation; thus, regardless of the assessed value of the subject property, exclusive
jurisdiction falls within the said court. Besides, according to the petitioners, in their opposition to respondent’s
motion to dismiss, they made mention of the increase in the assessed value of the land in question in the amount
of P3.5 million. Moreover, the petitioners maintain that their action is aso one for damages exceeding
P20,000.00, over which the RTC has exclusive jurisdiction under R.A. No. 7691.

The petition has no merit.

It bears stressing that the nature of the action and which court has original and exclusive jurisdiction over the
same is determined by the material allegations of the complaint, the type of relief prayed for by the plaintiff and
the law in effect when the action is filed, irrespective of whether the plaintiffs are entitled to some or al of the
claims asserted therein.[18] The caption of the complaint is not determinative of the nature of the action. Nor does
the jurisdiction of the court depend upon the answer of the defendant or agreement of the parties or to the waiver
or acquiescence of the parties.

We do not agree with the contention of the petitioners and the ruling of the CA that the action of the petitionersin
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the RTC was an accion reinvindicatoria. We find and so rule that the action of the petitioners was an accion
publiciana, or one for the recovery of possession of the real property subject matter thereof. An accion
reinvindicatoria is a suit which has for its object the recovery of possession over the real property as owner. It
involves recovery of ownership and possession based on the said ownership. On the other hand, an accion
publiciana is one for the recovery of possession of the right to possess. It is also referred to as an gjectment suit
filed after the expiration of one year after the occurrence of the cause of action or from the unlawful withholding
of possession of the realty.[19]

The action of the petitioners filed on September 3, 1996 does not involve a claim of ownership over the property.
They allege that they are co-owners thereof, and as such, entitled to its possession, and that the private respondent,
who was the defendant, constructed his house thereon in 1989 without their knowledge and refused to vacate the
property despite demands for him to do so. They prayed that the private respondent vacate the property and
restore possession thereof to them.

When the petitioners filed their complaint on September 3, 1996, R.A. No. 7691 was aready in effect. Section
33(3) of the law provides:

Sec. 33. Jurisdiction of Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Trial Courts and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts
in Civil Cases. — Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipa Trial Courts and Municipal Circuit Tria Courts shall
exercise:

(3) Exclusive original jurisdiction in all civil actions which involve title to, or possession of, real property, or
any interest therein where the assessed value of the property or interest therein does not exceed Twenty
Thousand Pesos (P20,000.00) or, in civil actions in Metro Manila, where such assessed value does not exceed
Fifty Thousand Pesos (P50,000.00) exclusive of interest, damages of whatever kind, attorney’s fees, litigation
expenses and costs: Provided, That in cases of land not declared for taxation purposes, the value of such
property shall be determined by the assessed value of the adjacent lots.

Section 19(2) of the law, likewise, provides that:

Sec. 19. Jurisdiction in civil cases. — The Regional Trial Court shall exercise exclusive original jurisdiction:

(2) In dl civil actions, which involve the title to, or possession of, real property, or any interest therein, where
the assessed value of the property involved exceeds Twenty Thousand Pesos (P20,000.00) or, for civil actions
in Metro Manila, where such value exceeds Fifty Thousand Pesos (P50,000.00) except actions for forcible
entry into and unlawful detainer of lands or buildings, original jurisdiction over which is conferred upon the
Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Trial Courts, and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts.

The jurisdiction of the court over an action involving title to or possession of land is now determined by the
assessed value of the said property and not the market value thereof. The assessed value of real property isthe fair
market value of the real property multiplied by the assessment level. It is synonymous to taxable value[20] The
fair market valueis the price at which a property may be sold by a seller, who is not compelled to sell, and bought
by abuyer, who is not compelled to buy.

Even a cursory reading of the complaint will show that it does not contain an allegation stating the assessed value
of the property subject of the complaint.[21] The court cannot take judicia notice of the assessed or market value
of lands.[22] Absent any allegation in the complaint of the assessed value of the property, it cannot thus be
determined whether the RTC or the MTC had original and exclusive jurisdiction over the petitioners’ action.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 8
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 160384. April 29, 2005

We note that during the trial, the petitioners adduced in evidence Tax Declaration No. 8590-A, showing that the
assessed value of the property in 1991 was P5,950.00. The petitioners, however, did not bother to adduce in
evidence the tax declaration containing the assessed value of the property when they filed their complaint in 1996.
Even assuming that the assessed value of the property in 1991 was the same in 1995 or 1996, the MTC, and not
the RTC had jurisdiction over the action of the petitioners since the case involved title to or possession of real
property with an assessed value of less than P20,000.00.[23]

We quote with approval, in this connection, the CA’ s disquisition:

The determining jurisdictional element for the accion reinvindicatoria is, as RA 7691 discloses, the assessed
value of the property in question. For properties in the provinces, the RTC has jurisdiction if the assessed value
exceeds P20,000, and the MTC, if the value is P20,000 or below. An assessed value can have reference only to
the tax rolls in the municipality where the property is located, and is contained in the tax declaration. In the
case at bench, the most recent tax declaration secured and presented by the plaintiffs-appellees is Exhibit B.
The loose remark made by them that the property was worth 3.5 million pesos, not to mention that there is
absolutely no evidence for this, is irrelevant in the light of the fact that there is an assessed value. It is the
amount in the tax declaration that should be consulted and no other kind of value, and as appearing in Exhibit
B, this is P5,950. The case, therefore, falls within the exclusive original jurisdiction of the Municipa Trial
Court of Romblon which has jurisdiction over the territory where the property is located, and not the court a
quo.[24]

It is elementary that the tax declaration indicating the assessed value of the property enjoys the presumption of
regularity asit has been issued by the proper government agency.[25]

Unavailing also is the petitioners’ argumentation that since the complaint, likewise, seeks the recovery of
damages exceeding P20,000.00, then the RTC had original jurisdiction over their actions. Section 33(3) of B.P.
Blg. 129, as amended, quoted earlier, explicitly excludes from the determination of the jurisdictional amount the
demand for “interest, damages of whatever kind, attorney’s fees, litigation expenses, and costs.” This Court
issued Administrative Circular No. 09-94 setting the guidelines in the implementation of R.A. No. 7691, and
paragraph 2 thereof states that —

2. The exclusion of the term “damages of whatever kind” in determining the jurisdictional amount under
Section 19(8) and Section 33(1) of B.P. Blg. 129, as amended by R.A. 7691, applies to cases where the
damages are merely incidental to or a consequence of the main cause of action. However, in cases where the
claim for damages is the main cause of action, or one of the causes of action, the amount of such claim shall be
considered in determining the jurisdiction of the court.

Neither may the petitioners find comfort and solace in Section 19(8) of B.P. Blg. 129, as amended, which states:

SEC. 19. Jurisdiction in civil cases. — Regional Trial Courts shall exercise exclusive original jurisdiction:

(8) In al other cases in which the demand, exclusive of interest, damages of whatever kind, attorney's fees,
litigation expenses, and costs or the value of the property in controversy exceeds One Hundred Thousand
Pesos (P100,000.00) or, in such other cases in Metro Manila, where the demand, exclusive of the
above-mentioned items exceeds Two Hundred Thousand Pesos (P200,000.00).

The said provision is applicable only to “all other cases’ other than an action involving title to, or possession of
real property in which the assessed value is the controlling factor in determining the court’s jurisdiction. The said
damages are merely incidental to, or a consequence of, the main cause of action for recovery of possession of rea
property.[26]
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Since the RTC had no jurisdiction over the action of the petitioners, all the proceedings therein, including the
decision of the RTC, are null and void. The complaint should perforce be dismissed.[27]

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED. The assailed Decision and Resolution of the Court of Appeals in
CA-G.R. CV No. 63737 are AFFIRMED. Costs against the petitioners.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, (Chairman), Austria-Martinez, Tinga, and Chico-Nazario, JJ., concur.

[1] Penned by Associate Justice Mario L. Guarifia lll, with Associate Justices Eubulo G. Verzola (deceased) and
Martin S. Villarama, Jr., concurring.

[2] Rallo, p. 57.
[3] Rollo, p. 58.
[4] Rollo, pp. 58-59.

[5] SECTION 33. Jurisdiction of Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Trial Courts and Municipal Circuit Trial
Courts in Civil Cases. — Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Trial Courts and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts
shall exercise:

(3) Exclusive origina jurisdiction in all civil actions which involve title to, or possession of, real property, or any
interest therein where the assessed value of the property or interest therein does not exceed Twenty Thousand
Pesos (P20,000.00) or, in civil actions in Metro Manila, where such assessed value does not exceed Fifty
Thousand Pesos (P50,000.00) exclusive of interest, damages of whatever kind, attorney's fees, litigation expenses
and costs: Provided, That in cases of land not declared for taxation purposes, the value of such property shall be
determined by the assessed value of the adjacent lots.

[6] Rallo, pp. 61-62.
[7] Rollo, p. 65.

[8] Id. at 73.

[9] Id. at 75.

[10] Id. at 79.

[11] Id. at 88.

[12] Rollo, p. 49.
[13] Id. at 94.

[14] Id. at 54.

[15] (3) Exclusive original jurisdiction in all civil actions which involvetitle to, or possession of, real property, or
any interest therein where the assessed value of the property or interest therein does not exceed Twenty Thousand
Pesos (P20,000.00) ... exclusive of interest, damages of whatever kind, attorney’s fees, litigation expenses and
costs; Provided, that in cases of land not declared for taxation purposes, the value of such property shall be

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 8
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 160384. April 29, 2005

determined by the assessed value of the adjacent lots.
[16] Rallo, p. 57.
[17] Id. at 21.

[18] Radio Communications of the Philippines, Inc. v. Court of Appeds, G.R. No. 136109, 1 August 2002, 386
SCRA 67; Korea Exchange Bank v. Filkor Business Integrated, Inc., G.R. No. 138292, 10 April 2002, 380 SCRA
381.

[19] Cruz v. Torres, G.R. No. 121939, 4 October 1999, 316 SCRA 193.

[20] Section 199 of Republic Act No. 7160.

[21] Ouanov. PGTT International Investment Corporation, G.R. No. 134230, 17 July 2002, 384 SCRA 589.
[22] Ibid.

[23] See Aliabo v. Carampatan, G.R. No. 128922, 16 March 2001, 354 SCRA 548.

[24] Rallo, p. 54.

[25] Ouanov. PGTT International Investment Corporation, supra.

[26] Ouanov. PGTT International Investment Corporation, supra.

[27] Ibid.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 8
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. NO. 160384. April 29, 2005

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 8 of 8
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



