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BENGZON, J.P., J.:

On January 17, 1961 plaintiffs-appellants, spouses, filed a complaint in the Court of First Instance of Iloilo
alleging, among others, that sometime in 1922 defendant Felix Carias, as registered owner of Lot No. 1460 of the
Cabatuan, Iloilo Cadastre, containing 1,649 square meters and covered by Original Certificate of Title No. 5105 in
his name, sold thru a notarial document a one-half (1/2) portion thereof, approximately 800 square meters, to
Eulogio Iniego; that said one half (1/2) portion was thereafter possessed openly, continuously adversely and
peacefully by Eulogio Iniego as absolute and exclusive owner until his death on October 16, 1941; that plaintiff
Florentina Calma, granddaughter of Eulogio Iniego, succeeded the latter in the ownership and possession of the
abovementioned portion of land, constructing a residential house thereon, and has continued her possession to the
present; that on October 31, 1960 defendants, knowing that defendant Felix Carias had already sold the
abovementioned one-half (%) portion of the lot to Eulogio Iniego, confederated and connived with each other and
sold, under the "Deed of Adjudication and Sale" annexed to the complaint, the same portion to defendant Jose
Montuya, who also knew then, and long before, of the said previous sale and that defendant-vendor Felix Carias
was then no longer owner thereof and had no more rights thereto; that defendants-vendors in executing such later
sale and defendant-vendee Jose Montuya in purchasing thereunder, acted in bad faith and with malice
aforethought, to plaintiffs' damage and prejudice.

Accordingly, the complaint asked that plaintiffs be declared owners of the one-half (1/2) portion of the lot
above-mentioned; that the annexed "Deed of Adjudication and Sale" be rescinded and be declared null and void
and without force or effect; that attorney's fees of P350.00 and exemplary damages of P500.00 be awarded in
plaintiffs' favor.

Defendants filed a motion to dismiss on February 14, 1961 on the grounds (1) that the complaint states no cause
of action, and (2) that the cause of action, if any, has prescribed.

Plaintiffs filed their opposition and reply to said motion on February 17, 1961.

On February 25, 1961 the court a quo issued an order dismissing plaintiffs' complaint for the reason that "the
motion to dismiss is well-taken." (Rec. on App., p. 9)

A motion for reconsideration filed by plaintiffs was denied by the order issued on March 25, 1961 (Rec. on App.,
p. 24).

Plaintiffs have appealed from the two order above-mentioned.
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The sufficiency of a complaint is tested on whether a competent court could render a valid judgment upon the
facts alleged therein if said facts were admitted or proved. If it could, then the allegations are sufficient (Castelvi
Raquiza vs. Ofilada, et al., G. R. No. Lr-17182, September 30, 1963). Applying this test, the facts alleged in
plaintiffs-appellants' complaint constitute a cause of action. For, the facts admitted would be that a one-half (1/2)
portion of Lot No. 1463 was sold by its registered owner in 1922 to plaintiffs' predecessor-in-interest; that the
vendee of 1922 and his successor-in-interest thereafter possessed that portion of land until the present; that the
vendor and his co-defendants, claiming ownership thereof, sold the same portion of land to defendant Jose
Montuya in 1960, and that they all acted, in reference to said 1960 sale, in bad faith and with knowledge of the
previous sale. Plaintiffs-appellants thereby clearly set forth a cause of action for declaration of ownership, as
against defendants-appellees, to the portion of land in litigation. That the sale in 1922 to plaintiffs-appellants'
predecessor-in-interest was unregistered does not preclude such a cause of action against those bound by an
unregistered sale. The allegations in the complaint which for the nonce are deemed admitted, place defendants
within such a category, either as party to the unregistered sale (Capitol Subdivision, Inc. vs. Lopez Montelibano,
109 Phil., 546) or as persons who acted in bad faith and with knowledge of said previous unregistered sale
(Ignacio vs. Chua Hong, 52 Phil., 940; Gustilo vs. Maravilla, 48 Phil., 442; Leung Yee vs. Strong Machinery Co.,
37 Phil. 644).

There is no need to examine further whether a cause of action for rescission or declaration of nullity of the 1960
sale is also pleaded. There being a cause of action for declaration of ownership as among the parties, the
complaint cannot be dismissed on the first ground invoked.

As for the finding of prescription, the same cannot be sustained. It is predicated on the erroneous assumption that
plaintiffs-appellants' cause of action arose in 1922 when the sale in favor of their predecessor-in-interest was
accomplished, instead of in 1960, when the other sale, alleged as constituting the first act adverse to plaintiffs'
rights, was executed.

Prescription of an action is counted from the time the action may be brought (Art. 1150, new Civil Code). This
action could not have been brought before the 1960 sale, as there was then no cause of action in favor of plaintiffs
and against defendants, since cause of action requires not only a right but an act or omission in violation of said
right (Ma-ao Sugar Central Co. vs. Barrios, 79 Phil. 666; 1 Moran, Comments on the Rules of Court [1963], p.
91). Admitting the allegations in the complaint, it was only on October 31, 1960 that plaintiff-appellants' right to
the portion of land abovementioned was violated and their ownership thereof questioned or disturbed. Therefore,
the period for prescription of their instant action should start from said date. The complaint having been filed on
January 17, 1961, prescription does not obtain.

WHEREFORE, the orders appealed from are set aside and this case is remanded for further proceedings to the
court a quo, without costs.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Bengzon, C. J., Bautista Angelo, Concepcion, Reyes, J.B.L., Paredes, Dizon, Regala, Makalintal, and Zaldivar,
JJ., concur.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 18674. September 30, 1964

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 3

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - 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. 18674. September 30, 1964

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 3

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org


