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PERLAS-BERNABE, J.:

Assailed in this petition for review on certiorari[1] are the Decision[2] dated May 18, 2017 and the Resolution[3]
dated April 17, 2018 of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 148265, which reversed and set aside the
Decision[4] dated July 27, 2016 of the Regional Trial Court of Parañaque City, Branch 258(RTC) in Civil Case
No. 15-335 affirming the Decision[5] dated March 22, 2013 of the Metropolitan Trial Court of Parañaque City,
Branch 08 (MeTC) in Civil Case No. 2011-92; and accordingly, dismissed the complaint for unlawful detainer
filed by petitioner Good Earth Enterprises, Inc. (petitioner) against respondents Danilo Garcia, Juanita Fajutag,
Leonor Gonzales, Rizal Mejulio, Arlene Guevarra, Edwin Mendoza, Leonida Sancho, Analiza Serilano, Domingo
Rociento, Rico Guevarra, Rufino Jalmasco, and Raul Borlado, Jr. (respondents).

The Facts

In its complaint for unlawful detainer, petitioner alleged that it was the registered owner of a parcel of land
located at San Dionisio, Sucat, Parañaque City (subject property) consisting of an area of 873 square meters,[6] as
affirmed by the Court in a Decision dated December 8, 1988 entitled Baltazar v. Court of Appeals (Baltazar).[7]
After such case had attained finality and pending execution proceedings, petitioner discovered that Classic Realty
and Management Corporation (CRMC), a lessee of one of the losing parties in Baltazar, had sub-leased certain
portions of the subject-property to respondents. From then on, CRMC and respondents engaged in legal battles
with petitioner, during which petitioner "tolerated" respondents' stay in the subject property. When petitioner
finally won said legal battles, it individually sent letters to respondents sometime in May and July of 2011[8]
demanding them to vacate the subject property, all of which were left unheeded. Hence, petitioner was
constrained to file an Amended Complaint for ejectment against them on September 29, 2011.[9]

For their part, respondents prayed for the dismissal of the Amended Complaint arguing, inter alia, that the MeTC
lacked jurisdiction over the action for the following reasons: (a) petitioner failed to attach a Secretary's Certificate
evincing the authority of Mr. Stephen Hontiveros (Hontiveros) to sign the Verification and Certificate of
Non-Forum Shopping (CNFS) on its behalf; and (b) the complaint was defective for failure to allege that
petitioner had prior physical possession over the subject property.[10]

The MeTC Ruling

In a Decision[11] dated March 22, 2013, the MeTC ruled in petitioner's favor, and accordingly, ordered
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respondents: (a) to voluntarily, peacefully, and immediately vacate the subject property and turn-over possession
thereof to petitioner; (b) to each pay petitioner reasonable compensation for the use and occupation of the subject
property at the monthly rate of P15,000.00 from September 1, 2011 up to March 1, 2013, or a total of
P270,000.00; (c) to each pay petitioner the monthly rent of P15,000.00 from March 1, 2013 until they tum-over
possession of the subject property to petitioner; and (d) to jointly pay petitioner attorney's fees in the amount of
P10,000.00.[12]

In ruling for petitioner, the MeTC found that petitioner had sufficiently established a case for unlawful detainer
against respondents as the former merely allowed the latter to use and possess the subject property without any
prior contract or agreement between them.[13]

Aggrieved, respondents moved for reconsideration, which was denied in an Order[14] dated April 24, 2013 for
being a prohibited pleading. Dismayed, they appealed [15] to the RTC.

The RTC Ruling

In a Decision[16] dated July 27, 2016, the RTC affirmed the MeTC ruling.[17] It found that the allegations of the
Amended Complaint indeed made out a case for unlawful detainer, noting that petitioner's failure to file an action
for quite some time shows that it merely tolerated respondents' possession of the subject property.[18]

Undaunted, respondents filed a petition for review before the CA.[19]

The CA Ruling

In a Decision[20] dated May 18, 2017, the CA reversed and set aside the rulings of the trial courts on a purely
procedural ground. Particularly, it pointed out that Hontiveros was not empowered to sign the verification and
CNFS on petitioner's behalf, as no Secretary's Certificate proving such authority was appended thereto. Further, it
observed that the rule on substantial compliance cannot be applied in petitioner's favor considering that petitioner
did not attempt to comply at all, even belatedly.[21]

Petitioner moved for reconsideration[22] but the same was denied in a Resolution[23] dated April 17, 2018;
hence, this petition.[24]

The Issue Before the Court

The issue before the Court is whether or not the CA correctly dismissed petitioner's complaint for unlawful
detainer on a purely procedural ground, i.e., non-compliance with the rules on verification and certification
against forum shopping.

The Court's Ruling

The petition is meritorious.

To recapitulate, the CA dismissed the complaint for unlawful detainer on the ground that Hontiveros was not duly
authorized by petitioner to sign the verification and CNFS attached thereto in its behalf.

However, a more circumspect scrutiny of the records would show that -contrary to the CA's finding -petitioner
had, in fact, belatedly submitted a Secretary's Certificate confirming Hontiveros' authority to "file any complaint,
action, or claim against all unlawful occupants of the property covered by T. C. T No. 50962" and to "verify,
certify and sign under oath any document, verification or certification" on its behalf.[25] Records further reveal
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that on January 5, 2012, petitioner filed a Manifestation[26] dated January 2, 2012 with the MeTC praying for the
admission of the foregoing certificate, with an explanation that the failure to attach the same was due to mere
inadvertence and oversight. Indeed, the certificate was later marked and made part of the records of the case.[27]
Fittingly, case law provides that a party's belated submission of a Secretary's Certificate constitutes substantial
compliance with the rules, as it operates to ratify and affirm the authority of the delegate to represent such party
before the courts.[28]

Clearly, Hontiveros was duly authorized to sign the verification and CNFS attached to petitioner's complaint. As
such, the CA erroneously ordered the dismissal of the complaint solely on the aforementioned ground.

Considering that the CA dismissed this case on a purely procedural ground, the Court deems it prudent to remand
the case to the CA for a resolution on the merits.

WHEREFORE, the petition is GRANTED. Accordingly, the Decision dated May 18, 2017 and the Resolution
dated April 17, 2018 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 148265 are hereby REVERSED and SET
ASIDE. The instant case is REMANDED to the Court of Appeals for a resolution on the merits.

SO ORDERED.

Inting, and Delos Santos, JJ., concur.
Reyes, A., Jr., and Hernando, JJ., on official leave.

[1] Rollo, pp. 10-22.

[2] Id. at 26-39. Penned by Associate Justice Magdangal M. De Leon with Associate Justices Elihu A. Ybañez
and Carmelita Salandanan Manahan, concurring.

[3] Id. at 40-41.

[4] Id. at 187-200. Penned by Judge Noemi J. Balitaan.

[5] Id. at 162-186. Penned by Presiding Judge Ramsey Domingo G. Pichay.

[6] See Transfer Certificate of Title No. 50962; id. at 54-55.

[7] See Baltazar v. Court of Appeals, 250 Phil. 349 (1988).

[8] See Demands to Vacate; records, pp. 11-43.

[9] See Amended Complaint dated September 29, 2011; rollo, pp. 42-53.

[10] See Answer; records (Vol. II), pp. 806-810.

[11] Rollo, pp. 162-186.

[12] Id. at 183-186.

[13] Id. at 174-183.

[14] Records (Vol. III), p. 1374.

[15] See Notice of Appeal dated April 18, 2013; id. at 1370-1371.

[16] Rollo, pp. 187-200.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 238761. January 22, 2020

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 5

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



[17] Id. at 200.

[18] See id. at 196-200.

[19] Id. at 201-215.

[20] Id. at 26-39.

[21] Id. at 35-38.

[22] See Motion for Reconsideration dated June 7, 2017; id. at 216-218.

[23] Id. at 40-41.

[24] Id. at 10-22.

[25] See Secretary's Certificate dated August 12, 2011; records (Vol. II), pp. 922-923.

[26] Id. at 679-680.

[27] See Secretary's Certificate dated August 12, 2011 (id. at 1100-1101); attached to Petitioner's Position Paper
dated January 16, 2013 (id. at 983-997); Preliminary Conference Brief (id. at 911-920); Report dated October 15,
2012 (id. at 945-948); and Minutes of Marking dated October 12, 2012 (id. at 949-951).

[28] See Yap, Sr. v. Siao, 786 Phil. 257, 269 (2016). See also Swedish Match Philippines, Inc. v. Treasurer of the
City of Manila, 713 Phil. 240, 249-250 (2013).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 238761. January 22, 2020

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 5

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at 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. 238761. January 22, 2020

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 5

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


