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GAERLAN, J.:

Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari[1] assailing the Resolutions dated July 4, 2022[2] and
November 8, 2022[3] of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 173660. The CA dismissed the Petition
for Review filed by petitioners spouses Servillano Sambrano and Delia Sambrano, spouses Conrado Peralta, Sr.
and Elma Peralta, spouses Simeon Manopol and Luisa Manopol, spouses Carlito Alicaycay and Remy Alicaycay,
spouses Rogelio Villaflor and Romelita Villaflor (Romelita), spouses Romeo Manapol and Olympia Manapol,
spouses Eric Balanay and Aileen Balanay, spouses Jeric Peralta and Victoria Peralta, spouses Melchor Agustin
and Angelita Agustin, spouses Marvin Gervacio and Richelle Gervacio, Macario Manapol and Maribeth
Manapol-Galo (collectively, spouses Sambrano et al.) for being filed out of time. It affirmed the Decision[4] dated
November 15, 2021 and Resolution[5] dated March 23, 2022 of Branch 40 of the Regional Trial Court (RTC),
Palayan City, Nueva Ecija, which ordered spouses Sambrano et al. to vacate the property subject of the case.

The Antecedents
On January 10, 2020, respondents spouses Josephine (Josephine) and Francisco Bernabe (spouses Bernabe) filed
before the Municipal Trial Court (MTC) of Bongabon, Nueva Ecija, a Complaint[6] for Unlawful Detainer
against spouses Sambrano et al. They alleged that they are the registered owners of a 1,871 square meter parcel of
land (property) located in Barangay Tugatog, Bongabon, Nueva Ecija covered by TCT No. 041-2019004589.
Josephine's grandparents originally owned the property until it was transferred to her father, Rafael Jacinto
(Rafael). Thereafter, Rafael donated the property to Josephine.[7] Out of generosity and mercy, Josephine's
parents permitted spouses Sambrano et al. to temporarily use the property on the condition that once the former
needs the same, the latter shall freely, voluntarily, and without contest return the lot. Upon the transfer of the
property to Josephine, she again reminded spouses Sambrano et al. that their possession of the property is by mere
tolerance and "pakikisama." Nevertheless, after several years, spouses Bernabe was surprised that spouses
Sambrano et al. were already building houses of concrete materials. On the other hand, they already need the
property to build their own house. They orally demanded spouses Sambrano et al. to vacate the property. For
humanitarian reasons, they also made an offer to spouses Sambrano et al. to buy the property, to no avail.[8]

Spouses Bernabe referred the matter to the barangay captain of Barangay Tugatog for mediation and conciliation,
yet no amicable settlement was reached. Thus, a Certificate To File Action was issued. On October 28, 2019,
spouses Bernabe sent final demand letters to spouses Sambrano et al., but the registered mails were returned with
the annotation "RTS Refused to receive 11-7-19."[9] They subsequently furnished spouses Sambrano et al. with
copies of the demand letters through the help of the barangay chief of police. Spouses Sambrano et al. personally
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received the demand letters with the exception of spouses Romeo Manapol and Olimpia Manapol. Despite the
lapse of 15 days from receipt of the demand letter, spouses Sambrano et al. refused to vacate the property. As a
result, spouses Bernabe filed the present complaint. They asked the court to order spouses Sambrano et. al and all
persons claiming rights under them to remove the structures of whatever kind in the subject property and to pay
moral and exemplary damages in the sum of PHP 100,000.00 and attorney's fees of PHP 80,000.00.[10]

Spouses Sambrano et al. countered that the complaint should be dismissed for failure to state a cause of action and
for prematurity since there was no conciliation and mediation conducted before the barangay lupon
tagapamayapa. Only three among spouses Sambrano et al. were given a chance to participate in the conciliation.
Spouses Sambrano et al. alleged that their possession of the property and that of their predecessors-in-interest
began and continued lawfully by virtue of the consent to occupy given by the registered owner of the property,
Zosimo Alivia (Zosimo). Some of them were obligated by Zosimo to pay "buwis" while the others, out of
kindness, were allowed to occupy the property for free. Spouses Sambrano et al. attached to their Answer some of
the handwritten receipts of rents showing their payment to Zosimo. They maintained that spouses Bernabe's claim
of tolerance has no basis.[11] They further contended that spouses Bernabe's title over the property is fake and
void because the Deed of Donation in favor of Josephine was executed after the death of her father. Consequently,
aside from the dismissal of the complaint, they prayed for the payment of moral and exemplary damages in the
amount of PHP 200,000.00 and PHP 100,000.00, respectively.[12]

The Ruling of the MTC
In its Decision[13] dated February 26, 2021, the MTC ruled in favor of spouses Bernabe, to wit:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered in favor of the plaintiffs [herein, Sps.
Bernabe] and against the defendants [herein, Sps. Sambrano, et al.], as follows:

- Ordering the defendants to vacate the subject premises and peacefully surrender possession of the property
located at Brgy. Tugatog, Bongabon, Nueva Ecija covered and embraced under Transfer Certificate of Title
No. 041-2019004589;

- Ordering the defendants to demolish/remove their houses at their expense;

- Ordering each of the defendants to pay a reasonable monthly rental of One Thousand Pesos ([PHP] 1,000.00)
to the plaintiffs computed from the date of demand to vacate up to the time the subject premises is completely
vacated and surrendered to [the] plaintiff[s];

- Ordering the defendants to jointly pay the plaintiff the sum of [PHP] 20,000 as attorney's fees.

SO ORDERED.[14]

The MTC found that the complaint sufficiently alleged a cause of action for unlawful detainer. First, the
complaint stated that spouses Bernabe's grandfather Zosimo tolerated spouses Sambrano et al.'s possession of the
property. Second, spouses Bernabe sent spouses Sambrano et al. demand letters to vacate the property and filed
the case within one year from the final written demand to vacate. Third, despite demand, spouses Sambrano et al.
refused to vacate the property. Thereby, unlawfully withholding and depriving spouses Bernabe of their rights
over the property.[15]

The MTC noted that spouses Sambrano et al. admitted that their possession of the property was due to Zosimo's
consent. Attached to their position paper are a series of receipts paid to Zosimo, which the MTC considered as
accrued rentals for their occupation of the property. Thus, it is clear that initially, spouses Sambrano et al.'s
possession of the property was due to a verbal contract between them and Josephine's grandparent Zosimo. When
the property was transferred to spouses Bernabe, they reminded spouses Sambrano et al. that their possession is
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by mere tolerance. The MTC held that the barangay tanod chief personally delivered the final written demand
letter to vacate to spouses Sambrano et al., and from then on, the latter's possession became unlawful.[16]

As to the issue of prematurity, the MTC opined that the Certificate to File Action dated October 26, 2019, signed
by the Lupon Chairman and Lupon Secretary, is the best proof that indeed the case underwent mediation and
conciliation proceedings before the barangay.[17]

Finally, the MTC adjudged that spouses Sambrano et al. cannot collaterally attack spouses Bernabe's title over the
property. To settle the issue of possession, the MTC provisionally ruled that it is undisputed that spouses Bernabe
are the registered owners of the property. As such, they are entitled to the possession thereof. Until spouses
Bernabe's title is rendered void, the same is binding upon the whole world. The MTC ordered spouses Sambrano
et al. to pay a reasonable rent of PHP 1,000.00 per month to spouses Bernabe for the former's use of the latter's
property beginning October 28, 2019 or the date of the written demand to vacate, up to the time that spouses
Sambrano et al. completely vacate the property.[18]

The Ruling of the RTC
In its Decision[19] dated November 15, 2021, the RTC dismissed petitioners' appeal for lack of merit and
affirmed the MTC in toto, viz.:

IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, premises considered and finding no reversible error, the appeal is hereby
dismissed for lack of merit and the Decision appealed from is hereby AFFIRMED in toto.

SO ORDERED.[20] (Emphasis in the original)

The RTC reiterated that spouses Bernabe, as the registered owners of the property, have the right of possession
thereof, it being one of the attributes of ownership.[21]

Spouses Sambrano et al. sought reconsideration, which the RTC denied in its Resolution[22] dated March 23,
2022. Aggrieved, they filed a petition for review before the CA.

The Ruling of the CA
In its Resolution[23] dated July 4, 2022, the CA denied the petition for review for being filed out of time. It
explained that spouses Sambrano et al.'s former counsel, Atty. Johndy Roxas (Atty. Roxas) received a copy of the
RTC's Resolution on April 30, 2022, hence spouses Sambrano et al. had until May 15, 2022 to file the appeal.
However, Atty. Roxas formally withdrew his appearance as counsel on May 12, 2022. Spouses Sambrano et al.,
through their current counsel from the Public Attorney's Office, filed the petition for review on May 31, 2022 or
16 days after the reglementary period provided under Rule 42 of the Rules of Court.[24]

The CA noted that the right to appeal is a mere statutory privilege, and one who seeks to avail of it must comply
with the statute or rules. While in a number of cases, the court has relaxed the governing periods of appeal in
order to serve substantial justice, no exceptional circumstance exists in the case. The failure of Atty. Roxas to
notify spouses Sambrano et al. of the adverse Decision does not constitute gross negligence.[25]

Spouses Sambrano et al. sought reconsideration, which the CA denied in its Resolution[26] dated November 8,
2022. The CA held that even if the liberal application of the rules is allowed in the case, the petition is without
merit. First, spouses Sambrano et al. admitted in their Answer and Position Paper in the MTC that their possession
of the property is due to the tolerance of spouses Bernabe's predecessor, Zosimo. Second, even if the lower court
were to conclusively pass upon the validity of the Deed of Donation and declare it void, Josephine, as an heir of
Ruperto Jacinto (Ruperto), would still be considered a co-owner of the property by succession. Hence, she may
exercise all attributes of ownership over the same including possession, and may bring an action for ejectment
under the Civil Code.[27]
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Undaunted, spouses Sambrano et al. filed this Rule 45 petition, insisting that the CA erred in dismissing their
appeal. If not corrected, the assailed CA Resolutions would result in grave injustice and irreparable injury to
spouses Sambrano et al., who risk eviction from the subject property.[28] Spouses Sambrano et al. averred that
Atty. Roxas's gross negligence deprived them of their right to appeal the adverse Decision of the RTC. While the
Notice of Withdrawal of Counsel bears the conformity of Romelita, spouses Sambrano et al.'s attorney-in-fact and
co-petitioner, Atty. Roxas did not ensure that the name of the new lawyer was recorded in the case.[29] Atty.
Roxas did not inform spouses Sambrano et al., ignorant as they are of the intricacies of Civil Procedure, to secure
the services of another counsel before the lapse of the period to appeal, much less explain that the failure to file
the petition within such period would result in the finality of the RTC Decision. Atty. Roxas did not bother to
provide spouses Sambrano et al., with a copy of the RTC Decision.[30]

Spouses Sambrano et al. subsequently asserted that their case is meritorious. Spouses Bernabe failed to establish
their cause of action by a preponderance of evidence. They did not state the period from when spouses Sambrano
et al.'s occupation by tolerance started. There is also no evidence, documentary or otherwise, which would
substantiate the alleged acts of tolerance on the part of spouses Bernabe.[31] Spouses Sambrano et al. maintained
that spouses Bernabe's alleged ownership of the property emanates from a fraudulent deed of donation. The Deed
of Donation in favor of Josephine was executed on July 15, 2019, while the donor, Ruperto, was already dead as
early as October 30, 1998. Thus, spouses Bernabe did not acquire any right or title over the property. Spouses
Sambrano et al. prayed for the Court to declare the Deed of Donation null and void.[32]

In their Comment, spouses Bernabe argued that the withdrawal of spouses Sambrano's previous counsel, three
days before the deadline to file a petition for review in the CA, does not amount to gross negligence. They echoed
the CA's finding that: (a) they have sufficiently established that spouses Sambrano et al.'s possession of the
property was by mere tolerance; and (b) their title over the property cannot be attacked in an unlawful detainer
suit.[33]

Issues
The issues before the Court are:

(1)

Whether the CA erred in dismissing the petition for review for being filed out of time; and

(2)

Whether spouses Bernabe established by a preponderance of evidence that spouses Sambrano et al.'s possession
of the property is by mere tolerance.

The Court's Ruling
The petition is meritorious.

The manifest error of the courts a quo in granting the Complaint justifies the relaxation of the rules

At the outset, it is undisputed that spouses Sambrano et al.'s petition for review before the CA was filed 16 days
late. In their Petition before the Court, spouses Sambrano et al. stated that their former counsel, Atty. Roxas,
informed Romelita that he received a copy of the RTC's Resolution on April 30, 2022. Thus, they had until May
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15, 2022, to file the CA petition. However, on May 12, 2022, Atty. Roxas withdrew his appearance as counsel
from the case. Spouses Sambrano et al. claimed that they were deprived of sufficient time to engage the services
of another lawyer.[34] They asserted that the act of Atty. Roxas amounts to gross negligence. The Court is not
persuaded.

Spouses Sambrano et al. admitted that the Notice of Withdrawal of Counsel filed by Atty. Roxas bears the written
consent of Romelita. As a rule, the withdrawal of counsel from a case made with the written conformity of the
client takes effect once the same is filed with the court.[35] Spouses Sambrano et al. are bound by the conformity
given by their co-petitioner and attorney-in-fact. They should not have given their consent to Atty. Roxas's
withdrawal from the case without first securing the services of another lawyer.

Be that as it may, the Court finds that the CA erred in dismissing the appeal on the ground of technicality. While
an appeal, being a mere statutory privilege, must be exercised only in accordance with the requirements of the
law, the rules on appeal are not iron-clad. In special instances, the Court balances the stringent application of
technical rules with regard to strong policy considerations, equity, and justice. The Court may relax the period for
perfecting an appeal on grounds of substantial justice or upon the presence of special and meritorious
circumstances and issues.[36]

In Orata v. Intermediate Appellate Court,[37] the Court disregarded the nine-day delay in the filing of a petition
for review before the CA after finding that the case had a good cause of action. It held that it is more appropriate
to consider the petition on its merits rather than to dismiss it.[38]

In Sarmiento v. Dizon[39] the Court overlooked therein petitioner's 14-day delay from the expiration of her
second motion for extension of time to file a petition for review in the CA. It noted that the grant of therein
respondent's complaint for ejectment is manifestly erroneous since she failed to prove the basic element of
tolerance. Thus, it resolved the case on the merits to serve the ends of substantive justice.[40]

The present case is analogous to Sarmiento. As will be discussed shortly, the MTC, the RTC, and the CA
manifestly erred in ruling that spouses Bernabe established the vital element of tolerance in an ejectment suit.
Hence, despite the 16-day delay in the filing of the petition for review in the CA, the Court shall consider the case
on the merits. Time and again, the Court highlights that procedural rules should not be rigidly applied to frustrate
the greater interest of substantial justice.[41]

Spouses Bernabe miserably failed to establish tolerance

Preliminarily, the Court is not a trier of facts, and Our jurisdiction in a Rule 45 petition is limited to reviewing
questions of law. The issue of whether spouses Bernabe proved by a preponderance of evidence that they merely
tolerated spouses Sambrano et al.'s possession of the property is a question of fact. While this matter is generally
beyond the ambit of the Court's limited jurisdiction, the rule admits of exceptions such as, in this case, when the
judgment of the courts a quo is based on a misapprehension of facts.[42] Thus, the Court may re-examine the
records to see if the CA made a reversible error that will warrant the exercise of the Court's discretionary appellate
jurisdiction.[43]

Unlawful detainer is a summary action for the recovery of possession of real property. This action may be filed by
a lessor, vendor, vendee, or other person against whom the possession of any land or building is unlawfully
withheld after the expiration or termination of the right to hold possession by virtue of any contract, express or
implied.[44] For a complaint for unlawful detainer to prosper, the following requisites must be established:

- Initially, possession of property by the defendant was by contract with or by tolerance of the plaintiff;

- eventually, such possession became illegal upon notice by the plaintiff to the defendant of the termination of
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the right of possession;

- thereafter, the defendant remained in possession of the property and deprived the plaintiff of the enjoyment
thereof; and

- within one year from the last demand on the defendant to vacate the property, the plaintiff instituted the
complaint for ejectment.[45]

Notably, a person who occupies the land of another at the latter's permission or tolerance, without any contract
between them, is necessarily bound by an implied promise that he or she will vacate upon demand, failing which,
a summary action for unlawful detainer or ejectment may be filed against him or her. However, it is essential in
ejectment cases of this kind that the plaintiffs supposed acts of tolerance must have been present right from the
start of the possession which is later sought to be recovered.[46]

In Dayandayan v. Spouses Rojas,[47] the Court reiterated the definition of "tolerance" as stated in the landmark
case of Sarona, et al. v. Villegas, et al.,[48] to wit:

Professor Arturo M. Tolentino states that acts merely tolerated are "those which by reason of neighborliness or
familiarity, the owner of property allows his neighbor or another person to do on the property; they are
generally those particular services or benefits which one's property can give to another without material injury
or prejudice to the owner, who permits them out of friendship or courtesy." He adds that: "[t]hey are acts of
little disturbances which a person, in the interest of neighborliness or friendly relations, permits others to do on
his property, such as passing over the land, tying a horse therein, or getting some water from a well." And,
Tolentino continues, even though "this is continued for a long time, no right will be acquired by prescription."
Further expounding on the concept, Tolentino writes:" There is tacit consent of the possessor to the acts which
are merely tolerated. Thus, not every case of knowledge and silence on the part of the possessor can be
considered mere tolerance. By virtue of tolerance that is considered as an authorization, permission or license,
acts of possession are realized or performed. The question reduces itself to the existence or non-existence of
the permission.[49] (Emphasis supplied)

In their Complaint, spouses Bernabe present the following allegations in support of their claim of tolerance:

4) It was Josephine Bernabe's grandparents who originally cultivated and tilled the subject lot until it was
transferred to plaintiff Josephine Bernabe's father Rafael V. Jacinto, containing more or less 1,871 square
meters, until respondents [herein Sps. Sambrano et al.] who were landless and homeless at that time ask the
kindness of the plaintiff's parents to use temporarily the subject lot.

5) Out of generosity and mercy, Josephine's parents permitted respondents to use temporarily the lot, subject to
the condition that once the need to use the subject property arises, the defendants [herein Sps. Sambrano et al.]
shall freely, voluntarily, and without contest return the subject lot to Josephine's parents.

6) The subject lot was ultimately donated to plaintiff Josephine Bernabe. Again the respondents were reminded
that their possession at the subject lot is by mere tolerance and once the need of the plaintiff arise, the
defendants shall freely, voluntarily, and without contest shall return the subject lot to the plaintiff. All the
defendants agreed to such term of the plaintiffs. Plaintiffs allowed the defendants to stay in the subject lot out
of humanitarian considerations and "pakikisama."

7) However, after several years, plaintiffs were surprised to find out that the defendants were building already
houses made of concrete materials... Plaintiffs made an oral demand that they need already the subject lot and
defendants were requested to vacate the subject lot and remove their personal belongings in accordance with
the prior agreement that they will vacate the property freely, voluntarily, without contest upon demand.
However, the defendants did not heed the plaintiffs demand.[50] (Emphasis supplied)
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Simply put, spouses Bernabe maintains that it was her parents who initially allowed spouses Sambrano et al. to
stay in the property. After the property was donated to Josephine, spouses Sambrano et al. were reminded that
their possession is by mere tolerance. After several years, spouses Bernabe were surprised that spouses Sambrano
et. al. already built houses of concrete materials on the property. Coincidentally, they already need the property so
they asked spouses Sambrano et al. to vacate, but the latter refused.

The Court finds that the Complaint of spouses Bernabe does not make a case for unlawful detainer. The key
jurisdictional fact of tolerance is missing. Aside from their bare allegations, spouses Bernabe failed to present
evidence to substantiate their claim that Josephine's parents allowed spouses Sambrano et al. to occupy the
property out of tolerance or due to generosity and mercy. They were silent on the details of how and when
spouses Sambrano et al. entered the property and how and when the permission to occupy was purportedly given.
They failed to aver the specific overt acts demonstrating their supposed acquiescence. In Sarmiento, the Court
emphasized that in an action for unlawful detainer, there must be supporting evidence on record that would show
when the defendants entered the property in dispute, who had granted them entry, and how entry was effected.
Bare allegations with respect to these circumstances are insufficient.[51] Further in Nabo v. Buenviaje,[52] the
Court held that the failure to, at least, show the plaintiffs or his or her predecessor's overt acts indicative of
tolerance or the permission granted to occupy the property means that the defendant's possession is illegal from
the beginning. Thus, the plaintiffs action for unlawful detainer necessarily fails.[53]

In ruling in favor of spouses Bernabe, the MTC erroneously declared that: (1) spouses Bernabe's grandfather is
Zosimo; (2) Zosimo tolerated the possession of spouses Sambrano et al.; and (3) spouses Sambrano et al. admitted
that they were occupying the property by virtue of the consent of Zosimo, hence, tolerance was established.[54] A
cursory reading of the Complaint would show that spouses Bernabe did not state that Zosimo is Josephine's
grandfather. In fact, in their Memorandum before the RTC, spouses Bernabe mentioned that the name of
Josephine's grandfather is Ruperto.[55] Therefore, the admission of spouses Sambrano et al. that they were
occupying the property by virtue of Zosimo's consent does not help the case of spouses Bernabe. For their part,
spouses Bernabe neither alleged nor proved their connection/relation with Zosimo. The MTC's confusion as to
who the predecessor of Josephine led the RTC and the CA to rule that spouses Bernabe were able to prove that
spouses Sambrano et al.'s possession was by mere tolerance, when in fact this is not supported by evidence on
record.

In fine, since spouses Bernabe claimed that they have the better right to possess the property; they have the burden
of proving the jurisdictional facts required in the present unlawful detainer case.[56] They, however, failed to
discharge their burden. Their supposed act of tolerance is not present right from the start of spouses Sambrano et
al.'s possession of the property. Accordingly, the Complaint for unlawful detainer is dismissible for lack of cause
of action.[57] The MTC, the RTC, and the CA erred in granting the Complaint.

Ownership is immaterial in ejectment cases

Spouses Bernabe anchor their right to possess the property on their title over the same. However, ejectment cases
are not automatically decided in favor of the party who presents proof of ownership.[58] This is because only
possession de facto and not possession de jure is involved in an unlawful detainer. In the oft-cited case of Pajuyo
v. Court of Appeals,[59] the Court elucidated on the nature of ejectment proceeding in this wise:

Ownership or the right to possess arising from ownership is not at issue in an action for recovery of possession.
The parties cannot present evidence to prove ownership or right to legal possession except to prove the nature
of the possession when necessary to resolve the issue of physical possession. The same is true when the
defendant asserts the absence of title over the property. The absence of title over the contested lot is not a
ground for the courts to withhold relief from the parties in an ejectment case.
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The only question that the courts must resolve in ejectment proceedings is — who is entitled to the physical
possession of the premises, that is, to the possession de facto and not to the possession de jure. It does not even
matter if a party's title to the property is questionable, or when both parties intruded into public land and their
applications to own the land have yet to be approved by the proper government agency. Regardless of the
actual condition of the title to the property, the party in peaceable quiet possession shall not be thrown out by a
strong hand, violence or terror. Neither is the unlawful withholding of property allowed. Courts will always
uphold respect for prior possession.

Thus, a party who can prove prior possession can recover such possession even against the owner himself.
Whatever may be the character of his possession, if he has in his favor prior possession in time, he has the
security that entitles him to remain on the property until a person with a better right lawfully ejects him. To
repeat, the only issue that the court has to settle in an ejectment suit is the right to physical possession.[60]

It is settled that even the registered owner of the real property cannot simply wrest possession from whoever is in
its actual possession.[61] The purpose of the law in giving recognition to ejectment suits is to protect the person
who in fact has actual possession, and in case of a controverted proprietary right, the law requires the parties to
preserve the status quo until one or the other sees fit to invoke the Decision of a court of competent jurisdiction
upon the question of ownership.[62]

Here, it is dangerous for the Court to deprive spouses Sambrano et al. of their possession of the property—which
some of them claim to have started since 1970[63] or 50 years before the ejectment suit was filed in 2020—by
means of summary proceeding, simply because spouses Bernabe used the word "tolerance" without sufficient
allegations or evidence to support it.[64]

Meanwhile, considering the dismissal of spouses Bernabe's complaint for lack of cause of action, there is no need
to discuss the alleged nullity of the Deed of Donation in favor of Josephine.

On a final note, the Court clarifies that its ruling does not mean that it favors the occupants of the property over
the persons claiming a right of ownership by virtue of a title. Rather, the ruling merely highlights the doctrine that
even a legal owner of the property cannot simply oust a party who is in peaceable quiet possession thereof
through a summary action for ejectment, without having established by a preponderance of evidence the essential
requisites of the action.[65] In any case, spouses Bernabe are not left without a remedy in law. They may avail of
other more appropriate legal remedies to obtain possession of the subject property before the proper regional trial
court.

ACCORDINGLY, premises considered, the Petition for Review on Certiorari is GRANTED. The following
rulings are hereby REVERSED and SET ASIDE:

- The Resolutions dated July 4, 2022 and November 8, 2022 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 173660;

- The Decision dated November 15, 2021 and Resolution dated March 23, 2022 of Branch 40 of the Regional
Trial Court of Palayan City, Nueva Ecija, in Civil Case No. 1105-P-21; and

- The Decision dated February 26, 2021 of the Municipal Trial Court of Bongabon, Nueva Ecija in Civil Case No.
2020-30.

The Complaint of respondents spouses Josephine and Francisco Bernabe is DISMISSED for lack of cause of
action.

Respondents spouses Josephine and Francisco Bernabe are DIRECTED to respect petitioners spouses Servillano
Sambrano and Delia Sambrano, spouses Conrado Peralta, Sr. and Elma Peralta, spouses Simeon Manopol and
Luisa Manopol, spouses Carlito Alicaycay and Remy Alicaycay, spouses Rogelio Villaflor and Romelita
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Villaflor, spouses Romeo Manapol and Olympia Manapol, spouses Eric Balanay and Aileen Balanay, spouses
Jeric Peralta and Victoria Peralta, spouses Melchor Agustin and Angelita Agustin, spouses Marvin Gervacio and
Richelle Gervacio, Macario Manapol and Maribeth Manapol-Galo's peaceful possession of the property covered
by TCT No. 041-2019004589 located at Barangay Tugatog, Bongabon, Nueva Ecija, and the improvements built
thereon.

SO ORDERED.

Caguioa (Chairperson), Inting, and Dimaampao, JJ., concur.

Singh,[*] J., on leave.

[*] Also spelled as "Olimpia" in some parts of the rollo.

[**] On leave.

[***] Also referred as "Jacinto and Jacinta" in some parts of the rollo.
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