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DECISION 

KHO, .JR., J.; 

Before the Cou:·t is a Petition for Review on Certiorari' under Rule 45 
of the Rules of Court assailing the Decision:, dated ]\,'fay 11, 2018 and the 
Resolution 3 dated ]'.Jovember 28, 2018 of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-
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G.R. SP No. 137723, which reversed and set aside the Decision 4 dated June 
13, 2014 of the Regional Trial Coun of Parafiaque City, Branch 196 (RTC). 
The ruling, in turn, affirmed the- Decision 5 dated November 8, 2013 of the 
Metropolitan Trial Cou1t of Para11aque City, Branch 77 (MeTC), ordering 
respondents James Paul G. Recio, Daryl Tancinco, and Marizene Tancinco 
(respondents) to vacate the subject propeny and to pay reasonable 
compensation for the use and occupation thereof. 

The Facts 

On November 15, 2012, pet1t1oner Paran.aque Industry Owners 
Association, lnc., represented by Patricia Sy and Rosalinda Escobilla 
(petitioner), a nonstock corporation, filed a Complaint 6 for unlawful detainer 
against respondents before the MeTC. Petitioner alleged that it is the lawful 
owner of a 200 sqm. parcel of l,md located at Lot 5, Block 2, Champaca 
Extension, Light Industry Compound, UPS 1 V. Barangay Marcelo Green, 
Parafiaque City (subject prope11y), as evidenced by Transfer Ce11ificate of 
Title (TCT) No. (70115) 123145, 7 which is being illegally occupied by 
respondents. Petitioner claimed that only respondents' predecessor-in
interest, the late Mario Recio (Mario) alone, was allowed to stay in the 
property as the caretaker of the subject property and the water tank located 
therein. Hence, in 1982, Mario built his house therein. However, without 
petitioner's consent, Mario had his family live th~re \,vith hirn.8 

Eventually~ petitioner intended to use the subject prope11y as its office 
and in 2009, the water tank was found to be dangerous for public safoty. Thus, 
petitioner sent several demand letters to respondents to vacate and sutTender 
the subject property. The Office of the Building Official even wrote a letter 
enjoining all respondents to vacate the premises within 15 days from receipt 
thereof for the demolition of the water tank. However, despite receipt of such 
letter, responoent~; still failed to vacate the same. Thus, petitioner was 
constrained to file the instant Cornplaint. 9 

In their Answer, 10 respondents averred that the Me TC did not obtain 
jurisdiction over t!leir persons for improper service of summolls and that 
petitioner failed 10 prove that the property o".cupied was included in TCT No. 
(701 lS) 123145. lviore importantly, responde11b emphasized that petitioner is 
not a real partv in interest in the suit because, a1.xording to TCT i\Jo. (701 l 5) 
123145, the real own.er of the ::;u~ject propert~, is P.:irai:aque Industry Owners 
Association (PIOA\ a corporation vvith Sccuritil:'.:~ and Exchange Cornn1ission 
(SEC) Registration (R,~g.) No. 0109189, wh,lse regis~ration vvas revoked by 

Id. :lt 54--65. Pell'\ :d ny ]Lidge BrigiJo Anem0n f\1. L.'.in>t \i 
5 Id. at 50-53-a. Pcr,ned b> Presiding lulig-:: .\r:d,' '· De V(::·a. 
0 !d. at l 73-178. 

Id. at 68--71. 
f id. at ! 74-·175. 
? Id. 
10 fd.at17lJ ... !'i7. 
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the SEC on August 11. 200J for noncompliance wit.h the SEC's reportorial 
requirement. Furthermore, T CT No. (701 15) 123 145 was issued on August 
1, 1983 in favor of PIOA. l-lowev;,;r. per~tioner did not exist yet then as it was 
only incorporated on 1\/Iarch 6, 2() 12. 1' 

Respondents also opined that they have a better right of possession over 
the subject property because they were possessors and builders in good faith. 
According to them, sometime in 1978-1980, fv1r. Richard S. Ang (Mr. Ang), 
the Chief Executive Officer of Cherith Manufacturing and the President of 
PJOA, requested ~lario and his family to live neilr the company vicinity for 
the latter's efficient operation. However, Mario could not find any suitable 
accommodation near the area; consequently, Mr. Ang offered the subject 
property to Mario and said that whatever improvements Mario made on the 
propetty would be!ong to the latter. Thus, Mario bui It his house and lived there 
with his family, herein respondents. 'With Mr. Ang's perniission, respondents 
became possessors and builders in good faith who have the right to retain the 
property based on Article 546 of the Civil Code. '2 

The MeTC Ruling 

In a Decision ?3 dated November 8, 20 I 3, the Me TC ruled in favor of 
petitioner and accordingly, ordered respondents to: (a) vacate the subject 
property and surrender its possession to petitioner; (b) pay reasonable 
compensation for tbe use and occupation of the property in the amount of PHP 
10,000.00 a month from July 30, 2012 until tl~ey have vacated the premises; 
(c) pay PHP 10,000.00 as attorney's fees; and (d) pay the cost ofsuit. 14 

In so ruling, the MeTC found that the facts alleged in the Complaint 
properly established petitioner's cause of action for unlawful detainer since 
the fact of tolerance was proven by respondents' admission in their Answer, 
i.e., that Mr. Ang offered the subject property with the water tank to Mario 
and his family. Thus, ,vhen respondents failed to heed petitioner's demand to 
vacate, respondents became deforciant occupants and a summary action for 
ejectment was proper. Further, as the registered owner, petitjoner has the right 
to eject any person illegaiJy occupying the subject prop~rty. 15 

Meanwhil~, on December 20, 2013, respondents filed a Tvlanifestation 16 

before the MeTC, stating that even prior to the instituti1.1n of this suit, they had 
already vacated 1:he ~;-whject propeny and surrendered the same to petitioner. 

II Id. Jt 181-183. 
12 Id. at 184-185. 
13 id. at 50--53-a. 
14 Id. at 53-a. 
1
' Id. al 52-53. 

If> /d.at!0l-103. 
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Hence, reasonable compensation should be computed up to the time 
respondents vacated and surrendered the property. 17 

Thereafter, aggrieved with the MeTC's ruling, respondents appealed 18 

to the RTC. 

The RTC Ruling 

In a Decision 19 dated June 13, 2014, the RTC affirmed the Me TC 
ruling. 20 The RTC held that respondents failed to show the applicability of the 
rule on possession by builder in good faith, considering that they did not 
adduce any positive evidence that would establish a claim of actual or 
constructive permission to occupy the subject property. The RTC also found 
that the MeTC did not commit any reversible e1Tor in concluding that the 
subject property is registered under petitioner's name and that respondents' 
possession was by mere tolerance. Hence, petitioner, as the registered owner, 
had the right to recover the possession of the property. 21 

Respondents filed a motion for reconsideration, but was denied. 22 

Undaunted, they filed a Petition for Review Under Rule 4223 before the CA. 

The CA Ruling 

In a Decision 24 dated May I 1, 2018, the CA reversed and set aside the 
RTC Decision and accordingly, dismissed the complaint for unlawful 
detainer. 25 

In so ruling, the CA found that petitioner is not the owner of the subject 
property covered by TCT No. (70115) 123145, pointing out that the original 
owner thereof is PIOA, whose SEC registration was revoked by the SEC due 
to noncompliance of reportorial requirements. 26 According to the CA, since 
said revocation resulted in PlOA's dissolution that ceased as a body corporate 
to conduct the business for which it was established, its assets must then 
undergo liquidation and legal titles of the remaining corporate properties 
should be transferred to the stockholders who became co-owners thereof. 27 

The CA futiher ratiocinated that although corporations with revoked 

17 Id.at 102. 
18 Id.at 12. 
19 Id. at 54--65. 
20 Id. at 65. 
21 Id. at 60--62. 
22 Id.at 12. 
23 Id. at 215-239. 
24 Id. at 34-46. 
25 Id. at 46. 
26 Id. at 39. 
27 Id. at 40. 
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registrations may file petitions to lift orders of revocation that would restore 
its existence, PIOA did not avail of this remedy. Instead, its board of directors 
opted for a re-registration, which created a new entity, herein petitioner, with 
SEC Reg. No. CN201204425 28-an entirely separate and distinct entity from 
PIOA. 29 Nonetheless, the CA remarked that stockholders of a dissolved 
corporation are not prevented from conveying their shareholdings toward the 
creation of a new corporate entity. However, in the absence of liquidation of 
properties, as in this case, the rights and properties of the dissolved 
corporation cannot be deemed to have been transferred to the new 
corporation. 30 Hence, the CA held that PIOA's properties, including the 
subject prope1iy, cannot be deemed as owned by petitioner. As such, the CA 
stated that the MeTC should have dismissed the case at its inception for stating 
no cause of action due to questions concerning petitioner's standing as the real 
pai1y-in-interest. In this light, the CA concluded that petitioner lacked the 
capacity to sue.31 

Dissatisfied, petitioner moved for reconsideration, 32 but was denied in 
a Resolution 33 dated November 28, 2018; hence, this Petition. 34 

The Issue Before the Court 

The issue for the Court's consideration is whether the CA correctly 
reversed the rulings of the MeTC and the RTC, which resulted in the dismissal 
of petitioner's Complaint for unlawful detainer. 

The Court's Ruling 

The Petition is without merit. 

I. 

At the outset, the Cou1i notes that after the Me TC rendered its Decision 
dated November 8, 2013, respondents filed a Manifestation info1ming the trial 
court that they had already vacated the subject prope1iy, viz.: 

Defendants, through the undersigned counsel, respectfully manifests 
that in this Honorable Court's Decision dated November 9, 2013, they were 
directed to vacate the premises which is the subject of the instant case for 
Ejectrnent. Defendants respectfully inform this Honorable Court that even 

28 Id. at 126. 
29 Id. at 41-43. 
30 Id. at 44. 
31 Id. at 45. 
32 Not attached to the rollo. 
33 Rollo, pp. 48-49. 
3

•
1 Id. at 9-29. 
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before the filing of the iw,t,1.:·.:'. cc,s(:', D-r.ftmdant James Paul G. Recio has 
already been residing ·with hi~ wife ,1.nd chi:drc11 at t 4 Sunflower St., 
Area-B, Quecnsrow West, Molino HI, Cavitc . . As proof, a copy of the 
Brgy. Certification issued !:-·} Bai anp1y () 1.1eensrow We~t is hereto attached 
as Annex ·'A'·. 

Defendants Marizene R. Tancinco and Darvl Tancinco have 
already vacated the premises and have been residing with their 
daughter at Brgy. Bayanan, Cavitc ~ince August 2013. A copy of the 
Brgy. Certification is hereto attached as Annex '"B". 

In v.ddition, a copy of the rvteralco bilhng for the Billing Period of 
November 6, 20 l J to December 6. 2013 will show that since September 
2013, there has not been any electrical consumption in the subject premises. 
This shovvs that the subject premises have already lwei1 '.;acated. A copy of 
the billing indicating the Average Usage for the month of September is 
hereto attached as Annex ·'C- l ". and the total amount due from September 
to December 2013 is only Pesos: 'T v,:er.ty-Three and GOil 00 (PHP 23.60), as 
Annex '·C-2". Moreover. none of the Notices from this Honorahle Court 
addressed to the Defendants have been served on them since no one was 
residing in the subject premises. 

The foreg0ing shows that the Defendants have already complied 
with the directive of this Honorable Court to pea-:etul!)-1 Yacate and surrender 
the premises. and the reasonable compensation should he compu1cd up to 
the time the dc:fenrlants vacated and sunenden:.J lhc: property. 35 (Emphasis 
and und~rscoring .:;upplied) 

However, petitioner maintains that respondents never surrendered the 
property, and in fad, have padlocked the same, 3(' to wit, 

Relative !hereto, Petitioner hereby informs the Honorable 
Supreme Court that the respflndents NEVER surrendered the 
property to the petitioners. In fact, they h:iv~ padlocked the premises. 
Moreover, th~y have not complied with the r.:quired monthly deposit as 
per Rule 70 of the Rules of Collli. paiiicular Sec. 19 thereof. Respondents 
failed to make a monthly deposit with the Regional Trial Couii the 
reasonabie vaiue of the use and occupation of rhe prnperty for which they 
must comply in order to maintain their appeal. A<; plain explanation. "It is 
not essential that there be a continuous persornll prl.!'.>en~e on the land, but 
there must t->e exen:·ised at least ~ome actual 1)hysical control with intent 
and apparent pu:r,ose 0f asserting doniirii,1!·1. Furthermore. mere 
occupancy or pers1.mal presence on the gi-c,:,,1d is not necessarily sufficient 
Lo constitme that possession which the l,iw ,;lorhe<. with legal rights as 
such. 37 (Fm:·)!rnsis <;uppited: 

Verily, despite tfsponder.ts' 1v1anifosi:ali0n before the Me TC, petitioner 
has yet to gain effective possessi 1.ln of U-1t! ~ubject property. As such, this 
constrains the Court, arnong others, to scruri11:z? the entirety of the case in 

35 Id. at IOI- 102. 
'" Id. al 26. 
,, Id. 
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order to ascertain whether petitioner is indeed entitled to the reliefs it prayed 
for in the court a quo: i.e.~ possession over the subject property and payment 
of rentals. 

In ejectment cases, also termed as accion interdictal, the only issue for 
resolution is physical or material possession of the property involved, 
independent of any claim of ownership by any of the party litigants. 
Nonetheless, if the defendant raises the question of ownership in his/her 
pleadings and the question of possession cannot be resolved without deciding 
the issue of ownership'. the trial courts and the CA have the competence to 
resolve such issue of ownership for the sole purpose of determining the issue 
of possession. It i.s well to clarify, however, that such determination of 
ownership is merely provisional in nature and does not bind the title or affect 
the ownership of the land nor is conclusive of the facts therein found in a case 
between the same parties upon a different cause of action involving 
possession, such as in accion publiciana or in accion reivindicatoria. 38 

Since an ejectment case is necessarily a civil action, then the required 
evidentiary threshold is that of preponderance of evidence. To be sure, 
"[p ]reponderance of evidence is the weight, credit, and value of the 
aggregate evidence on either side and is usually considered to be synonymous 
with the te1m "greater weight of the evidence" or "greater weight of the 
credible evidence.' 1 Preponderance of evidence is a phrase that, in the last 
analysis, means probability of the truth. It is evidence that is more convincing 
to the court as it is worthier of belief than that which is offered in opposition 
thereto." 39 Thus, the basic rule in civil cases is that the party making 
allegations has the burden of proving them b:y such evidentiary threshold. 
Such party must rely on the strength of their own evidence, and not upon the 
weakness of the defense offered by their opponent. 

Relatedly, the issue of sufficiency of evidence is a question of fact. 40 

To be sure, a question of fact requires the Court to review the truthfulness or 
falsity of the allegations of the parties; to assess the probative value of the 
evidence presented; and to ascertain the con-ectness of the lower courts' 
appreciation of the E:vidence presented by the pm ties.41 

As a general rule, only questions of law should be raised in petitions 
filed under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court, as tlw, Court is not a trier of facts. 
Hml\,.ever, this rL!le admits of exceptions, one of which is when the factual 

-------- ---
08 Everslc')I Clliid, Srmiwri1:m "· Sp,wse:; /Jo11 haronu. 8:?9 i'h;I. l l I, : 30-13 ! (20 i 8) [Per J. L.eo11en, Third 

Division]; citing L'o r. !'v!ili:ar, "66 Ph·!. 217, n:.;--2.~-l t_'.'.004 j [Pt:r J. Ynar~s-Santiago, f-irsr Division]. 
39 Fan, Jr. v. Ho~an,1, 780 fhil. :?58. 2(:5 (2016) !Per.!. Rrio:1. Secnnc [ 1iv1sion]; citauons om1rteJ. 
10 Land Bank o.fth<: /J11i/ipp1•7,,_1· v. (.4, --1-16 Phil. 774 (200 ! ) rP,'!r J. Qu;.,1:mbiag, Second Division]: citations 

omitted 
•
11 Pascual v. R11rgos. 7·;.5 Plii! lt:7, 183 (2016) fPc:i-J. Lcunrn . .Se(.nnd Division!; citations omitted. 

119 
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findings of the CA are contrary to tl1L1::,e of the trial court/s.42 This case falls 
under this exception, consid(:ring that the trial courts essentially found that 
petitioner has a better right of p1)ss~ssion over respondents as it is the 
registered owner of the subject p:·ope;-tf, v..:hile on the other band, the CA ruled 
that petitioner is not the registered owner of such p!"operty, and as such, is not 
a real party-in-interest to the suit. 

In this light, the Cou11 is constrained to make its own assessment of the 
facts as established from the records of this case. 

Ill. 

After a judicious µerusal of the record.:;: the Court agrees with the CA, 
for reasons as wi 11 be stated hereunder. 

At this jur..cture, the Court highlights the fr,llowing facts which are 
crucial to the resoiution of the instant case: First, contrary to the findings of 
the MeTC and the RTC, the registered owner of the subiect propertv 
covered by TCT No. (70115) 123145 is PIOA and not petitioner. 43 Second, 
PIOA, a corporation incorporated on December 29, 1982, was issued with 
SEC Reg. No. 0109189. 44 Third, SEC Reg. No. 0109189 was revoked on 
August 1 l, 2003 due to the noncompliance with t\-~~•CH1orial requirements. 45 

Fourth, no liquidation \Vas undertaken after the revocation of SEC Reg. No. 
0109189. 46 Fifth, instead of filing a petition to lift orders of revocation, the 
board of directors of PlOA "re-registered" and crear~d a new association, 
herein petitioner, with SEC Reg. No. CN201204425 issued on March 6, 
2012.47 

Relevant to the f-oregoing facts is Batas Pambansa Blg. 68,48 Section 
122, also known as the. Corporation Code, which prov ;des: 

Section l 22. Corporate liquidation. -- Evt)ry corporation whose 
charter expires by its own limitation or is airnulled by forfoiture or 
otherwise. or \;\,·hose corporate existence for other purposes is terminated in 
any other manner, shall nevertheless be cominued as a body corporate for 
three (3) years ::i!ler the time when it would have been so dissolved, for the 
purpose of prcsecuting and defending suits b:, or ag,!ins~ it and enabling it 
to set1le and close its affairs, :n Jispose of c1nd convey its property 2.nd to 
distribute its a~sers, but not for the purpose or continuing. the business for 
which it was established. 

-----------
42 !d. at 190: citati,,ns o;i·,itkd. 
43 SN! ruilu. p. 39. 
•·

1 See 1d. 
45 Id. 
'' 6 Id. at 44. 
17 td. at 43. 
4s Entitled ·T1 I[ ('(_;;{['111~_•:1 ll)iJ C-1 •1)r (1!· ·111~: P! ;11.1":':"-'i~<:::· aprr-: ·,r-::,l 0,1 M:iy I, 1980. 
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At any time during said three (3) years, the corporation is authorized 
and empowered lo ~onvey rill c,r its property to trustees for the benefit of 
stockholders, members, credit.)r:;, and other persons in interest. From and 
after any such conveyance by thl! corpor;:ition of its property in trust for the 
benefit of its stockholders, members, creditors and others in interest, all 
interest which the corporation had in the property terminates, the legal 
interest vests in the trustees. and the beneficial interest in the stockholders, 
members, creditors or other persons in interest. 

Upon the winding up of the corporate affairs. any asset distributable 
to any creditor or stockholder or member who is unknown or cannot be 
found shall be ,:scheatcd to the city or municipality where such assets are 
located. 

Except by denease of capital stock and as otherwise allowed by this 
Code, no corporation shall distribute any of its assets or property except 
upon lawful dissolution and after payment of all its debts and liabilities. 

Based on this provision, a defunct corporation loses the right to sue and 
be sued in its name upon the expiration of the aforementioned three (3) year 
winding-up period provided by law. However, case law has carved out 
exceptions to this rule, particularly instructing that an appointed receiver, 
assignee, or a trustee of such defunct corporation may institute suits or 
continue pending actions on the latter's behalf even after the expiration of the 
winding-up period. For this purpose, it is further clarified that: (a) a receiver 
or an assignee need not be even appointed for the purpose of bringing suits or 
continuing those that are pending; (b) in the absence of a receiver or an 
assignee, suits may be instituted or continued by a trustee specifically 
designated for a particular matter, such as a lawyer representing the 
corporation in a certain case; and (c) the board of directors of a corporation 
may be considered trustees by legal implication for the purpose of winding up 
its affairs. 49 

In this case, records clearly show that the subject property is owned by 
PIOA; and as such, it is the rightful plaintiff to the unlawful detainer case filed 
by petitioner. Since PIOA 's corporate existence had long ceased on August 
11, 2003, then its board of directors may be deemed as its trustees who may 
institute or continue suits on its behalf. However, the instant suit is filed by 
petitioner, a newly-formed corporation, which should be considered as a 
separate and distinct entity from PlOA, a5 evinceci by their different SEC 
Reg. Nos. (i.e., SEC Reg. No. 0109189 for P[OA and SEC Reg. No. 
CN20 J 204425 for petitioner). In this regard, the Court takes particular note of 
SEC-Office of the General Counsel Opinion (OGC) No. 17-08 (Opinion), 50 

wherein the SEC's legal opinion was requested \Vith regard ro instances where 
a corporation's legal personaiity 'Nas revoked and subsequently "re
registered,'. such as the predicament faced by PlOA and petitioner in this case. 
Relevant portions cJf the Opinion read: 

;n Reyes v. Bancom De1·elvp1il(:nt C 'r>rp .. ~23 Phil. 5 I&. 526- :527 (20 l 8) I Per C.J. Sereno. First Division 1-
50 SEC-OGC Opi:-:ion N,,. 17-03 (Sep1er,1bc:r \ 20! 7), 
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As to your first quf-s1ion, the [former corporation's] right of 
dominion over its corpora 1:t, assc'b is n,)t immediately extinguished by the 
revocation of its Certificat~' of Reg:strntion. 

As the Supreme Court heid in Republic v. Tancinco, "the dissolution 
of juridical entity does not by itself cause the extinction or diminution of 
the rights and liability of such entity, since it is allowed to continue as a 
juridical enli ty for 3 years fort.he purpose of prosecution and defending suits 
by or against it and enabling it to settle and close its affairs, to dispose of 
and convey its property, and tu distribute its assets." 

Further, corporate liquidation may still be continued even after 
expiration of the given three (3) year period .... 

Hence, the former corporation retains title to the corporate 
properties untiJ after the completion of the liquidation process. 

As to your second query, the original ... corporation organized 
in 1974 is separate and distinct from the one registered in 2010, and the 
former cannot he said to be a continuation of the latter. 

Dissolution is a condition of law and fact which ends the capacity of 
the body corporate to act as such, and necessitates a liquidation and 
extinguishment of all legal relations existing in respect of the corporate 
enterprise. Once a corporate franchise is revoked, the corporate franchise is 
dissolved. 

Coming: now to your third query, the re-registered corporation is a 
newly registered corporation. 

Thus it is clear that the re-registered corporation shall be 
considered as a separate and distinct entity from the corporation with 
a similar name that preceded it. (Emphasis and underscoring supplied) 

Since the SEC is the principal government agency tasked to implement 
the Corporation Code, its interpretation of the law must be given great weight 
by the Court. Under the contemporaneous inte1pretation rule, "[t]he practice 
and interpretive regulations by officers, administrative agencies, departmental 
heads, and other officials charged with the duty of administering and 
enforcing a statute will carry great weight in determining the operation of a 
statute;'' 51 and that "[i}n the construction of a doubtful and ambiguous law, 
the contemporaneous construction of those wh0 [were] called upon to act 
under the law, and were appointed to carry its provisions into effect, is entitled 
to very great respecl." 52 Otherwise stated, the interpretation given to a rule or 
regulation by those cl1a.rged with its execution is entitled to the greatest weight 

51 Ting v. Central ilmli: of1h2 l'hilippi11cs. G.R. No. L-:~66t·, Sepi.~mt~r 24. 1958 (!'er J. Montemayor]. 
citing 2 Sutherland. St..1tuto:y Con~i1w~1irn,. p. 516 

52 Edward\ Les~er , •. :'Jarby, 2:- US 106. :'.IO ( I !Q7). 

~ 
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by the Court construing such rule or regulation, and such interpretation will 
be followed unless it appears to be clearly unreasonable or arbitrary. 53 

Thus, it is incorrect for petitioner to argtte th~1t it is "one and the same" 
as PIOA, considering the time-honored doctrine that ''[a] corporation has a 
personality separate and distinct from those of its stockholders and other 
corporations to which it may be connected." 5'1 

While it is conceded that there have been instances when two 
corporations' legal personality are set aside and they are treated as one and 
the same, such as under the doctrine of piercing the veil of corporate fiction. 55 

However, jurisprudence holds that the doctrine is only "warranted when the 
separate personality of a corporation is used as a means to perpetrate fraud or 
an illegal act, or as a vehicle for the evasion of aG existing obligation, the 
circumvention of" stalutes, or to confuse legitimate issues. It is also vvarranted 
in alter ego cases where a cotporntion is merely a farce since it is a mere alter 
ego or business conduit of a person, or where the cor;:,oration is so organized 
and controlled and its affairs are so conducted as to make it merely an 
instrumentality, agency, conduit or adjunct of anothcT corporation." 56 Verily, 
the circumstances in the present case do not warrant the piercing of ~he 
corporate veil between PIOA and petitioner. 

Based on the fo!·cgoing considerations, the Court rules that petitioner 
has failed to prove its entitlement to the reliefs it prayed for in the unlawful 
detainer complaint filed against respondent-· for the simple reason that it has 
no material and/or ~11choate interests over the subject prope1ty. 

IV. 

In relation to the above discussions, since ih~ registered owner of the 
subject prope1ty, PIOA, is a juridical entity separate and distinct from 
petitioner, and that there is no showing that the former had already transferred 
its interests ovtr such property to the latter, the Court further rules that 
petitioner is not a real party-in-interest to the unlavdul detainer case that it 
filed. To be sure) Section 2, Rule 3 of the Rule:] of C~•urt defines a real patty-
• • r• 1' 111-mterest, as ro.1ov1.rs: 

S[-:-C. 2. Parries in interest. - A rt:al part::y ii1 ml.crest is !he party 
who stands t'.1 be benefited or injured bv thf:.l!H:lgmcnt in the suit, or 
the pa1ty entitled to the a\ ails of th1: suit. U-,1!cs:; nth~rwist authorized by 

5

' Eas1ern Telecon11,1ur;icariol.'., f'hii1j)pin'-'S. inc ,. fnternatior.ai c·o1i'!ll1unicu1io11 (.'nr,norath1n, 478 Phil. 
922 (2004) [Per .I At1slri,.-!1vh,11in,:z. St:cunr! f)iv1,ior.!. 

5~ Pa111ra11cu t::11!p/oy~·cs lis•:oi.:t!llwn r. ,~:,.:no,10,' I.a~•,,!- i?c'~:f:,':11, < '01.'1,ni,.;-irm. 600 Phil. 645, 660 (2009) 
[Per J. Nachma, Th;:-,:l Di vi~;on 1-Empi::1:,i~ a:id unJc,~;r.ori11g $~pp:icJ. 

55 Id. at 661. 
51

' /11/ematiuna/ A cadc';11_,1 n/ f,/;m,;;:,r.·11'!:/11 .;;nd /:'i':•,:,,11: /( s v f.,it/01: ,m ;I(.'<;._ inc .. 822 Phi I. 6 J 0, 6 ! 8 (20 l 7) 
[Per C.J. Srreno, ri.-~r !.Ji-1i:,i0nJ. 

~ 
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law or these Rules, every action must be prosecuted or defended in the 
name of the real party in interest. (Emphasis and underscoring supplied) 

In Mutilan v. Mutilan,57 the Court, through Associate Justice Marvic 
M.V.F. Leanen, expounded on this matter, to wit: 

Generally, every action must be prosecuted or defended in the name 
of the real patty in interest, the one "who stands to be benefited or injw-ed 
by the judgment in the suit, or the party entitled to the avails of the suit." To 
be a real partv in interest, one "should appear to be the present real 
owner of the right sought to be enforced, that is, his (or her] interest 
must be a present substantial interest, not a mere expectancv, or a 
future, contingent, subordinate, or consequential interest." In 
Stronghold Insurance Company, Inc. v. Cuenca, this Court explained the 
rationale for such requirement: 

The purposes of the requirement for the real party in 
interest prosecuting or defending an action at law are: (a) to 
prevent the prosecution of actions by persons without any 
right, title or interest in the case; (b) to require that the actual 
party entitled to legal relief be the one to prosecute the 
action; (c) to avoid a multiplicity of suits; and (d) to 
discourage litigation and keep it within certain bounds, 
pursuant to sound pub! ic pol icy. Indeed, considering that all 
civil actions must be based on a cause of action, defined as 
the act or omission by which a party violates the right of 
another, the former as the defendant must be allowed to 
insist upon being opposed by the real party in interest so that 
he is protected from further suits regarding the same claim. 
Under this rationale, the requirement benefits the 
defendant because "the defendant can insist upon a 
plaintiff who will afford him a setup providing good res 

judicata protection if the struggle is carried through on 
the merits to the end." 

The rule on real partv in interest ensures, 
therefore, that the partv with the legal right to sue brings 
the action, and this interest ends when a judgment 
involving the nominal plaintiff will protect the defendant 
from a subsequent identical action. Such a rule is 
intended to bring before the court the party rightfullv 
interested in the litigation so that onlv real controversies 
will be presented and the judgment, when entered, will 
be binding and conclusive and the defendant will be 
saved from further harassment and vexation at the hands 
of other claimants to the same demand. 

Petitioners here are not vested with direct and substantial interest in 
the subject parcels of land. They are not the present real owners of the right 
sought to be enforced. They claim their interests only as heirs of Mahid, 
who was not proven to have any right or interest in the parcels ofland titled 
in respondent's name .... 

57 G.R. No. 216109, February 5, 2020 [Third Division]. 
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Not bcint, n.ai p~.,,-i:fi•,; ir, iuu.,-~.~t, pctnioncrs cannot invoke the 
jurisdiction :)f the court. !'~r,on, h:-wing no nrntcria! interest to protect 
<:imnot in\-okc its jurisdktion f.S t!lr.. pi::dntiff in an artion. "Nor does a 
court acquire jurisdictim1 over~, cai1c ,,-hC'rc th,: rca) par1y in interest is 
not present {1r impl-eadcd."58 (Emphasis and un,lerscoring supplied) 

ln sum, the CA corri::c:iy ruled ll1at since rctitioner (with SEC Reg. No. 
CN201204425) is 2. juridjcil entity si..~parate and distinct from PlOA (with 
SEC Reg. No. 0109[89), then the former is nc-t 11 real party in interest to the 
unlawful detainer cnmplaint that it filed before tho: Mt-TC. "When the plaintiff 
is not the real pany in interest, the case is dismissible on the ground oflack of 
cause of action.".i'J as in this case. 

ACCORDINGLY, the instant Petition is DENIED. The Oee;ision 
dated M2y 11, 2U I~ and the Resolution <lated November 28, 2018 of the C uur1 
of Appeals in C i\, •• G.R. SP No. 137723 are hereby AFFIRMED. 

SO ORDE.RED. 

\VE CONCUR: 

--------
~4'~~ ~ 

__-- ,.ffiTON_ijO T. KHO, JR.~ 
Associate Justice 

On Official Leav~ 
IV1ARVIC ~vi.V.f. LEONEN 

Senior Associate Justice 
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