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EN BANC

[ G.R. No. 125646, September 10, 1999 ]

CITY OF PASIG, PETITIONER, VS. THE HONORABLE
COMMISSION ON ELECTION AND THE MUNICIPALITY OF

CAINTA, PROVINCE OF RIZAL, RESPONDENTS. 
 

[G.R. NO. 128663.  SEPTEMBER 10, 1999]
  

MUNICIPALITY OF CAINTA, PROVINCE OF RIZAL, PETITIONER,
VS. COMMISSION ON ELECTIONS CITY OF PASIG, RESPONDENT. 

  
D E C I S I O N

YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

Before us are two (2) petitions which both question the propriety of the suspension
of plebiscite proceedings pending the resolution of the issue of boundary disputes
between the Municipality of Cainta and the City of Pasig.

G.R. No. 125646 involves the proposed Barangay Karangalan while G.R. No. 128663
involves the proposed Barangay Napico. The City of Pasig claims these areas as part
of its jurisdiction/territory while the Municipality of Cainta claims that these
proposed barangays encroached upon areas within its own jurisdiction/territory.

The antecedent facts are as follows:

On April 22, 1996, upon petition of the residents of Karangalan Village that they be
segregated from its mother Barangays Manggahan and Dela Paz, City of Pasig, and
to be converted and separated into a distinct barangay to be known as Barangay
Karangalan, the City Council of Pasig passed and approved Ordinance No. 21, Series
of 1996, creating Barangay Karangalan in Pasig City.[1] Plebiscite on the creation of
said barangay was thereafter set for June 22, 1996.

Meanwhile, on September 9, 1996, the City of Pasig similarly issued Ordinance No.
52, Series of 1996, creating Barangay Napico in Pasig City.[2] Plebiscite for this
purpose was set for March 15, 1997.

Immediately upon learning of such Ordinances, the Municipality of Cainta moved to
suspend or cancel the respective plebiscites scheduled, and filed Petitions with the
Commission on Elections (hereinafter referred to as COMELEC) on June 19, 1996
(UND No. 96-016)[3] and March 12, 1997 (UND No. 97-002), respectively. In both
Petitions, the Municipality of Cainta called the attention of the COMELEC to a
pending case before the Regional Trial Court of Antipolo, Rizal, Branch 74, for
settlement of boundary dispute.[4] According to the Municipality of Cainta, the
proposed barangays involve areas included in the boundary dispute subject of said
pending case; hence, the scheduled plebiscites should be suspended or cancelled



until after the said case shall have been finally decided by the court.

In UND No. 96-016, the COMELEC accepted the position of the Municipality of Cainta
and ordered the plebiscite on the creation of Barangay Karangalan to be held in
abeyance until after the court has settled with finality the boundary dispute
involving the two municipalities.[5] Hence, the filing of G.R. No. 125646 by the City
of Pasig.

The COMELEC, however, ruled differently in UND No. 97-002, dismissing the Petition
for being moot in view of the holding of the plebiscite as scheduled on March 15,
1997 where the creation of Barangay Napico was ratified and approved by the
majority of the votes cast therein.[6] Hence, the filing of G.R. No. 128663 by the
Municipality of Cainta.

The issue before us is whether or not the plebiscites scheduled for the creation of
Barangays Karangalan and Napico should be suspended or cancelled in view of the
pending boundary dispute between the two local governments.

To begin with, we agree with the position of the COMELEC that Civil Case No. 94-
3006 involving the boundary dispute between the Municipality of Cainta and the City
of Pasig presents a prejudicial question which must first be decided before
plebiscites for the creation of the proposed barangays may be held.

The City of Pasig argues that there is no prejudicial question since the same
contemplates a civil and criminal action and does not come into play where both
cases are civil, as in the instant case. While this may be the general rule, this Court
has held in Vidad v. RTC of Negros Oriental, Br. 42,[7] that, in the interest of good
order, we can very well suspend action on one case pending the final outcome of
another case closely interrelated or linked to the first.

In the case at bar, while the City of Pasig vigorously claims that the areas covered
by the proposed Barangays Karangalan and Napico are within its territory, it can not
deny that portions of the same area are included in the boundary dispute case
pending before the Regional Trial Court of Antipolo. Surely, whether the areas in
controversy shall be decided as within the territorial jurisdiction of the Municipality
of Cainta or the City of Pasig has material bearing to the creation of the proposed
Barangays Karangalan and Napico. Indeed, a requisite for the creation of a barangay
is for its territorial jurisdiction to be properly identified by metes and bounds or by
more or less permanent natural boundaries.[8] Precisely because territorial
jurisdiction is an issue raised in the pending civil case, until and unless such issue is
resolved with finality, to define the territorial jurisdiction of the proposed barangays
would only be an exercise in futility. Not only that, we would be paving the way for
potentially ultra vires acts of such barangays. Indeed, in Mariano, Jr. v. Commission
on Elections,[9] we held that –

“The importance of drawing with precise strokes the territorial boundaries
of a local unit of government cannot be overemphasized. The boundaries
must be clear for they define the limits of the territorial jurisdiction of a
local government unit. It can legitimately exercise powers of government
only within the limits of its territorial jurisdiction. Beyond these limits, its
acts are ultra vires. Needless to state, any uncertainty in the boundaries


