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The complaint was later amended to implead Spouses Fernandez and
the DPWH as party defendants.’

Ruling of the Regional Trial Court

After due proceedings, the Regional Trial Court, Branch 20, Tacurong
City, by Judgment dated September 26, 2012, dismissed the complaint, viz.:

Wherefore, upon all the foregoing considerations, judgment is
hereby rendered:

1. Dismissing the complaint as well as the counterclaim
interposed by R.T. Dino Development Corporation and the cross claim
and counterclaim by (S)pouses Dr. Esteban Fernandez, Jr. and Roselyn
Fernandez for lack of merit;

2. Declaring the mortgage over Lot 643, Buluan Pls-73 between
R.T. Dino Development Corporation and Dr. Esteban Fernandez, Jr.
void;

3. Ordering R.T. Dino Development Corporation to pay
additional capital gains and documentary stamp taxes based on the
difference between P1,100,000.00 and P200,000.00 and to show
compliance hereof within thirty (30) days from finality of judgment,

No costs.

IT IS SO ORDERED.?

The trial court held that Spouses Duadua were not land destitutes as
to entitle them to homestead patent under the Public Land Act since they
owned another parcel of land other than subject land. If they were allowed to
repurchase subject land, they would altogether own more than five (5)
hectares, which is above the retention limit under Republic Act 6657 (RA
6657) otherwise known as the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law of
1988 (CARL). In any event, Spouses Duadua failed to prove that the
purpose of the proposed repurchase was for their home and cultivation.’

In its Order dated June 21, 2013, the trial court granted the respective
Motions for Substitution dated October 15, 2012 and December 22, 2012
filed by petitioners heirs Gliceria Duadua Tomboc, Dionisio P. Duadua, Jr,
Bienvenido P. Duadua, Paul P. Duadua, Samuel P. Duadua, and Moises P.
Duadua.'’

7 Id at 56.
8 Id at 56-57.
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Through its assailed Amended Decision'” dated May 10, 2019,
however, the Court of Appeals granted R.T. Dino’s motion for
reconsideration'® and dismissed petitioners’ appeal, viz.:

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, R.T. Dino Development
Corporation’s Motion for Reconsideration is hereby GRANTED. The
Decision of this Court dated August 30, 2018 is hereby REVERSED
and SET ASIDE and a new one be entered DISMISSING the appeal by
the Spouses Dionisio, Sr. and Consolatriz de Peralta Duadua as substituted
by their heirs. The Decision dated September 26, 2012 of the Regional
Trial Court, 12% Judicial Region, Branch 20, Tacurong City in Civil Case
No. 562 for Repurchase Under Section 119 of Commonwealth Act No.
141, as Amended with Damages and Attorney’s Fees, Injunction with
Prayer for Issuance of A Writ of Temporary Restraining Order, is hereby

REINSTATED and AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED."’

This time, the Court of Appeals held that petitioners’ purpose in
seeking to repurchase the land is only for sentimental reasons which does
not fall within the purpose, spirit, and meaning of the Public Land Act, that
is, to preserve and keep in the family of the homesteader the portion of
public land granted by the State. Too, Spouses Duadua were allegedly no
longer land destitutes. Petitioners themselves admitted that they are no
longer staying on the land and have already found residence in another

barangay.'®

The Present Petition

Petitioners now seek affirmative relief from the Court and pray that
the Amended Decision dated May 10, 2019 of the Court of Appeals be

reversed and set aside.!”

Petitioners assert that during their lifetime, their parents, Spouses
Duadua, had no other lot aside from that one untitled lot located in San
Emmanuel, Tacurong City. There is no law or jurisprudence which supports
the Court of Appeals’ conclusion that their parents were disqualified to
repurchase the land because they were eventually able to also acquire an
untitled 1ot.2° What law and jurisprudence support is that Spouses Duadua,

15 Penned by Associate Justice Oscar V. Badelles and concurred in by Associate Justice Loida S.
Posadas-Kahulugan and Associate Justice Florencio M. Mamauag, Jr., supra note 2.

15 Id. at 75-79.
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Verily, Spouses Duadua invoked their right to repurchase within the
prescribed five (5) year period. R.T. Dino, however, declined. The trial court
sustained R.T. Dino’s refusal on ground that: (a) Spouses Duadua had
acquired another parcel of land in another barangay which supposedly
removed them from the coverage of the Public Land Act; (b) allowing them
to repurchase the land would have the effect of giving them more than the
five (5) hectares altogether, hence, beyond the retention limit under the
CARL; and (c) they failed to show that the purpose of the intended
repurchase was for home and cultivation.

The Court of Appeals, in its assailed Amended Decision dated May
10, 2019, affirmed on ground that: (a) petitioners have already found another
residence in another barangay; (b) neither Spouses Duadua nor petitioners
resided in nor cultivated the land; and (c) they seek to repurchase the land
merely for sentimental reasons.

We grant the petition.

As cited, Section 119 of the Public Land Act gives the homesteader
and his or her heirs the right to repurchase the land awarded him or her. The
only condition is that the right to repurchase be exercised within five (5)
years from conveyance. Spouses Duadua complied with this condition when
on July 28, 1999, or just a little over three (3) years from conveyance on
May 14, 1996, they gave notice to R.T. Dino of their intention to repurchase
the land.

That Spouses Duadua had allegedly acquired another property in the
meantime does not preclude them or their heirs from exercising their right to
repurchase. This is not a disqualifying factor under the Public Land Act. In
its original Decision dated August 30, 2018, the Court of Appeals itsell aptly
held, viz.:

X X X x Dvidently, the law, itself, allows applicants to be granted a
homestead lot so long as they do not own more than 24 hectares of land.
Thus, the mere fact that (S)pouses Duadua were able to acquire another lot
after they were granted a homestead cannot be a valid basis for the denial
of their right to repurchase the subject lot. Moreover, if this Court would
follow the ratiocination of the RTC, it would, in effect, mean that grantees
are proscribed to progress in themselves by denying them of the property
previously granted to them if they happen to acquire another property in
(the meantime). Such interpretation is not only illogical, but also contrary
to the purpose of CA 141, which is to alleviate the situation of the poor.2®

In any event, the records are bereft of any document showing that
aside from the homestead land, Spouses Duadua had actually acquired
another property in their name. The only property mentioned in the records

W rd at6l.
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Be that as it may, the homestead grant was never intended to be used
to serve the business interest of corporations or other artificial persons. They
were meant to uplift the lives of small people like petitioners and their
deceased parents by way of social justice. Between the business interest of
R.T. Dino and the well-being and social amelioration of petitioners as the
real beneficiaries of the Homestead Law, the latter prevails.

Thus, in Rural Bank of Davao City, Inc. v. The Honorable Court of
Appeals, et al.?' we emphasized that the conservation of a family home is
the purpose of homestead laws. The policy of the state is to foster families as
the factors of society, and thus promote general welfare. The sentiment of
patriotism and independence, the spirit of free citizenship, the feeling of
interest in public affairs, are cultivated and fostered more readily when the
citizen lives permanently in his own home, with a sense of its protection and
durability.

As for the repurchase price, petitioners insist they must only pay
P200,000.00 as this is the purchase price reflected in their parents’ deed of
sale with R.T. Dino. The company, however, asserts that should petitioners
be allowed to repurchase the land, they ought to pay at least P1,100,000.00,
the supposed amount they actually paid to petitioners’ parents or
P3,000,000.00, the mortgage loan on the land which the company incurred
from Spouses Fernandez.

We rule that the purchase price which petitioners ought to pay back to
R.T. Dino is P1,100,000.00 the actual purchase price paid by R.T. Dino and
received by Spouses Duadua. As noted by the Court of Appeals in its
original Decision dated August 30, 2018, R.T. Dino offered in evidence
receipts to prove this amount, receipt of which Spouses Duadua did not
deny.3? Indeed, for petitioners now to insist paying back the lesser amount of
P200,000.00 would result in their unjust enrichment.

On this score, both the trial court and the Court of Appeals properly
directed R.T. Dino to pay additional capital gains and documentary stamp
taxes for the difference between the amount reflected on the deed of sale and
the actual price it paid on the land, including surcharges, interest, and
penalties. Notably, this directive has long become final and exccutory as
R.T. Dino did not seek its reconsideration nor appeal therefrom.

With respect to the mortgage amount of P3,000,000.00, the same 1s
exclusively between R.T. Dino and Spouses Fernandez. Neither petitioners
nor their deceased parents were privies to this contract. Hence, there is no
rhyme or reason for R.T. Dino to demand from them its payment.

31217 Phil. 554, 564-565 (1993), citing Jocson vs. Soriano, 45 Phil. 375, 378-79 (1923).
2 Jd. at 62.
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All told, the Court of Appeals committed reversible error when it
rendered its Amended Decision dated May 10, 2019,

ACCORDINGLY, the petition is GRANTED. The Amended
Decision dated May 10, 2019 of the Court of Appeals in CA-GR. CV No.
04404-MIN, is REVERSED and SET ASIDE. Petitioners Heirs of
Spouses Dionisio, Sr. and Consolatriz Duadua are declared to be rightfully
entitled to repurchase the land covered by Original Certificate of Title (OCT)
No. (V-2866) P-2220 (now TCT No. T-34211) from R.T. Dino Development
Corporation. R.T. Dino Development Corporation is required to reconvey
the land to petitioners Heirs of Spouses Dionisio, Sr. and Consolatriz
Duadua upon payment by the latter of P1,100,000.00.

Further, R.T. Dino Development Corporation is ordered to pay the
Bureau of Internal Revenue additional capital gains and documentary stamp
taxes, including surcharge, interest, and penalties, based on the difference
between P1,100,000.00 and P200,000.00. For this purpose, R.T. Dino
Development Corporation must submit its compliance within thirty (30)
days from finality of this Decision.

SO ORDERED.
AM . L/&ARO-JAVIER
Associate Justice
WE CONCUR :

DIOSDADO M. PERALTA
Chief Justice
Chairperson — First Division
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SE C. REYES, JR.
Associate Justice

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Section 13, Article VIII of the Constitution, I certify that
the conclusions in the above Decision had been reached in consultation
before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the Court’s
Division.

DIOSDADOW. PERALTA
Chief Justice



