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HERNANDO, J.:

Before this Court is a petition for review on certiorari’ challenging the

June 16, 2014 Decision® and February 17, 2015 Resolution® rendered bv the
Court of Appeals (CA), which affirmed the award of just compensation by the
Regional Trial Court (RTC) to respondents Marcelo Sagun (Marcelo) and
Edner Sagun (Edner; collectively, the Saguns) instead of petitioner Philippine
Veterans Bank (PVB).
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Antecedent Facts:

In 2003, respondent Bases Cenversion Development Authority (RCDA)
instituted several expropriation proceedings for acquisition of lands needed for
the Subic-Clark-Tarlac Expressway (SCTEX) Project. Two of the properties
subject of the expropriation proceedings are the 1) 2,511 square meter (sq. m.)
parcel of tand covered by Certificate of Land Ownership Award (CLOA) No.
00604434 and Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. 15767 in the name of
Marcelo; and 2) 1,504 sq. m. parcel of land covered by CLOA No. 00604433
and TCT No. 15762 in the name of Edner (Subject Properties).*

The Subject Properties were originally owned by Beimonte Agro-
Industrial Development Corporation {BAIDECO). In 1976, BAIDECO
mortgaged the properties to PVB. The latter had since foreclosed on the
mortgages and bought the same at a public auction in 1982. BAIDECO failed
to redeem the foreclosed properties. Thereafter, PVB was placed under
liquidation by the Central Bank of the Philippines irom August 1984 to
December 1991 and subsequently rehabilitated on January 1, 1992

Expropriation under the
Comprehensive Agrarian
Reform Program (CARP):

Meanwhile, Republic Act. No. (RA) 6657.° otherwise known as the
Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law (CARL), was enacted. The Subject
Properties were placed under the coverage of the CARP and consequently
distributed to the Saguns who are farmer-beneficiaries.” The Landbank of the
Philippines (LBP) deposited advance payments for the registered landowner
on the basis of its own valuation. Based on the Certificates of Deposit, the
Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) issued CILOA No. 00604434 to
Marcelo and CLOA No. 06604433 to FEdner on September 25, 2001.8

Pursuant to the issuance of the CLOAs, the Register of Deeds of
Pampanga issued TCT No. 13767 in favor of Marcelo and TCT No. 15762 in
favor of Edner on November 21, 2001.” LBP did not inform PVB regarding
the expropriation of the Subject Properties prior to the issuance of the CLOA
and TCTs in favor of the farmer-beneficiaries.™

o Id. at 35, 102,

old.at76e-77. 13- 114,

An Act lInstituting a Comprehensive Agrartan Reform Program to Promote Sccial Justice and
Industrialization, Providing the Mechanism [or its Implementation. and for Other Purposes, Approved
June 10, 1988.

ToId

#  Records of Civil Case No. 11267 (Voiume ), pp. 932-953; Records of Civil Case Mo, 11273 (Volume 1.
p. 684-685.

ld.

oyd. at 77, M4
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When PVB attempted to consolidate its ownership over the Subject
Properties, it discovered that the same were already distributed to the farmer-
beneficiaries, who already had CLOAs and TCTs issued in their favor. Thus,
PVRB filed a case for declaration of nullity of the Emancipation Patents {EPs)
and TCTs with the RTC against BAIDECO, among others on the ground that
it was not informed of the action made by the DAR on the Subject Properties.
However, the case was withdrawn by PVB pursuant to this Court’s ruling in
Department  of Agriculture v. Cuenca'! that controversies on the
implementation of the CARP fall under the jurisdiction of the DAR. 12

In 2002, PVB filed a petition for determination of just compensation
before the Office of the Regional Agrarian Reform Adjudicator of San
Fernando, Pampanga. After a few years, in 2005, PVB and BAIDECQ entered
into a written agreement wherein BAIDECO ceded al! of its rights and
interests over the Subject Properties to PVB. After which, in 2006, PVR filed
a petition before the RTC of Angeles City assailing the Department of
Agriculture Regional Arbitration Board (DARABY’s determination of just
compensation over the Subject Properties, which was docketed as Civil Case
No. 13237. PVB likewise asserted that full payment for the just compensation
pursuant to the CARP coverage has not been made."

Expropriation by the BCDA
(SCTEX Expropriation):

On December 4, 2003, BCDA instituted two expropriation proceedings
seeking to expropriate the Subject Properties covered by TCT Nos. 15767 and
15762 in the name of Marcelo and Edner, respectively. The cases were raffled
to RTC Angeles City, Branch 59 and docketed as Civil Case Nos. 11267 and
11275. Summons and a copy of the complaint were duly served upon the
Saguns, who were eventually declared in default upon BCDA’s motion. Upon
BCDA’s motion and payment of deposit, the RTC ordered the issuance of a
Writ of Possession to give BCDA authorization to enter, take possession, and
control the Subject Propeities. The Writ of Possession was issued on March
24, 2004 and actual and material possession of the Subject Properties were
delivered to BCDA on April 20, 2004 .7

After learning of the expropriation cases filed by the BCDA, PVB filed
motions to intervene in the cases. The RTC, upon motion and hearing,
admitted the complaints-in-interveniion aitached to the aforementioned
motions. "’

' 487 Phil. 208-227 (2004).
2 Rollo, p. 114,

5 id. at 78, 145.

" id. at 65, 100-101.

3 Id. ai 63-66, 101.
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On July 11, 2005, the trial court issved an order of expropriation
declaring that BCDA has the lawful right to take the Subject Properties for
expropriation. Expropriation proceedings followed and the case was submitted
for decision. '

BCDA filed an Omnibus Motion with an Amended Complaint,
impleading LBP being the mortgagee of the Subject Properties. Accordingly,
LBP was summoned. In turn, LBP asserted that as the government’s financial
arm in the implementation of CARP. it had already made payments for the
Subject Properties through the deposits required by law, and by reason of such
full compliance, a mortgage in favor of LBP was annotated on the titles
thereof. LBP noted that PVB’s assertion of non-payment may pertain to the
fact that compensation is still deposited with LBP and not yet withdrawn,
since PVB had yet to comply with the documentary requirements of LBP in
order to release the same. Moreover, PVB rejected the just compensation and a
case on the matter is pending with RTC Branch 56. 7

Ruling of the Regional Trial
Court:

On August 5, 2011, the trial court rendered its Decision in both Civil
Case Nos. 11267 and 11273 finding that BCDA had the lawful right to the
Subject Properties and ordered BCDA to deposit the remainder of the just
compensation to the trial court, which shall answer for the satisfaction of
LBP’s mortgage lien and the balance, if any is to be paid to Marcelo and
Edner, viz.:'®

WHEREFFORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered
declaring that plaintifl’ Bases Conversion Development Authority has a lawful
right to the affected property sought o be expropriated for the public use or
purpose described in the Amended Complaint upon payment by the plaintiff to
defendant Land Bank of the Fhilippines of Fifty Pesos (P50.00} per square
mcter tor the affected area measuring a total of One thousand five hundred four
squarc meters (1,504 sq.m.) tocated at Barangay Planas, Porac, Pampanga
described in the Certiticate ot Land Ownership Award No. 00604433 and 1CT

- No. 15762 registered in the name of Edrer Sagun which is classified as an
agricultural lot, or a w! of Seveaty five thousand two hundred pesos
(P75.200.00) as just compensation.

Considering that plainrift BC DA made a depesit of Twenty two thousand
two hundred ninety pesos (P22,290.0C) as ovidenced by Official Receipt No.
17825200 dated January 22, 2004, it shall further deposit the amount of Fitty
two thousand nine hundred ten pesos (22.910.00) with the Cashier of the
Office of the Clerk of Court. Regionai Trial Court of Angeies City. The iotal
deposit to be made by BCDA. which shouid amount to P75,200.00. shall

e 1d.
7 id. at 69. 103.
Wod. at 84-85, 122-123.
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answer for the satisfaction of the mortgage lien to defendant LBP, and the
balance, is to be paid o defendant Edner Sagun.

Plaintiff BCDA shall likewise pay:

1. The interest of twelve per cent {12)% per annum from April 20, 2004,
the date of delivery of possession of the property to the plaintiff, until
full payment is made of the amount due to defendant Sagun, subject
to the satisfaction of the mortgage lien of defendant LEP; and

2. Commissioners’ fees, which shall be Three hundred pesos (P300.00)
per Commissioner for five (3) days, or the total amount of One
thousand five hundred pesos (P1,500.00) for each commissioner.

On the other hand, defendant 1.BP is ordered io:

1. Surrender the original duplicaie copy of TCT No. 15762 registered in
the name of Edner Sagun o plaintiff BCDA; and

2. Bear the capital gains tax involved in the transfer of the expropriated
propertly to plaintiff BCDA.

After payment of the required taxes and presentation of all the necessary
documents, the Register of Deeds of Pampanga is ordered to:

1. Cancel TCT No. 15762 registered in the name of Edner Sagun;

2, Issue: (a) a new title in the name of BCDA covering the subject
affected property described in the Amended Complaint; and (b)
another title for the remaining/residual portion in the name of
defendant Edner Sagun.

All parties shall perform all acts and execute necessary deeds/documents
as may bc needed to effect said wansfer to plaintiff BCDA. No amount is
adjudged for actual improvements and damages, and no amoant is adjudged for
consequential damages and benefits. Let certified copies of this Decisicn be
recorded in the proper government offices concermed in the Province of
Pampanga.

SO ORDERED.?

Int so ruling, the trial court observed that the Saguns had a better right to
the just compensation. While it noted that the Saguns’ TCTs were
improvidently issued in view of lapses in procedure provided under the
CARL, the trial court likewise noted that PVB no longer contests such
mmprovident issuance or the rightfulness of the expropriation under the CARP
as the only issue remaining to be resolved is how much compensation PVB
should receive.

ol at $22-123,
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Thus, the trial court opined that PVB which stands to receive just
compensation from the CARP can no longer claim that it has an interest to
protect in the case. Moreover, the RTC opined that to rule that PVR is entitled
to just compensation will be tantamount to unjust enrichment to the prejudice
of the Saguns, proscribed under Article 22 of the Civil Code, and PVB’s claim
is already amply asserted and protected in Civil Case No. 13237.2

In its November 28, 2011 Order, the RTC modified the August 5, 2011
Decision upon oral motion of LBP to be dropped as a defendant in the cass,
which was granted. In the said Order, the trial court ordered (a) BCDA to pay
Marcelo the entire just compensation, (b} the surrender and cancellation of the
TCTs registered in the name of the Saguns, and (¢) the issuance of a new title
in the name of BCDA for the parcel of land sought to be expropriated and
another title in the name of Marcelo for the remaining portion thereof.!

The irial court, in so ruling, noted that LBP may be dropped as defendant
since the Saguns had already paid their obligation to LBP, and that they are the
registered owners who stand to be benefited by the transfer of the Subject
Properties to BCDA by virtue of the expropriation proceeding.”* The
dispositive portion of the November 28, 2011 Order reads as foliows:

WHERIZFORE, premises considered, the prayers in the “Motion for
Reconsideration (of the Honorable Court’s Decision dated 05 August 2011)”
filed by plamuff Bascs Conversion Development Authority and the “Partial
Motion for New Trial and/or Reconsideration” filed by defendant Land Bank of
the Philippines arc hereby DENIED for lack of merit.

The oral motion of defendant Land Bank of the Philippines to be dropped
as a defendant in this case, to which plaintiff Bases Conversion Development
Authority and intervenor Philippine Veterans Bank offered no objection, and
which is found by the court to be in accordance with the Revised Rules of
Count, is hereby GRANTED,

Necessarily, the dispositive portion of the Decision dated August 3, 2011
is hereby modified as follows:

a.  Pianiiff BCIDA shall pay defendant Fdner Sagun just compensation
amounting to fifty Pesos (P50.00) per square meter for the affected area
measuring a total of Gne thousand five iundred four square meters (1,504 sq.
m.) located at Barangay Planas, Porac, Patnpanga described in Certificate of
Land Ownership Award No. 00604433 and TCT No. 15762 registered in the
name of Edner Sagun which is classified as an agricultural lot, or a total of
Seventy five thousand two hundred pesos (P73,200.00).

D id.
HId. ar $8-99, 135-136.
2 Id. ar 96-97, 134,
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Considering that plaintiff BCDA made a deposit of Twenty[-]two
thousand two hundred ninety pescs (P22.290.00) as evidenced by Official
Receipt No. 17825200 dated January 22, 2004, it shall further deposit the
amount oi Fifty[-] two thousand nire hundred ten pesos (P52,910.00) with the
Cashier of Office of the Clerk of Court, Regional Trial Court of Angeles City.
The total deposit to be made by BCDA, which should amount to P75,200.00,
shall answer for the just compensation to be paid t¢ defendani Edner Sagun;

b. Plainuff BCDA shall pay the interest of twelve per cent (12%) per
annum from April 20, 2004, the date of delivery of possession of the property to
the plaintiff, until full payment is made of the amount due to defendant Edner
Sagun;

¢. Defendant dner Sagun is ordered io;

(i) Surrender ihe original duplicate copy of TCT No. 15762 to plaintiff
BCDA: and

(11} Bear the capital gains tax involved in the transfer of the expropriated
property to plaintiff BCDA.

After payment of the required taxes and presentation of all the necessary
documents, the Register of Deeds of Pampanga is ordered to:

(1) Cancel TCT No. 15762 registered in the name of Edner Sagun; and

(i) Issue: (a) a new ftitle in the name of BCDA covering the subject
affected property described in the Amended Complaint and (b) another
title for the remaining residual portion in the name of defendant Edner
Sagun.

All parties shall perform all acts and execute necessary deeds/documents
as may be needed to effect said transfer to plaintiff BCDA. No amount is
adjudged for actual improvements and damages; and no amount is adjudged for
consequential damages and benefits. Let certitied copies of this modified
dispositive portion of the Decision dated August 5, 2011 be recorded in the
proper government offices concerned in the Province of Pampanga.

SO ORDERED.?
Ruling of the Court of Appeals:

Aggrieved, PVB appealed the trial court’s Decision in Civil Case Nos.
11267 and 11273, In essence, PVB argued that it is the owner of the Subject
Properties and not the Saguns; thus, it is entitled to receive the just
compensation which the RTC awarded tc the latter.* In its June 16, 2014
Decision, the appellate court vuled that PVB is not entitled to just
compensation. The dispositive poriion reads;

B id.at 135-136.
o at42,
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WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant Appeal is DISMISSED.
Accordingly, the Decision dated 5 August 2011 and Order dated 28 November
2011 of the court a quo are hereby AFFIRMED in toto.

SO ORDERED.”

In so ruling, the appellate court similarly observed that PVB instituted
the petition for determination of judicial compensation as the owner of the
Subject Properties (pursuant to the memorandum of BAIDECO which notably
waived its rights over the Subject Properties in favor of the former). It also
held that an examination of the allegations of the said petition indicated that
the propriety of the CARP coverage over the Subject Properties, as well as the
distribution of the same to the farmer-beneficiaries, was no longer an issue on
the part of PVB, since PVB was contesting only the amount of the just
compensation that it will receive. Hence, considering that the Subject
Properties were already distributed to the farmer-beneficiaries, PVB only has
the right to receive just compensation pursuant to CARP and no longer has an
interest or right over the Subject Properties when BCDA filed the case for
expropriation.®®

The CA opined that upon the initiation of the SCTEX expropriation case,
the lawful owners of the properties were the farmer-beneficiaries, who were
already in possession of valid CLOAs; and grave injustice and unjust
enrichment would result if the CA sustained the contention that PVB was
entitled to the just compensation of the SCTEX project as it would be doubly
compensated by the State. %7

PVB moved for reconsideration, which was denied by the appellate court
in its February 17, 2015 Resolution.”®

Hence, this petition, where PVB asserts that as the owner of the Subject
Properties, it is entitied to receive just compensation either pursuant to the
SCTEX expropriation or CARP expropriation.”

In its Comment, BCDA maintains that the CA correctly ruled that the
Subject Properties were owned by the Saguns, the farmer-beneficiaries of the
CARP expropriation who already had EPs, CLOAs and/or TCTs issued in
their favor. BCDA likewise contends that grave injustice and unjust
enrichiment would resuit sheuld the compensation in the SCTEX expropriation
be paid to PVB rather than the Saguns.’® Despite the Court requiring the

B 1d. at4d.
®1d. ar 43,

7 o1d.

# Id. at 47-51.
* Id. at 8-12.

0 id. ar 278-283.
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Saguns to comment on the petition, they failed to de so.”! Hence, with the
consent of petltlonrr the case was submitted for resolution on the basis of the
available pleadings.*

Issue

In essence, ihis Court is called unon to determine whether the just
compensation in the expropriaticn piroceedings instituted by BCDA on the
Subject Properties should be awarded to PVR instead of the Saguns.

Cur Buling

The petition s denied for lack of merit. After a judicious examination of
the case and applicable law and jurisprudence, this Court finds that the

o

proceeds from the SCTEX expropriation should be paid te the Saguns.

PVB, as the landowner entitied to
just compensation in the CARP
expropriation, is not entitied to
receive just eompensation im the
SCTEX Expropriation for the
same property.

It is settled that the reqguirement of just compernsation is not satisfiec by
the mere deposit with any accessible bank of tht: provisional compensation
determined by the LBP or the DAR, and its subsequent release to the
landowner after compliance with the lega! requirements set forth by RA 6637,
What is material is the fact that the landewner remains urtpaid notwithstanding
the taking of the property.® Here, it is evident that PVB, when the SCTEX
expropriation was initiated and fo date, has yei to receive just compensation
for the taking of the Subject Properties pursuant 1o its coverage uncer CARP.

Moreover, there were lapses on the part of the State in complying with
the procedure provided for acquisition of lands under RA 6637, as CLOAs

SUobd.at 215-714 355, 364,366,

2 4d. at 371-373.

Laned Bank of the Philippiney v Barviao, GR.No. 198478 March 6, 2019,

o Saction 16 of ihe CARIL reaus:
SECTION 16, Procedure for Acguision ol Private Lands, -— For purpeses of acquisition of
private lands, the *ollowing procedures shall e followed:

(2} After having identitied the Yand, the landopwners snd the boaeficlaries, the DAR shall
send its notice w0 acauire the land to the owaers thereof, by personal delivery or registered
maii, and post the spme o conapu‘:unus nlace i the munivipal buiiding and barangay hall of
the place where the property is focaied. Sald aotice shall contain the offer of the DAR (o pay a
carresporading vaiue in aceordance with the vaiiation set forth in Sectiens 17, 18, and other
pertinent provisions figraot,

i Within thirty (300 duys from the dote of receint of written netice by personal delivery or
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and TCTs were issued in favor of the Saguns without DAR or LBP notifying
PV, the owner of the property, of the proceedings. Consequently, PVB
anchors its claim to the compensation o the SCTEX expropriation on the
doctrine that a landowner retains ownership of its property prior o the
payment of just compensation.

We are not persuaded.

At the outset, we agree with the counts a guo’s observation that PVB
instituted the petition for detarmination of judicial compensation in connection
with the CARP expropriation as the owner of the Subject Properties, and that
an examination of PVE’s allegations therein i1 d dtu:i dn; he piof riety of the

e

coverage of the Subject Properties, as wx

the Saguns, was no longer an issue on the part of’P’VB.
Moreover, PVB had already withdrawn its action for the declaration of

nullity of the EPs and TCTs issued in favor of the Saguns. In fine, in filing the
petition for judicial determination of just compensation, PVB was contesting
only the amount of the just compensation that it will recerve from the CARP
expropriation, in addition fo its claim for just compensation in the SCTEX
expropriation.

However, FVB’s contention that it is entiiled to the proceeds in either the
CARP and SCTEX eyp*opr: itions runs centrary te the concepts of “taking”
and “just uompe“sat}un in our jurisdiction. {n the cont.,,,t of the State’s
inherent power of cmiﬂeni‘ domain, there is “taking” where the owner is
actually deprived or dispossessed of his pr opcvw where there is a practical
destruction or a matema! irapairment of th e value of his property; or when he

registered mail, the landowner. his adininistrator ov representative shall inform the BAR of
his acceptance or rejection of the ofic

(o) I the landowner accepis the affer of fne DAR, the Land Bank of the ¥hilippines (1L.BP) shall
pay the landowner the purchase price of the u.r.d within thirty (30} days after he exceutes and
deiivers a deed of transter in favor of the Gaverniment and surrenders the Certificate of Tithe and
other monuments of title.

{d) In case of rejection or failure 1o reply, the DAR shall conduct summary administrative
proceedings to determine the compensation for tha land by requiring the langowner, the LBP
and other interested pariics to Hllbﬂ]u cvidence as 1o 1he just compens? ation for the land, within
ifeen (13) days from the receipt of the notice. Aftor thﬁ expiration of the above period, the
matter is deemed submitied for decizion. The 1DAR shail decide the case within thity (30) days
after it is submitted for decision

{c) Upan receipr by the landownsy of the corrssponding paynient or, in case of rejecilon of 6o
response from e landownen, upon the deposit with an ccesaibie bank designated by the DAR
of the compensation in cash or in LBP bonds in accordance with this Act, the DAR snall take

immediate pessession of the land and shal! request the proper Regiseer of Deeds 1o issue a
fransfer Certificale of Tile (T in the name of the Republic of the Pnilippines. The DAR
shall thereatter proceed with the redistribution of the land o the qualified beaeficiaries,

{f) Any party who disagrees with the decisien may bring the malter is the court of proper
jurisdiction [or {inal determination of fust compensation. (Emphasis supplisd.}
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is deprived of the ordinary use thereof.’” Taking may be deemed to occur, for
instance, at the time EPs are issued by the government.*® Here, it is undisputed
that prior to the SCTEX expropriation initiated in 2003, PVB was already
deprived of use and possession of the Subject Properties when CLOAs were
awarded and TCTs were issued in favor of the Saguns in 2001. Thus, the
taking of PVB’s property was by virtue of the CARP expropriation, and not
the SCTEX expropriation.

On the other hand, just compensation refers to the just and complete
equivalent of the loss which the owner of the thing expropriated has to suffer
by reason of the expropriation and is ordinarily determined by referring to the
value of the land and its character at the time it was taken by
the expropriating authority. * In fine, just compensation is the “equivalent for
the value of the property at the time of its taking. Amything beyond that is
more and anything short of that is less, than just compensation. It means a fair
and full equivalent for the loss sustained, which is the measure of the
indemnity, not whatever gain would acciue to the expropriating authority.” In
other words, the measure of just compensation “is not the taker’s gain but the
owner's Joss.”?®

Accordingly, the State’s obligation to compensate the landowner arises
only if the owner suffered a loss in the hands of the State. Just compensation
must not extend beyond the propeity owner’s loss or injury. Even as
undervaluation would deprive the owner of his property without due process,
s0 too would its overvaluation unduly favor him to the prejudice of the public.
In this manner, the compensation to be paid is truly just, not only for the
owner whose property was taken, but also to the public who bears the cost of
expropriation.*

As previously mentioned, the “taking” suffered by PVB occurred by
virtue of the implementation of the CARP. Thus, just compensation must be
paid by the LBP by virtue of the CARP expropriation. PVB should not be
entitled to just compensation beyond the loss it suffered therein. Again, PVB
shall be entitled to receive compensation equivalent to the value of the
property at the time of its taking, as recompense for its loss; no more, no less.

In this regard, as between the two expropriation proceedings in the case
at bench, PVB may recover only from the proceeding that resuited in the

¥ Philippine National Oil Compuny v. Maglasang, 391 Phil. 534, 541 (2008), citing Municipalirv of La
Cuarlotav NAWASA, GR. No, 1.-20232, Septomber 30, 1964, 12 SCRA 164, 167.

¥ Land Bank of the Phils. v. Lajom, 741 Phil. 655, 665 (2014), citing Land Bank of the Philippines v. Heirs of
Domingo, 367 Phil. 393 (2008},

3 National Power Corp. v, Ibrabim, 353 Phil. 136, 150 (2007, citing NAFOCOR v. Court of Appeals. GR.
No. 106804, August 12, 2004, 436 SCRA 195 and N4POCOR v. Gutierrez, GR. No. 60077, January 18,
1991, 193 SCRA 1.

¥ Alfonso v. Land Bank af the Philippines, 801 Phil. 217, 350 (20i6).

# Seeld.
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taking of the Subject Properties from its possessieon. Te rule otherwise, ie., to
find that PVB 1s entitled o compensation from either proceeding at its
choosing, or worse, to find that PVB can claim compensation from both
proceedings, would resuli in unjust enrichiment on the part of PVB.

In sum, considering that the Subject PmpuL were already distributed
to the Saguns when the SCTEX expropriation was | 1 ated, PVR just has to
receive just compensation pursuant to CARP. [t no longer has an interest or
right over the Subject Properties when BUDA filed the case for the SCTEX

expropriation.

The  Saguns, as {armey-
beneficiaries with CLOAS and
Torrens titles issuwed in their
faver over the Subject
Properties, are entitled to receive
just eompensation in the SCTEX
expropriation.

The CARP mar c],t es that the weltare of the landless farmers and
farmworkers will receive the highesi consideration to promote sccial justice
and to move ke 11&!105‘: toward  sound  pural  development and
industriaiization.*” No less than tne Constitution nrovides thai the State shall
undertake an agrarian reform program founded on the right of farmers and
regular farmworkers, who are landless, to own directlv or collectively the
lands they till or to receive a just share of the fruits thereof.®!

Section 24 of the CARL pgm’zdes thai the vights and responsibilities of
farmer—beneﬁuat'lass shail comynence from their receipt of a duly registered
CLOA., and such certificate by itseif is a document evidencing ownership of
the land granted or awarded to the beneficiary by the DAR.* Certificates of

40 Section 2 of the CARL provides:
Se¢. 2. Declaraiion of Principtes and Podicies. — 17 is the policy of the Srate 1o puisue a
Comprehensive Agranan Reform Program (CARP). The weitare of the landless farmers nnd
farmworkers will receive the highesi consideration {0 promste social justice and v move
the nation toward sound rural developmen: and indusiralization. and the establishment of
owner culfivatorship of ecconomic-size farms as toe basis of Philippine sgricaliure. xxxx
{Emphasis suprlied)

W Section 4, Articke XU of the 1987 CONSTITUTION provides:
Sec, ¢ The Staie shall, by law, undertake ap sgrarian reform program fovunded on the
right of farmers and vegular favmworkers, who are landless, o own divectly or
coliectivaiy the lands they il or, in the case of other farmworkers, tn receive a just share
of the frums thereof. To this end, the State shall encourage and underteke the just distribution
of all agricultural fands, subjecd to such priorities and 1casonable retentton linits as the
Congress may preseribe. toking  inte eoncurt ecplogical, ﬁudcpm nizl, or  eoguity
considerationg, and subject o the payment of jusi componsation, In defermining retention
limits, the State shall respect the right of smad? Jandowners, The Siae shall further provide
incentives for voluntary land-sharing. (Lmphasis supplied.’

T Section 24 of R AL 5657 reads:
SECTHOM 24, Award to Bonegficiurics, - - The vighls and responsibitities of the boneficiary
shall commence from the time the AR makes an award of the jJand to him, which awaed
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title serve as evidence of an indefeasible titic, which becomes incontrovertibie
after expiration of the one {1) year peried from the 1ssuance of the registration
decree, upon which it was based.*

[t is settled that certificates of itle issued in administraiive proceedings,
such as EPs and CLOAs, are as mdcfeﬁsmle as those issued 1n judicial
proceedings.** In line therewith, Section 24 of the CARL, as amended by RA
0700, now expiicitly provides that CLOASs enjoy the same indefeasibility and
security afforded to all titles under the Torrens Svstem:

Section 24. Award o beneficianies. — The rights and responsibiliiies of
the beneficiaries shall commence from their receipt of a duly registered
emancipation patent or certificats of fand ownership award and their
actizal physical possession of the awarded Iand. Such award shali be
completed in not more fthay che 1“uﬂdrel' L‘igl v {1803 days from the date of
regisiration of the title in the name of the Repuplic of the Philippines: Provided,
That the emancipation patents, ihe certificates of land ownership award,
and other titles issued wvnder any sgravian reform pregram shail be
indefeasible and impreseriptible afier one (1) vear frow its registration
with the Office of the Registrv of Deeds, subject to the econditions,
limitations and gualifications of this Act. the property registration decree,
and other pertinent laws. The emancipation patents or the certificates of land

ownership award being titles brought under the operaiion of the Tormens
svstem. are conferred with the same indefeas b ity and security afforded to ali
titles under the said system, as provided for by Presidential Decree No. 1529, as
amended by Republic Act No. 6752

o

It is the ministerial dutv of the Registry of Deeds to register the title of the
land in the name of the Republic of the Phil ippines‘ at‘ter the Land Bank of the
Philippines (LBP) has certified that the necessary deposit in the name of the
landowner constituting full payment 1o cash or n h( nd with due notice to the
landowrner and the registration of the cer tificate of land ownership award 1ssued
io the beneficiaries. and o cancel previous titfes pertaming thereto.

In this case, the Saguns had already [ully paid LBP for the Subject
Properties, and the records are bereft of any indica t thev have pending
violations on the conditions for acqma:z g the same un ier the CARP. In fact,
the issuance of CLOAs and TUTs in their favor on September 25, 200! and
November 21, 2001, respectivelv, evinee their compliance to the conditions
set by our agrarian reform laws for acquisition of the Sublect Preperties. After

the expiration of one (1) vear, the certificates of title covering the Subject

o
&
o
=
)
)

shall be completed within one hundred eighty (180) days from the time the DAR fakes
aetual possession of the land. Ownership of the beneficiary shail be evidenced by a Certificate
of Land Qwiership Award, which shail coniain the restricijons and conditions provided lor in
this Act, and shall be recorded in the Register of Deeds concerned and annotated on the
Certificate of Title. {Emphasis supplied;.
¥ Polo Plontation Sgraries Reform Myitinu a‘p gee Coaperative v Iisae, GRONo 189162, January 30, 2019,
citing Lebruda v Lovoela, 660 Phil, 456 (20
Exteibilln v Separtmeni of Agiarias P.(g,ku ‘576 Phii. T0G, T1A-T IR L2006), citing Yoadsz v Infermediate
Appeflare Court, G Mo, 58291, 6 March 1991, 194 SCRA 743, 749-750,

-+



b

G.R. No. 217492

—t

Decision

Properties already became irrevocable and indefeasible, and serve as evidence
of ownership.

As registered property owners, the Saguns are entitled to the protection
given to every Torrens title holder. Their rights may only be torfeited in case
of violations of agrarian laws, as well as noncompliance with the restrictions
and conditions under the CARL." In addition, it bears stressing that PVB’s
allegations in its petition for determination of just compensation, coupled by
its withdrawal of its action for the declaration of nullity of the EPs and TCTs
issued in favor of the Saguns, show that it is uo longer questioning the
propriety of the CARP coverage over the Subject Properties and the
distribution of the same to the Saguns,

Thus, the Saguns, who were already in possession of valid CLOAs and
TCTs covering the Subject Properties when the SCTEX expropriation began
and whosz CLOAs and TCTs are no longer an issue, should be considered the

lawful owners of the Subject Properties who are entitied to receive just
compensation by virtue of the SCTEX expropriation.

Indeed, it would be unjust to deprive the Saguns, through no fault of
their own, of the land they till or just compensation in lieu thereof, moreso
because PVB does not even contest the wransfer of title to them and has even
withdrawn its action te nuliity its EPs and TCTs. All told, the courts’ a quo
were justified in awarding just compensation to the Saguns by virtue of the
SCTEX expropriation.

Finally, in keeping with prevailing jurisprudence on the computation of
interest, the compensation payable to the Saguns shall earn legal interest of
twelve percent (12%) psr annuim, reckoned from the time of taking of the
Subject Properties on April 20, 2004 unil June 30, 2013. Beginning July I,
2013 until finality of the Decision, interest at the rate of six percent (6%) per
annum™® shall be imposed. Therealter, the total amount outstanding shall earn
interest at the rate of six percent (6%) per anmum until fully paid.

WHEREFORE, the instant Petition is DENITED. The assailed June 16,
2014 Decision and February 17, 2015 Resolution of the Court of Appeals are
hereby AFFIRMED with MODIFICATION that the just compensation due
shall be paid with legal interest of twelve percent (12%) per arnum from April
20, 2004 untl june 30, 2013, and legal interest of six percent (6%) per annum
from July 1, 2613 until finality of the Decision. The total amount of the
foregoing shali eamn interest at the rate of six percent {6%) per annum from
such finahty until {ull satistaction.

43 Supra note 41.

0 See Nacar v. Gailery Frames, 716 Phil. 367, 280 261 3),
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