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Decision 2 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

An exemption order issued by the agrarian reform secretary must be
final and executory before it may be used as basis to revoke or cancel
certificates of land ownership award (CLOAs) issued to farmer-beneficiaries.

G.R. No. 169649 involves a Petition for Review' filed under Rule 45
of the Rules of Court assailing the Court of Appeals Decision” and Resolution’
which affirmed the Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board’s
(DARAB) cancellation of CLOAs issued to farmer-beneficiaries on account
of an Order* exempting the property from coverage under the Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Program (CARP).

G.R. No. 185594 is a Petition for Certiorari® filed under Rule 65 of the
Rules of Court questioning the Court of Appeals Resolutions® which ruled that
petitioners are guilty of forum shopping.

Both G.R. Nos. 169649 and 185594 were filed by petitioners Glenn M.
Barraquio, Maria M. Barraquio, Gregorio Barraquio, Divina B. Onesa, Ursula
B. Reformado, and Editha Barraquio. They are the heirs of Domingo
Barraquio (Barraquio), a farmer-beneficiary who was issued CLOAs on a
portion of the property registered under the name of Almeda Incorporated
(Almeda).

Almeda is a corporate entity who is the registered owner of four parcels
of land covered by Transfer Certificates of Title (TCT) Nos. T-83731,
T-83732, T-83733 and T-83734, with total area of 14.5727 hectares located
in Barangay Pulong Sta. Cruz, Santa Rosa, Laguna (Almeda properties).’

In 1994, the Department of Agrarian Reform issued and awarded
18 CLOAS to nine farmer-beneficiaries over the Almeda properties.® One of
the farmer-beneficiaries is Barraquio, who was awarded with two CLOAs.”

' Rolio (G.R. No. 169649), pp. 14-32.

I at 34-42. The March 30, 2005 Decision was penned by Associate Justice Santiago Javier Ranada,

and concurred in by Associate Justices Marina Buzon and Mario Guarifia I11 of the Tenth Division, Court

of Appeals, Manila.

i at 43—46. The September 9, 2005 Resolution was penned by Associate Justice Santiago Javier

Ranada, and concurred in by Associate Justices Marina Buzon and Mario Guarifia 111 of the Tenth

Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

Y [d at §7-92.

5 Rollo (G.R. No. 185594), pp. 3-24.

6 Jd at26-27 & 29-33. The July 23. 2008 and November 17, 2008 Resolutions were penned by Associate
Justice Celia Librea-Leagogo, and concurred in by Associate Justices Mario Guariita [lI and Ricardo
Rosario of the Fourteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila,

7 Rollo (G.R. No. 169649}, p. 55.

8 I/ The nine farmer-beneficiarics were Domingo Barraquio, Flora G. Samiano, Anita M. Samiano,
Leonardo S. Montoya, Marcos B. Aripol, Dioscoro M. Acerdin, Sabina B. Aripol, Mariano A. Paz, and
Santos G. Atienza (DARAB Case No, 2093, entitled Valeriano Barraguio, et al. vs. Almeda Inc.)

Y I4 at 60-61 & 72—73. PARAB Order, CLOA No. CLO-1375 covering 2,182 square meters and CLOA
No. CLO-1409 covering 9,826 square meters of land.
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Decision 4 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

Almeda sought reconsideration, reiterating that the properties have
been reclassified to non-agricultural use as early as March 1, 1989, per a
Municipal Zoning Ordinance of Santa Rosa, Laguna. This ordinance was
issued prior to the issuance of the Notice of Coverage and the award of the
CLOAs, which was in 1994.%3

In its Order dated June 25, 1999,%* the PARAB set aside its earlier
decision and ordered the nullification of the CLOAs and the reversion of the
lands to Almeda.”® It lent credence to Almeda’s argument that in 1989, the

land had been reclassitied as industrial and thus placed outside the coverage
of Republic Act No. 6657. The PARAB justified its reversal:?

Firstly, it is noteworthy that the properties in question were already
reclassified as industrial area on March 01, 1989 prior to the issuance of a
notice of coverage on June 30, 1994 (Annex “AA™ Supplemental Position
Paper). The placing thereof of the subject property under CARP coverage
violated Memorandum Circular No. 54 Series of 1993.

Secondly, the land in question had not been valued and the Land
Bank of the Philippines has not paid the landowner the just compensation
required by law. In the case of DAR VS. PEDRO L. YAP G.R. NO.
118745, October 6, 1995, the Supreme Court ordered the cancellation of
CLOA issued to the farmer beneficiary after it found that the landowner had
not yet been paid the required compensation under Section 16 of R.A. 6657,
Definitely, the instant case does not deserve an exemption to the rule.

The fact, however, is that the question of CLOA[]s were already
issued without notice and payment which is a clear violation of the
constitutional right of the landowner to due process.

WHEREFORE, the foregoing premises considered{,] judgment is
hereby rendered setting ASIDE the decision dated April 21, 1999 and
ordering the cancellation and/or nullification of the CLOA[]s issued to
private respondents and reverting the properties to herein plaintift.

SO ORDERED.

The nine farmer-beneficiaries appealed on July 31, 2001 before the
Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board (DARAB). However,
except for Barraquio, the eight other farmer-beneficiaries’” withdrew their
appeal and entered into a compromise agreement with Almeda.? /

B Jd at 36.

/d. at 72-74. The order was made by Provincial Adjudicator Virgilio M. Sorita of the Department of
Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board. Region IV, San Pablo City.

= fd at36 & 74

gl ar 73.

Flora G. Samiano, Anita M. Samiano, Leonardo S. Montoya, Marcos B. Aripol, Dioscoro M. Acerdin,
Sabina B. Aripol, Mariano A. Paz, and Santos G. Atienza.

B Rollo (G.R. No. 169649), p. 36.



Decision 5 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

Almeda then filed a Motion to Defer Resolution of Appeal against
Barraquio on the ground that it filed an application before the Department of
Agrarian Reform Secretary (DAR Secretary) to exempt the Almeda properties
from the CARP coverage.”’ Almeda’s motion to defer was granted on

December 19, 2002.%¢

On May 16, 2003, the DAR Secretary granted Almeda’s application
and issued an Exemption Order’! exempting the land from CARP coverage.

[t found:

In this case, the subject landholdings were zoned for Industrial Use
prior to 15 June 1988, as evidenced by the certifications and letters issued
by the HLURB and the Zoning Administrator of Sta. Rosa Laguna. Based
on the foregoing, it is clear that the subject parcels were classified to non-
agricultural use prior to the effectivity of R.A. 6657 and hence, are outside
the ambit of the CARP.

Furthermore, this Office finds proper compliance by the applicant
with all the requirements for exemption set forth under DAR A.O. No. 6
(1994).

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the herein application for
exemption from CARP coverage involving the herein described parcels of
land located at Brgy. Pulong Sta. Cruz, Sta. Rosa, Laguna, and covering an
aggregate area of 20.0375 hectares, is hereby GRANTED.

SO ORDERED **

The Exemption Order noted that Almeda submitted several documents

to support its application, including:

29
39
31

32

1d.
id,

(1) Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board (HLURB)-Regional
Office Certification dated 7 January 2002 issued by Belen G. Ceniza of the
HLURB-Regional Office No. V. It stated that the properties are zoned for
Industrial Use pursuant to the approved General Land Use Plan of Santa
Rosa, Laguna, ratified by the HLURB through Resolution No. R-36 dated
2 December 1981;

(i1) Certification dated 25 January 2002, issued by Reynaldo D.
Pambid, Zoning Officer [I[/Administrator of Santa Rosa, Laguna, stating
that the subject parcels of land are within the Industrial Zone pursuant to
the Zoning Ordinance of 1981;

(iii) Certitication dated 15 April 2002, issued by Baltazar H. Usis,
Regional Irrigation Manager of the National Irrigation Administration
(NIA)-Region IV stating that the subject parcels of land have been found to

Id. at §7-92.
[d. at 90-91.



Decision 6 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

be not irrigable lands and not covered by any irrigation project with funding
commitment;

(iv) Certification issued by Job N. Candanido, the Municipal
Agrarian Reform Officer of Santa Rosa, Laguna, stating that the subject
parcels of land are untenanted but that a Notice of Coverage for said
properties has been issued on 30 June 1994. The same certification states
that CLOAs were generated and registered, but were subsequently cancelled
pursuant to a DAR Adjudication Board (DARB) Order dated 25 June 1999
in Case No. R-0403-0299-98; and

(v) Copy of Municipal Ordinance No. XVIII, Series of 1981, dated
August 26, 1981 which approved the zoning classification of Lots Nos.
1977-A to 1977-C, 1977-E (Almeda Inc. Properties), Lots 1 to 3 and 2281
for industrial use to the General Land Use Plan of Santa Rosa, I.aguna.*”

Thus, on May 21, 2003, Almeda filed before the DARAB a
Manifestation with Motion to Dismiss alleging that: (i} an Exemption Order
has been issued by the DAR Secretary exempting the land from CARP
coverage, and (i1) all the farmer-beneficiaries, except Barraquio, have
amicably settled with it.>*

On June 4, 2003, Barraquio wrote a letter-communication to the DAR
Secretary seeking reconsideration of the issuance of the Exemption Order.*
Allegedly, Barraquio also filed a Petition for Revocation on the same date *®

On June 18, 2003, Barraquio passed away.’” Thus, petitioner Domingo
Barraquio’s heirs (Heirs of Barraquio) opposed Almeda’s Manifestation with
Motion to Dismiss, arguing that its application for exemption violated DAR
Administrative Order No. 6 (1994).38

On July 3, 2003, a Certificate of Finality of the Exemption Order was
issued by the Bureau of Agrarian Legal Assistance Director.>® It reads:

This is to certify the copies of the Order dated May 16, 2003 in the
above-entitled case have been received by the parties. Since then, more
than fifteen (15) days have lapsed and there being no appeal filed or
received by this Office, as certified to by the Center for Land Use, Policy,
Planning and Implementation-Secretariat (CLUPPI-Secretariat) and the
Records Management Division, DAR Central Office, pursuant to Section
51, RA No. 6657, the same has become final and executory.*’

B pd at309-311.

Moofd at37.

¥ Id at 336-338.

¥ 14 at 129 & 255.

37 Id. at 315, Death Certificate of Domingo Barraquio,
B Id at37.

W [d. at 256.

% CA Rollo, p. 184.
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Decision 7 (G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

In its December 29, 2003 Resolution, the DARAB dismissed the Heirs
of Barraquio’s appeal for being moot on account of the finality of the
Exemption Order:

Considering that the subject landholding is now outside the
coverage of CARP upon the issuance of the Exemption Order by the DAR
Secretary which became final after the lapse of the fifteen (15)-day
reglementary period, the instant appeal has heretofore been rendered moot
and academic.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Board hereby RESOLVES
to GRANT the Manifestation and Motion to Dismiss. The instant appeal 1s
hereby DISMISSED for being moot and academic. However, pursuant to
the Exemption Order of the DAR Secretary dated May 16, 2003,
Defendants-Appellants including Domingo C. Barraquio are to vacate the
said premises effective immediately. Appellant Domingo C. Barraquio
however. is entitled to a relocation site and disturbance compensation to be
computed at not less than five (5) times the average gross harvest on his
tillage during the last five (5) preceding calendar vears, pursuant to DAR
AQ No. 06, Series of 1994 in relation to Section 36 of R.A. 3844 as amended
by Section 7 of R.A. 6839.

SO ORDERED.*!

On appeal, the Court of Appeals still ruled in favor of Almeda.** The
Court of Appeals affirmed that the Exemption Order has rendered the case
moot, especially since a Certificate of Finality has already been issued on July
3, 2003.% Tt said that the issuance of the Certificate of Finality may be
“considered as a denial of the reconsideration prayed for by the petitioners in
a letter to Secretary Pagdanganan dated 4 June 2003.”** Tt likewise held that
there was substantial evidence to support the factual findings upon which the
Exemption Order was based.*

In its Motion for Reconsideration before the Court of Appeals, the Heirs
of Barraquio questioned the basis of the Exemption Order, arguing that the
CLOAs issued to Barraquio was zoned for industrial use only in 1995, or after
the effectivity of Republic Act No. 6657 on June 15, 1988. The Court of
Appeals denied reconsideration in its September 9, 2005 Resolution.*

The Heirs of Barraquio thus filed a Petition for Review under Rule 45
of the Rules of Court, docketed as G.R. No. 169649.

" Rollo (G.R. No. 169649), pp. 37-38. The DARAB Resolution dated December 29, 2003 was penned by
Assistant Secretary Member Lorenzo R. Reyes, and concurred in by Undersecretary Rolando G.

Mangulabnan and Assistant Secretaries Agusto P. Quijano and Rustico T. De Belen.
T d atdl.

B 1d at 39,
Wi
B fd at 40-41.,

o 14 at 46.
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Decision 8 G.R. No. 169649 & (G.R. No. 185594

G.R. No. 185594

Later, in an Order dated December 6, 2006, noting that the Department
of Agrarian Reform recognized the existence of Barraquio’s Petition for
Revocation, the DAR Secretary?’ decided to lift the Certificate of Finality of
the Exemption Order to decide the case on the merits and avoid miscarriage

of justice.*®

Nonetheless, ruling on the merits, the DAR Secretary affirmed in roto
the Exemption Order.* It lent no credence to the contention of the Heirs of
Barraquio that the properties were only classified as industrial only in 1995.
It found that the Municipal Ordinance of 1981 already previously classified
the subject properties as industrial in 1981, prior to the effectivity of Republic
Act No. 6675 on June 15, 1988.%° It accorded weight to the March 8, 2005
Letter of the Office of the Zoning Administrator, which stated:

In regards with this, we wish to inform you that the Santa Rosa
Zoning Ordinance of 1981 is consistent with the 1991 and 2000 Zoning
Ordinances regarding the classification of the abovementioned properties as
within the Industrial Zone and has been maintained as such in all the
Municipal Zoning Ordinances of the then municipality and now City of
Santa Rosa, Laguna.’!

The Heirs of Barraquio appealed the case to the Office of the President,
but it was dismissed in a resolution dated November 22, 2007 for lack of
merit.*> They also raised the matter before the Court of Appeals. However,
the petition was also dismissed outright, since the Heirs of Barraquio failed to
append the listed supporting papers or material portions of the record, in
violation of Rule 43, Section 6(c) and Section 7 of the Rules of Court.’?

The Heirs of Barraquio sought reconsideration, appending the
supporting papers listed as lacking by the Court of Appeals, but it was still
denied.”* Noting the pendency of G.R. No. 169649, the Court found that the
Heirs of Barraquio are guilty of forum shopping.> It ruled that the identity of
parties, causes of action, and reliefs in the Petition filed with it and in G.R.
No. 169649 were similar. The cases were founded on the same facts and
discussion, but the Heirs of Barraquio did not mention the pendency of G.R.

* The Order was signed by Officer-in-Charge-Secretary, Nasser C. Pangandaman.
# Jd. at 301-306.

¥ 1. at 306.
0 Id. at 258 & 260,
SUid. at 238,

3 Id at 391-393.

" Rollo (G.R. No. 185594), pp. 26-27. The July 23, 2008 Resolution was penned by Associate Justice
Celia Librea-Leagogo, and concurred in by Associate Justices Mario Guarifa 11l and Ricardo Rosario of
the Fourteenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

**  Id.at29-35. The November 17, 2008 Resolution was penned by Associate Justice Celia Librea-Leagogo,
and concurred in by Associate Justices Mario Guarifia 11l and Ricardo Rosario of the Fourteenth
Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

% Jd. at 34,



Decision 9 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

No. 169649.3¢ The Court of Appeals noted that the prayers in both Petitions
asked that the CLOAs be restored in the name of Barraquio’s heirs and that
Almeda be divested of the land.?” It found that any judgment by the Supreme

Court in G.R. No. 169649 will amount to res judicata in the petition before
it.%

Hence, the Heirs of Barraquio filed a Petition for Certiorari under Rule
65 of the Rules of Court, docketed as G.R. No. 185594.%°

G.R. No. 169649

In its Petition for Review in G.R. No. 169649, the petitioners maintain
that the Almeda properties are agricultural land covered by the CARP.% They
argue against the Court of Appeals’ ruling that there is substantial evidence to
support the finding that the properties are classified as industrial prior to the
enactment of Republic Act No. 6675.5

First, they raise the conflicting decisions of the PARAB. The PARAB
initially found that Almeda consistently ignored the proceedings for the
issuance of the CLOAs despite due notice. The PARAB also initially
dismissed the complaint on the ground that no Exemption Order or
Conversion Order exists. However, the PARAB later reconsidered its stance,
on the premise that the lands have been reclassified as industrial before the
issuance of the Notice of Coverage.®> Petitioners point that the Notice of
Coverage dated June 30, 1994 is a mere reiteration of the Notice of Coverage
dated March 2, 1990.%

Second, the Heirs of Barraquio submit that conversions may only be
granted by the Department of Agrarian Reform when there is an application
to convert. At the time the complaint was filed, there was no application to
convert the agricultural land to any other classification.® They insist that the
land “has never been dedicated or converted to any other use except of rice
and sugar production,” and a mere zoning map cannot be the basis of the
conversion to industrial land.®> Petitioners claim that the Certification of the
Zoning Administrator of the Municipality of Santa Rosa pointing to S.B.
Resolution No. 20-91 dated February 20, 1991%° did not result in the land’s

3 /d, at 33.

714, at 34.

B id

¥ Id at 3-24,

% Roffo (G.R. No. 169649), p. 24.

6

82

8 1d

o Id. at 25,

6 I

" “This is to certify that the parcel of land with a total area of 465,221 Sq. M. situated at Barangay Pulong,
Sta. Cruz, appears te be with the INDUSTRIAL AREA based on Approved Zoning Map, approved per
S.B. Resolution No, 20-91, dated February 20, 1991.”

a



Decision 10 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

conversion as only the Department of Agrarian Reform may decide on the
matter.®” They forward that the Declaration of Real Property for the year 1997
classifies the properties as agricultural irrigated ricelands and sugarlands.®®

[n its Comment, Almeda argues that the findings of fact of the Court of
Appeals and the DARAB are final and conclusive, and cannot be reviewed on
appeal under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.*” It alleges that PARAB’s reversal
of its first Decision is not an irregularity or anomaly since it may reverse itself
after a restudy of the facts and the law.” Almeda also claims that this issue
was not raised in the proceedings before the Court of Appeals and cannot thus
be considered on appeal.”™

In any case, the reversal of PARAB’s decision was supported by
substantial evidence.”? Since the Exemption Order is now final and
executory,” it is procedurally wrong to question it before this Court instead
of before the Office of the President. The decision asserts that the Exemption
Order confirmed the property conversion to industrial use before the CARP
took effect,” Thus, it need not be issued before filing the complaint to cancel
the CLOAs.” The matter is likewise moot as the DAR Secretary has
determined that the properties are not covered by CARP.™

Aside from this, Almeda claims that it has not received payment for the
properties.”” It contests the evidence presented by the Heirs of Barraquio, as
the documents were only presented when it sought reconsideration before the
Court of Appeals, and not during the proceedings before the PARAB or
DARAB.” For Almeda, the matter of when the properties became industrial
remains a question of fact.”” In any case, Barraquio’s heirs were able to invoke
their evidence in the proceedings with the DAR Secretary but the Exemption
Order was still granted.®

Contrary to this, the Barraquio Heirs claim that this Court may
rightfully review the facts as there is no substantial evidence to support the
DARAB’s Decision.®! In its Reply, they emphasize that Almeda was informed
several times of the expropriation proceedings for the issuance of the CLOAs:
it was given a Notice of Coverage dated March 2, 1990; a Letter dated March

7 Rollo (G.R. No. 169649), p. 25,

S Id. at 26.
14 at 145,
014 at 146.
ord
L4 at 149,
BoId at 152,
"o

(LR 77

% fd at 153.
7

" Id at 155.

™d
801
8 1 at 188.






Decision 12 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

Revocation.”? In any case, the two actions do not involve the same issues.”

The case pending in G.R. No. 169649 involves the recovery of their titles to
the properties.”* On the other hand, the Petition for Revocation involves the
determination of whether the properties are agricultural and covered by the
CARP.” The first case involves ownership over the property, the other
pertains to its use.”® In both cases, Almeda was the party who initiated the
action.”’

In its Reply, Almeda points that Barraquio’s heirs admit that the two
cases involve the same property and parties.”® They also acknowledge that
there is a pending motion for reconsideration on the Exemption Order. Thus,
the Heirs of Barraquio were duty bound to disclose its pendency considering
it may affect the outcome of this case.”

G.R. No. 185594

In the Heirs of Barraquio’s Petition for Certiorari in G.R. No. 185594,
they argue that the Court of Appeals gravely abused its discretion in outrightly
dismissing its petition on the ground of failing to append the supporting
documents.'” They also assail the ruling of forum shopping, arguing that
there is no identity of causes of action.!”!

On February 4, 2009, this Court issued a Resolution consolidating G.R.
No. 169649 with G.R. No. 185594,

On May 11, 2009, Alimeda filed a Comment to the Heirs of Barraquio’s
Petition for Certiorari in G.R. No. 185594. It alleged that Barraquio’s heirs
availed of the wrong mode of appeal in filing a Petition for Certiorari under
Rule 65 instead of a Petition for Review under Rule 45, considering that the
Court of Appeals’ Decision was a final order that conclusively decides the
rights of the parties.'” Almeda theorizes that the Petition for Certiorari was
filed when Barraquio’s heirs realized they had run out of time to file the
Petition for Review under Rule 45.'%

Almeda also argues that the Court of Appeals’ dismissal was not purely
on technical grounds considering it also rightfully dismissed the petition of /

2 Jd at 235,

% Id at 236,
Hfd

B d.

% T4 at 237,

7 Id.

%l at 242,

" Id at 245,
9 Rolto (G.R. No. 185594), pp. 13-16.
OV e, at 16—19.
102 fd at 175,
103 fef at 179,



Decision 13 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

Barraquio’s heirs on the ground of forum shopping.!® It maintained that

Barraquio’s heirs are seeking the same reliefs from the Court, which is the
restoration of their CLOAs.'® It further posits that there was an intent to
mislead the Court as it concealed the pending Petition for Revocation with the
Department of Land Reform.!” They likewise point that Barraquio’s Heirs
still did not comply with the requirements for the correct verification and
certification of non-forum shopping.'’’

On May 30, 2013, the Heirs of Barraquio filed a Motion to Admit
Newly Discovered Evidence'”™ to support its claim that the subject property
is agricultural land. They allege that they requested the Housing and Land
Use Regulatory Board (HLURB) to issue a certificate that the land is
agricultural. The request was initially denied, but the Regulatory Board
eventually issued Certification No. 13-094-04 dated April 18,2013 (“HLURB
Certification™), indicating that the land covered by Barraquio’s CLOAs'? are
agricultural land.'"®

Moreover, pursuant to the FHILLURB Certification, the Heirs of Barraquio
acquired a Certification from the Zoning Administration of the City of Santa
Rosa, Laguna (Zoning Administration Certification), verifying that the land
covered by Barraquio’s CLOAs''! are classified as agricultural. It states that
it was issued pursuant to Zoning Ordinance of 1981, or SB Municipal
Ordinance No. 18, Series of 1981, dated September 9, 1981, as approved by
HLURB Board Resolution No. R-36, Series of 1981, dated December 2,
1981.'2

The Heirs of Barraquio claim that the Zoning Administration
Certification was acquired only when the HLURB Certification was presented
despite the exercise of diligence required.'!?

On April 14, 2014, Almeda filed a Comment to the Barraquio Heirs’
Motion to Admit Newly Discovered Evidence,'" arguing that the
certifications are irrelevant and not new evidence. It claims that the
certifications refer to a Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance
of the Municipality of Santa Rosa, Province of Laguna which has been in
existence since 1981. The DARAB and the Court of Appeals could have taken

W5 gd at 182,

WS rd. at 192,

{15 Id

W7 Jd. at 193,

W& Rollo (G.R. No. 169649), pp. 478-483.

99 fd. ar479. Lot Nos. 119 and 11 with TCT Nos. CLO-1409 and CLO-1375.

1o Id.

11 ‘]d

"2 Jd. at 480. This Court notes that the Exemption Otder is also based on HLURB Board Resolution No.
R-36, Series of 1981, dated December 2, 1981, However, the SB Municipal Ordinance No. 18, Series of
1981 upon which the Exemption Order is based is dated August 26, 1981, and not September 9, 1981,

W3 fd

HE1dL aL 507,

/






Decision 15 G.R. No. 169649 & G.R. No. 185594

Republic Act No. 6657, otherwise known as the Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Law, was enacted on June 10, 1988, primarily to provide
landless farmers and regular farmworkers the right to own the lands they till,
or, in the case of other farmworkers, to receive a just share of its fruits.'?'

This policy originates from the Constitution itself, which provides that
the State shall undertake an agrarian reform program founded on the rights of
landless farmers to own the lands they till. Article XIII of the Constitution
provides for the social justice provisions on agrarian reform:

ARTICLE XIII
Social Justice and HMuman Rights

Agrarian and Natural Resources Reform

SECTION 4. The State shall, by law, undertake an agrarian reform
program founded on the right of farmers and regular farmworkers, who are
landless, to own directly or collectively the lands they till or, in the case of
other farmworkers, to receive a just share of the fruits thereof. To this end,
the State shall encourage and undertake the just distribution of all
agricultural lands, subject to such priorities and reasonable retention limits
as the Congress may prescribe, taking into account ecological,
developmental, or equity considerations, and subject to the payment of just
compensation. In determining retention limits, the State shall respect the
right of small landowners. The State shall further provide incentives for
voluntary [and-sharing.

SECTION 5. The State shail recognize the right of farmers,
farmworkers, and landowners, as well as cooperatives, and other
independent farmers’ organizations to participate in the planning,
organization, and management of the program, and shall provide support to
agriculture through appropriate technology and research, and adequate
financial, production, marketing, and other support services,

SECTION 6. The State shall apply the principles of agrarian reform
or stewardship, whenever applicable in accordance with law, in the
disposition or utilization of other natural resources, including lands of the
public domain under lease or concession suitable to agriculture, subject to
prior rights, homestead rights of small settlers, and the rights of indigenous
communities to their ancestral lands.

The State may resettle landless farmers and farmworkers in its own
agricultural estates which shall be distributed to them in the manner
provided by law.

SECTION 7. The State shall protect the rights of subsistence
fishermen, especially of local communities, to the preferential use of local
marine and fishing resources, both inland and offshore. It shall provide
support to such fishermen through appropriate technology and research,
adequate financial, production, and marketing assistance, and other

12l Republic Act No. 6637 (1988) sec. 2, as amended by Republic Act No. 9700 (2009).
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integrated into the world market, increasing along with it the powers of the
local elites, called principalias, and landlords.

The United States arrived later as the new colonizer. It enacted the
Philippine Bill of 1902, which limited land area acquisitions into 16
hectares for private individuals and 1,024 hectares for corporations. The
Land Registration Act of 1902 (Act No. 496) established a comprehensive
registration of land titles called the Torrens system. This resulted in several
ancestral lands being titled in the names of the settlers.

The Philippines witnessed peasant uprisings including the
Sakdalista movement in the 1930’s. During World War II, peasants and
workers organizations took up arms and many identified themselves with
the Hukbalahap, or Hukbo ng Bavan Laban sa Hapon. After the Philippine
Independence in 1946, the problems of land tenure remained and worsened
in some parts of the country. The Hukbalahaps continued the peasant
uprisings in the 1950s.

To address the farmers’ unrest, the government began initiating
various land reform programs, roughly divided into three (3) stages.

The first stage was the share tenancy system under then President
Ramon Magsaysay (1953-1957). In a share tenancy agreement, the
landholder provided the land while the tenant provided the labor for
agricultural production. The produce would then be divided between the
parties in proportion to their respective contributions. On August 30, 1954,
Congress passed Republic Act No. 1199 (Agricultural Tenancy Act),
ensuring the “equitable division of the produce and [the] income derived
from the land[.]”

Compulsory land registration was also established under the
Magsaysay Administration. Republic Act No. 1400 (Land Reform Act)
granted the Land Tenure Administration the power to purchase or
expropriate large tenanted rice and corn lands for resale to bona fide tenants
or occupants who owned less than six (6) hectares of land. However,
Section 6(2) of Republic Act No. 1400 set unreasonable retention limits at
300 hectares for individuals and 600 hectares for corporations, rendering
President Magsaysay’s efforts to redistribute lands futile.

On August 8, 1963, Congress enacted Republic Act No. 3844
(Agricultural Land Reform Code) and abolished the share tenancy system,
declaring it to be against public policy. The second stage of land reform,
the agricultural leasehold system, thus began under President Diosdado
Macapagal (1961-1965).

Under the agricultural leasehold system, the landowner, lessor,
usufructuary, or legal possessor furnished his or her landholding, while
another person cultivated it until the leasehold relation was extinguished.
The landowner had the right to collect lease rental from the agricultural
lessee, while the lessee had the right to a homelot and to be indemnitied for
his or her labor if the property was surrendered to the landowner or if the
lessee was ejected from the landholding.

Republic Act No. 3844 also sought to provide economic family-
sized farms to landless citizens of the Philippines especially to qualified
farmers. The landowners were allowed to retain as much as 75 hectares of
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IL. STATUS OF COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN
(CLUP) ZONING ORDINANCE (Z0O)

[X] WITH APPROVED CLUP/ZO

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that the above described landholdings are zoned
for the uses specilied in the above table per approved Comprehensive Land
Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance of the Municipality of Santa Rosa, Province
of Laguna which was adopted by the Sangguniang Bayan (SB), SB
Municipal Ordinance No. 18, S-1981 dated 09 September 1981 and which
was approved by the Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board (HLURB)
under Board Resolution No. R-36, S. 1981 dated 02 December 1981, in
accordance with pertinent issuances.

Zoning Administration Certification'” dated April 24, 2013 from the
City of Santa Rosa, Laguna states:

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This is to certily that certain parcels of land herein described as:

LOT NO. TCT NO. AREA (Sq. M.)
Lot 19 CLO-1409 9,826.00 Sq. Mtrs.
Lot 11 CLO-1375 2,182.00 Sq. Mirs.

registered in the name of DOMINGO C. BARRAQUIO m/to
MARIA §. MONTOYA, located at Brgy. Pulong Sta. Cruz. City of Sta.
Rosa, Laguna. is within thec AGRICULTURAL ZONE. pursuant to Zoning
Ordinance of 1981 as per SB Municipal Ordinance No. 18, series of 1981,
dated September 09, 1981 and was later approved by the Housing and Land
Use Regulatory Board (HLURB) under Board Resolution No. R-36, series
of 1981 dated December 2. 1981.

Very truly yours.

LUIS G. CARTECIANO
Zonimg Officer L

Weighing the evidence in this case, this Court rules in favor of
petitioners.

Considering these findings, the CLOAs in favor of Barraquio are
restored In favor of petitioners, subject to proof of payment of just
compensation to respondent. In Land Bank of the Philippines v. Couwrt of
Appeals,'™ this Court discussed that title to the properties does not pass to the
farmer-beneficiaries until the property was fully condemned: /

7 Id, at 487, (Emphasis supplicd)
319 Phil. 246, 260-262 (1995) [Per ). Francisco, Second Division].
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2005 and Resolution dated September 9, 2005 in CA G.R. SP No. 81764 are
‘REVERSED. The cancellation and/or nullification of the Certificates of
Land Ownership Award issued in favor of Domingo Barraquio (CLO-1409
and 1375) are REVERSED. The Court of Appeals’ Resolutions dated July
23, 2008 and November 17, 2008 in CA G.R. SP No. 104265 are likewise
REVERSED.

The properties issued in favor of Domingo Barraquio (CLO-1409 and
1375) are deemed covered by the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program
under Republic Act No. 6657.

SO ORDERED.

MARVIW M.V.F. LEONEN
Senior Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:
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AMY C. /LAZARO-JAVIER

Associate Justice
J HOSE@OPEZ

Associate Justice

i ”
Assoc1ate Jus ,
On-leave

“ZNTONIO T, KHOhR\

Associate Justice
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ATTESTATION

I attest that the conclusions in the above Decision had been reached in
consultation before the cases were assigned to the writer of the opinion of the
Court’s Division.

M.V.F. LEONEN
Senior Associate Justice
Chairperson

CERTIFICATION

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

 Asrnn/

AKEXA G. GESMUNDO
ief Justice



