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SECOND DIVISION

[ G.R. No. 164025, May 08, 2009 ]

LAND BANK OF THE PHILIPPINES, PETITIONER, VS. HEIRS OF
HONORATO DE LEON, REPRESENTED BY AMBROCIO DE LEON,
RESPONDENT.

DECISION

TINGA, 1.:

This is a petition for review!l! on certiorari under Rule 45 of the 1997 Rules of Civil
Procedure, assailing the decision[2] and resolution[3]

of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 77619. The assailed decision dismissed for

lack of merit petitioner's appeal from the decisionl*! of the Regional Trial Court
(RTC), Branch 26, Cabanatuan City ordering the payment of just compensation to

respondents while the resolution denied petitioner's motion for reconsideration.[>]
The following factual antecedents are undisputed.

Petitioner Land Bank of the Philippines (LBP) is a government banking institution
designated under Section 64 of Republic Act (R.A.) No. 6654 as the financial
intermediary of the agrarian reform program of the government.

Respondents are the heirs of the late Honorato De Leon, the registered owner of an
agricultural land situated at Barangay Carmen, Zaragoza, Nueva Ecija and covered
by Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. 10918-R. The whole area measuring
36.1238 hectares was acquired by the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) and
placed under the coverage of Presidential Decree (P.D.) No. 27. Respondents
received the notice of coverage sometime in 1988.

Finding the land valuation offered by the DAR to be very low, respondents filed a
complaint for the fixing of just compensation before the RTC of Cabanatuan City,
sitting as a Special Agrarian Court (SAC). The complaint dated 20 February 1995
was docketed as Agrarian Case No. 98-AF and entitled, Heirs of Honorato De Leon,
represented by Ponciano R. De Leon v. Department of Agrarian Reform, as
representative of the Republic of the Philippines, and Land Bank of the Philippines.

Respondents prayed that just compensation be computed based on the following
values: (@) an average gross production (AGP) of 195 cavans per hectare per year
or 17,610.35 cavans for the entire 36.1238 hectares; (b) plus simple interest of
6% per annum for 20 years on the 17,610.35 cavans or 21,132.41 cavans; and
(c) government support price of P500.00. Using the aforementioned values,
respondents claimed that the total just compensation due them should be in the

amount of P19,371,385.00.[6]



DAR adopted petitioner's exhibits, among them a DAR order for petitioner to pay
respondents the amount of P195,971.60 exclusive of the benefits under DAR A.O.
No. 13, series of 1994. Also submitted in evidence were a Certification dated 07
June 1991 showing that the total compensation in the amount of P195,971.60 due
respondents had been deposited on 31 January 1991 in cash and bonds and a letter
dated 29 March 2000, informing respondents that the balance of their claim
remained at P706,754.00, inclusive of interest provided under DAR A.O. No. 13,

series of 1994.[7]

Acting under a written authority issued by Atty. Federico Poblete, DAR
Undersecretary for Legal Affairs, a certain Atty. Benjamin Baui, the Legal Officer of
DAR-Cabanatuan City, entered into a compromise agreement with herein
respondents. The agreement, which was approved by the SAC on 29 June 2001
after petitioner failed to file a comment thereto, provided the payment of just

compensation in the amount of P19,371,385.00.[8]

However, on 9 November 2001, the SAC denied the motion for execution of the
compromise judgment on the ground of oversight on the part of Atty. Baui regarding
his authority to enter into a settlement.

On 14 January 2003, the SAC rendered a decision, the dispositive portion of which
states:

WHEREFORE, judgment is hereby rendered ordering the Department of
Agrarian Reform through the Land Bank of the Philippines to pay
petitioners the total amount of ONE MILLION EIGHT HUNDRED NINETY-
SIX THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED NINTEY-NINE PESOS and FIFTY
CENTAVOS (P1,896,499.50), Philippine Currency without interests,
representing the just compensation of the property with the total area of
36.1238 hectares located in Barangay Carmen, Zaragoza, Nueva Ecija,
covered by TCT No. 10218.

SO ORDERED.[°]

In arriving at the amount of just compensation, the SAC used a value of P175.00 as
the government support price for palay based on the certification by the provincial
manager of the National Food Authority (NFA) in Cabanatuan City. The SAC no
longer imposed interest on account of a higher value of government support price.

With regard to the compromise judgment, the SAC declared in its decision that the
same had been set aside and considered without effect on the ground that Atty.
Poblete cannot authorize Atty. Baui to enter into a stipulation of facts binding upon
the DAR.

Petitioner filed an appeal docketed as CA-G.R. SP No. 77619, arguing that just
compensation should be fixed based on the formula in P.D. No. 27 in relation to
Executive Order No. 228, providing a government support price of P35.00. Using the
said formula and the provision on interest under DAR A.O. No. 13, series of 1994,
petitioner prayed that just compensation be fixed at P706,754.90.

Respondents questioned the authority of the Court of Appeals to give due course to



the appeal, considering that the compromise judgment had not been set aside under
Rule 38 of the Rules of Court. In a Resolution dated 8 October 2004, the Court of

Appeals affirmed its jurisdiction to take cognizance of petitioner's appeal.[10]

On 19 March 2, 2004, the Court of Appeals rendered the assailed decision,
dismissing the appeal for lack of merit. On 9 June 2004, the appellate court denied
petitioner's motion for reconsideration.

Hence, the instant petition, raising a lone issue for the Court's consideration:

THE HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED A GRAVE ERROR OF
LAW WHEN IT USED DIFFERENT FACTORS/DATA IN THE DETERMINATION
OF JUST COMPENSATION OF SUBIJECT RICELAND, IN UTTER DISREGARD
OF THE EVIDENCE ON RECORD AND THE PERTINENT PROVISIONS OF
PRESIDENTIAL DECREE NO. 27 AND EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 228.

For their part, respondents elevated to this Court a petition for certiorari and
prohibition, docketed as G.R. No. 166972. The petitioner prayed for the nullification
of the assumption of jurisdiction by the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 77619
and the declaration that the compromise judgment is final and executory.

In a Resolution dated 22 June 2005, the Court resolved to dismiss G.R. No. 166972
for the failure to submit a verified statement of the material dates of the receipt of
the decision and filing of the motion for reconsideration and failure to verify the

petition and submit a valid certification of nonforum shopping.[1l] The resolution
became final and executory on 22 August 2005.[12]

The only question that remains for resolution is the value of just compensation to be
paid to respondents. Petitioner maintains that the formula should be based under
the provisions of P.D. No. 27 and E.O. No. 228, which fix the Land Value to be equal
to (2.5 x AGP x P35) x A, where AGP is the average gross production per hectare;
P35.00 is the government support price for palay in 1972; and A is the total land
area. Petitioner argues that "P35.00 was used in the foregoing formula as the
support price of palay per cavan because it was the selling price of palay per cavan
on October 21, 1972, when the government took over the ownership of the subject
land."

The petition lacks merit.

On 15 June 1988, the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law (CARL) or R.A. No. 6657
was enacted to promote special justice to the landless farmers and provide "a more
equitable distribution and ownership of land with due regard to the rights of

landowners to just compensation and to the ecological needs of the nation."[13]

Section 4 of R.A. No. 6657 provides that the CARL shall cover all public and private
agricultural lands including other lands of the public domain suitable for agriculture.
Section 7 provides that rice and corn lands under P.D. No. 27, among other lands,
will comprise phase one of the acquisition plan and distribution program. Section 75
states that the provisions of P.D. No. 27 and E.O. Nos. 228 and 229, and other laws

not inconsistent with R.A. No. 6657 shall have suppletory effect.[14]



