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DECISION

PANGANIBAN, J.:

An expropriation suit is incapable of pecuniary estimation. Accordingly, it falls within
the jurisdiction of regional trial courts, regardless of the value of the subject
property.

The Case

Before us is a Petition for Review[1] under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court, seeking to
set aside the January 10, 2001 Decision and the February 5, 2001 Resolution of the
Court of Appeals[2] (CA) in CA-GR SP No. 61088. The dispositive part of the Decision
reads:

“WHEREFORE, premises considered, the present [P]etition for [C]ertiorari
is hereby DENIED DUE COURSE and accordingly DISMISSED, for lack of
merit.”[3]




The assailed Resolution[4] denied petitioner’s Motion for Reconsideration.



The Facts

The factual antecedents are summarized by the CA as follows:



“At the root of this present [P]etition is the controversy surrounding the
two (2) [C]omplaints for eminent domain which were filed by herein
respondent for the purpose of expropriating a ONE HUNDRED FORTY
FOUR (144) square meter-parcel of land, otherwise known as Lot 4381-D
situated in Barangay Masili, Calamba, Laguna and owned by herein
petitioner under Transfer Certificate of Title No. 383605 of the Registry of
Deeds of Calamba, Laguna. Petitioner acquired from Makiling
Consolidated Credit Corporation the said lot pursuant to a Deed of
Absolute Sale which was executed by and between the former and the
latter on October 7, 1996.




“The first [C]omplaint for eminent domain, docketed as Civil Case No.
3648 and entitled ‘Brgy. Masili, Calamba, Laguna v. Emelita A.
Reblara, Eugenia Almazan & Devorah E. Bardillon,’ was filed before
the Municipal Trial Court of Calamba, Laguna (‘MTC’) on February 23,
1998, following the failure of Barangay Masili to reach an agreement with



herein petitioner on the purchase offer of TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND
PESOS (P200,000.00). The expropriation of Lot 4381-D was being
pursued in view of providing Barangay Masili a multi-purpose hall for the
use and benefit of its constituents.

“On March 5, 1999, the MTC issued an order dismissing Civil Case No.
3648 ‘for lack of interest’ for failure of the [respondent] and its counsel
to appear at the pre-trial. The MTC, in its Order dated May 3, 1999,
denied [respondent’s] [M]otion for [R]econsideration thereof.

“The second [C]omplaint for eminent domain, docketed as Civil Case No.
2845-99-C and entitled ‘Brgy. Masili, Calamba, Laguna v. Devorah E.
Bardillon,’ was filed before Branch 37 of the Regional Trial Court of
Calamba, Laguna (‘RTC’) on October 18, 1999. This [C]omplaint also
sought the expropriation of the said Lot 4381-D for the erection of a
multi-purpose hall of Barangay Masili, but petitioner, by way of a Motion
to Dismiss, opposed this [C]omplaint by alleging in the main that it
violated Section 19(f) of Rule 16 in that [respondent’s] cause of action is
barred by prior judgment, pursuant to the doctrine of res judicata.

“On January 21, 2000, [the] Judge issued an order denying petitioner’s
Motion to Dismiss, holding that the MTC which ordered the dismissal of
Civil Case No. 3648 has no jurisdiction over the said expropriation
proceeding.

“With the subsequent approval of Municipal Ordinance No. 2000-261 on
July 10, 2000, and the submission thereof in compliance with [the]
Judge’s Order dated June 9, 2000 requiring herein respondent to produce
the authority for the expropriation through the Municipal Council of
Calamba, Laguna, the assailed Order dated August 4, 2000 was issued in
favor of Barangay Masili x x x and, on August 16, 2000, the
corresponding order for the issuance of the [W]rit of [P]ossession over
Lot 4381-D.”[5]

Ruling of the Court of Appeals

In dismissing the Petition, the CA held that the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of
Calamba, Laguna (Branch 37)[6] did not commit grave abuse of discretion in issuing
the assailed Orders. It ruled that the second Complaint for eminent domain (Civil
Case No. 2845-99-C) was not barred by res judicata. The reason is that the
Municipal Trial Court (MTC), which dismissed the first Complaint for eminent domain
(Civil Case No. 3648), had no jurisdiction over the action.




Hence, this Petition.[7]



The Issues

In her Memorandum, petitioner raises the following issues for our consideration:



“A. Whether or not, the Honorable Respondent Court committed grave
abuse of discretion amounting to lack of jurisdiction when it denied and
dismissed petitioner’s appeal;



“B. Whether or not, the Honorable Respondent Court committed grave
abuse of discretion when it did not pass upon and consider the pending
Motion for Reconsideration which was not resolved by the Regional Trial
Court before issuing the questioned Orders of 4 and 16 August 2000;

“C. Whether or not, the Honorable Respondent Court committed grave
abuse of discretion in taking the total amount of the assessed value of
the land and building to confer jurisdiction to the court a quo;

“D. Whether or not, the Honorable Respondent Court committed grave
abuse of discretion in ignoring the fact that there is an existing multi-
purpose hall erected in the land owned by Eugenia Almazan which should
be subject of expropriation; and

“E. Whether or not, the Honorable Respondent Court committed grave
abuse of discretion in failing to consider the issue of forum shopping
committed by Respondent Masili.”[8]

Simply put, the issues are as follows: (1) whether the MTC had jurisdiction over the
expropriation case; (2) whether the dismissal of that case before the MTC
constituted res judicata; (3) whether the CA erred when it ignored the issue of entry
upon the premises; and (4) whether respondent is guilty of forum shopping.




The Court’s Ruling

The Petition has no merit.



First Issue:

Jurisdiction Over Expropriation

Petitioner claims that, since the value of the land is only P11,448, the MTC had
jurisdiction over the case.[9]




On the other hand, the appellate court held that the assessed value of the property
was P28,960.[10] Thus, the MTC did not have jurisdiction over the expropriation
proceedings, because the amount involved was beyond the P20,000 jurisdictional
amount cognizable by MTCs.




An expropriation suit does not involve the recovery of a sum of money. Rather, it
deals with the exercise by the government of its authority and right to take property
for public use.[11] As such, it is incapable of pecuniary estimation and should be
filed with the regional trial courts.[12]




This was explained by the Court in Barangay San Roque v. Heirs of Francisco Pastor:
[13]



“It should be stressed that the primary consideration in an expropriation
suit is whether the government or any of its instrumentalities has
complied with the requisites for the taking of private property. Hence, the
courts determine the authority of the government entity, the necessity of


