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Title: Republic of the Philippines vs. Vicente G. Lim

Facts:
The crux of this case lies in an expropriation matter that initiated on September 5, 1938,
when the Republic of the Philippines filed a special civil action for expropriation with the
Court of First Instance (CFI) of Cebu to acquire Lots 932 and 939 of the Banilad Friar Land
Estate for establishing a military reservation. The subject properties were registered under
the names of Gervasia Denzon and Eulalia Denzon. After depositing P9,500.00 as provisional
compensation, the Republic took possession of the properties. Despite a May 14, 1940 CFI
decision ordering the Republic to compensate the Denzons P4,062.10, payment was never
made.

The Denzons pursued various unsuccessful attempts for compensation over the years. In
1961, successors-in-interest, asserting ownership due to non-payment, initiated a recovery
of possession case. The CFI, on July 31, 1962, affirmed their ownership but adjusted the
compensation to P16,248.40, reinforcing the need for a deed of sale upon payment.

The case escalated to the Supreme Court  (No.  L-21032),  resulting in a May 19,  1966
decision affirming the lower court but emphasizing the owners could only demand fair
market value due to the property’s expropriation for public use.

Over the years, the lots underwent several legal and transactional changes, including a
mortgage and foreclosure, eventually leading Vicente Lim to acquire Lot 932. Lim filed a
complaint for quieting of title in 1992. The RTC ruled in his favor in 2001, a decision upheld
by the Court of Appeals in 2003, highlighting the Republic’s evasion of compensation duties.

Issues:
1. Whether the Republic retains ownership of Lot 932 despite its long-standing failure to
pay just compensation.
2. The applicability of non-payment of compensation towards the recovery of possession by
private landowners.
3. The impact of the government’s actions on property rights and due process.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court, in its comprehensive resolution, focused on several critical points:
– It reiterated the constitutional mandate for just compensation in cases of expropriation.
–  It  criticized  the  Republic’s  prolonged  failure  to  compensate,  considering  it  akin  to
confiscation.
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– It underscored that title and ownership transfer contingent upon the complete payment of
just compensation, which did not occur in this case.
– Ultimately, the court affirmed the Court of Appeals’ decision in favor of Vicente Lim,
condemning the Republic’s delayed payment and procedural lapses.

Doctrine:
1.  Just  compensation  must  be  prompt  and  is  essential  for  the  transfer  of  title  in
expropriation cases.
2. Failure to complete payment can allow original property owners to recover possession,
especially when the state’s inaction spans excessive periods.
3. The constitutional protection of property rights requires strict adherence to due process
provisions, including the prompt payment of fair market value in expropriation.

Class Notes:
–  Key  Concepts:  Just  compensation,  eminent  domain,  property  rights,  procedural  due
process.
– Relevant Statutes: Constitution of the Philippines, Article III, Sections 9 (Private property
shall not be taken for public use without just compensation).
– Principles: Ownership transfer in expropriation hinges on full compensation; prolonged
non-payment by the state can lead to recovery of possession by the original owner.

Historical Background:
This case is situated within a broader historical context of property expropriation in the
Philippines, emphasizing the tension between state needs and individual property rights.
Originating from pre-World War II era and navigating through decades of legal battles, the
case stands as a testament to judicial scrutiny over the state’s adherence to constitutional
mandates  in  property  expropriation.  It  underscores  the  imperative  of  balancing public
interests  with  individual  rights,  ensuring  that  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain  is
accompanied  by  just,  prompt,  and  fair  compensation  to  the  affected  property  owners.


