G.R. No. 223334. June 07, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** Danilo Bartolata v. Republic of the Philippines: A Case of Easement and Just
Compensation

**Facts:**

Danilo Bartolata, through his attorney-in-fact Rebecca R. Pilot and/or Dionisio P. Pilot,
contested against the Republic of the Philippines, Department of Public Works and
Highways, Department of Transportation and Communications, and Toll Regulatory Board
regarding the claim for compensation for a portion of his property appropriated for the
Metro Manila Skyway Project. Bartolata was granted ownership over a 400 sq. m parcel in
Taguig, Metro Manila in 1987 through a public auction. In 1997, 223 sq. m of his property
was acquired by the government for the Skyway project, with an agreed initial
compensation of P1,480,000 made, and a total appraised value of P12,265,000.

Bartolata demanded the outstanding balance but was refused. He then filed a complaint in
2006 with the Regional Trial Court (RTC) in Pasig City, which, in its 2012 decision,
dismissed both the plaintiff’s complaint and the defendant’s counterclaims, including the
government’s request for the return of the initial payment, citing insufficient evidence. The
Court of Appeals (CA), upon appeal, affirmed the RTC’s finding on the easement of right of
way, ordered Bartolata to return the P1,480,000 payment, and denied his appeal for just
compensation. The CA’s decision was based on the ground that the subject property was
constrained by an easement of right of way under Commonwealth Act No. 141, hence not
qualifying for just compensation as Bartolata demanded.

**[ssues:**

1. Whether the property owned by Bartolata is subject to an easement of right of way in
favor of the government.

2. Whether the government is liable to pay just compensation to Bartolata.

3. Whether Bartolata should return the initial payment made by the government.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court partly granted the petition. It affirmed the subsistence of the easement
of right of way in favor of the government and found that Bartolata’s property was indeed
subject to such easement under the pertinent provisions of Commonwealth Act No. 141.
Consequently, the government was not obligated to pay just compensation for the
appropriated property, except for any improvements affected.
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However, the Court found that the government’s call for the return of the initial payment
made to Bartolata was barred by estoppel. The government, having induced Bartolata to
acquiesce to the property acquisition through initial payment and the promise of just
compensation, cannot later on claim the return of such payment after benefiting from the
use of the property. Thus, the directive for Bartolata to return the initial payment was
deleted from the CA’s ruling.

**Doctrine:**

The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that the enforcement of an easement of right of
way under Commonwealth Act No. 141 does not warrant just compensation to the
landowner, apart from the value of improvements affected. Furthermore, it emphasized the
application of the doctrine of estoppel against public authorities in scenarios where justice
and fair dealing so require.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Easement of Right of Way:** Governed by Sec. 112 of Commonwealth Act No. 141, it
allows the government a right of way not exceeding 60 meters in width for public utilities
without the necessity of paying just compensation, except for the value of existing
improvements.

2. **Just Compensation:** According to Article III, Section 9 of the Philippine Constitution,
private property shall not be taken for public use without just compensation. However, an
easement of right of way is an exception where compensation is due only for the value of
improvements affected.

3. **Doctrine of Estoppel:** Prevents a party from asserting or denying a fact due to that
party’s previous conduct, allegation, or denial. It can apply against public authorities under
special circumstances where equity and justice demand.

**Historical Background:**

The case illuminates the balance between state infrastructure development needs and
individual property rights in the Philippines. It highlights the significance of easement rights
in facilitating public projects like the Metro Manila Skyway Project while outlining the
limitations on just compensation for property owners under specific statutory liens. This
decision underscores the government’s responsibility towards fair dealing and adherence to
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promises made during property negotiations, reflecting on the equitable principles guiding
legal determinations in property acquisition cases.
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