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### Title:
Republic of the Philippines vs. Spouses Francisco R. Llamas

### Facts:
The Republic of the Philippines, through the Department of Public Works and Highways
(DPWH), initiated an expropriation action on April 23, 1990, for the widening of Dr. A.
Santos Ave. in Parañaque, targeting 26 defendants not including the Llamas Spouses. On
January  27,  1994,  the  Llamas  Spouses  sought  to  intervene  in  the  expropriation  case,
asserting that a portion of their property was affected by the project. Their intervention was
granted, and they claimed compensation for 298 square meters over three lots. The DPWH,
however,  argued for  compensation only  for  41 square  meters,  challenging the  Llamas
Spouses’ claims regarding two road lots and the evidence of improvements.

After several legal maneuvers and a failed joint manifestation to suspend motions due to
documentary requirements, the Regional Trial Court (RTC), on October 8, 2007, ordered
DPWH  to  compensate  the  Llamas  Spouses  for  the  41  square  meters  but  denied
compensation  for  two road lots.  On appeal,  the  Court  of  Appeals  reversed  the  RTC’s
decision on October 14, 2010, ordering compensation for the total 237 square meters across
all lots, with interest.

### Issues:
1. Whether the subdivision road lots covered by TCT No. 179165 are subject to compulsory
acquisition without compensation.
2.  The  applicability  and  interpretation  of  Presidential  Decree  No.  957  regarding  the
donation of subdivision roads to the government.
3. Whether the DPWH’s non-compliance with the CA’s order constitutes as a failure to
provide just compensation.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the DPWH’s petition, affirming the Court of Appeals’ decision to
compensate the Llamas Spouses for  the 237 square meters,  inclusive of  the originally
excluded road lots. The SC clarified that subdivision road lots remain private until an official
act of conveyance – either through donation or expropriation – is completed. The Court
differentiated  between  voluntary  donation  as  per  the  PD  No.  957  and  compulsory
acquisition, emphasizing that compulsory taking without just compensation is tantamount to
illegal taking.
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### Doctrine:
The  decision  reiterates  the  principle  that  property  cannot  be  deemed  automatically
transferred to the government without an official act of conveyance; moreover, compulsory
acquisition  necessitates  the  provision  of  just  compensation.  It  also  clarified  the
interpretation  of  Presidential  Decree  No.  957,  emphasizing  that  while  subdivision
developers are encouraged to donate roads and open spaces for public use, such an act
must be voluntary and cannot be compelled without due compensation.

### Class Notes:
–  **Just  Compensation**:  The  requirement  for  the  government  to  compensate  private
property owners when taking property for public use.
– **Presidential Decree No. 957**: Mandates subdivision developers to set aside certain
areas for public use, outlining the process of voluntary donation of roads and open spaces
but not imposing compulsory donation without compensation.
–  **Expropriation Process**:  Involves  the legal  process  whereby the government  takes
private property for public use, with the prerequisite of providing just compensation to the
affected property owner.
– **Intervention in Legal Cases**: The process by which a non-party to a case may enter into
the proceedings due to a vested interest in the outcome.

### Historical Background:
This case offers insight into the complexities of property expropriation in the Philippines,
especially concerning land development and public infrastructure projects. It highlights the
evolving interpretation of laws related to land use, property rights, and the government’s
role in urban development and public works, reflecting the delicate balance between public
necessity and private property rights.


