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Title: J.M. Tuason & Co., Inc. vs. The Land Tenure Administration et al.

Facts: The case involves J.M. Tuason & Co., Inc., a company that owned the Tatalon Estate
located in Quezon City, Philippines. The controversy began with the passage of Republic Act
No. 2616, which directed the expropriation of the Tatalon Estate for redistribution to its
occupants via a government-administered program under the Land Tenure Administration.
J.M. Tuason & Co. challenged this legislative act, arguing its unconstitutionality based on
due process and equal protection grounds.

1.  J.M.  Tuason  &  Co.,  Inc.  commenced  a  suit  in  the  lower  courts  challenging  the
constitutionality of Republic Act No. 2616.
2. The lower court initially ruled in favor of J.M. Tuason & Co., declaring Republic Act No.
2616 as unconstitutional.
3. The Land Tenure Administration, represented by the Solicitor General and the Auditor
General, filed an appeal to the Supreme Court of the Philippines.
4. On February 18, 1970, the Supreme Court reversed the judgment of the lower court,
asserting  the  constitutionality  of  Republic  Act  No.  2616,  except  for  Section  4  which
prohibited ejectment proceedings.
5. J.M. Tuason & Co., Inc. filed a motion for reconsideration on March 31, 1970, reiterating
its arguments on the infringement of due process and equal protection rights.
6. The Solicitor General presented a detailed opposition to the motion on May 27, 1970.
Subsequently, a rejoinder from J.M. Tuason & Co. Inc. was filed on June 15, 1970.

Issues:
1. Whether Republic Act No. 2616, mandating the expropriation of the Tatalon Estate, is
constitutional concerning due process and equal protection under the law.
2. Whether Section 4 of Republic Act No. 2616, as amended by Republic Act No. 3453,
which prohibits ejectment proceedings, is constitutional.
3. Concerns relating to inaccuracies regarding ownership rights stated in the Act.

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of Republic Act No. 2616, affirming the
legislative intent to support expropriation of large estates for redistribution under existing
constitutional provisions for social justice. The Court found no general infringements on due
process or equal protection rights from the Act itself.

2. The Court highlighted that Section 4 of Republic Act No. 2616, as amended by Republic
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Act  No.  3453,  was  unconstitutional.  The  provision  barring  ejectment  proceedings  or
continuance without expropriation was declared void, reaffirming the rule established in
Cuatico v. Court of Appeals.

3.  The  inaccuracies  concerning  ownership  in  the  Act’s  text  were  noted  but  deemed
insufficient to nullify the law. The Court assured that the government would ensure just
compensation  to  rightful  owners  during  expropriation,  maintaining  that  erroneous
ownership  claims  would  not  grant  dominical  rights.

Doctrine:
1. The Supreme Court reiterated that expropriation statutes must align with constitutional
guarantees of due process and just compensation.
2. Sections of statutes causing proprietors to lose rights without process or compensation
are unconstitutional as reiterated in Cuatico v. Court of Appeals.

Class Notes:
– The case involved key elements such as eminent domain, due process, equal protection,
and legislative accuracy.
–  Students  should  note  Section  4’s  prohibition  of  ejectment  proceedings  without
expropriation  was  struck  down,  emphasizing  owners’  rights  under  the  Constitution.
– Expropriation laws must ensure compensatory rights and just process for landowners.

Historical Background:
The decision unfolded against a backdrop of land reform initiatives in the Philippines aimed
at  resolving agrarian disputes  and redistributing lands  to  benefit  long-time occupants,
particularly those on large estates like Tatalon. This case is part of overarching efforts
influenced  by  the  social  justice  mandate  in  the  Philippine  Constitution,  demonstrating
judicial scrutiny over legislative measures impacting property rights.


