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ROMERO, J.:

Petitioner, undaunted by his two previous setbacks, seeks the reversal of the decision of the Court of Appeals
dated January 26, 1994[1] in CA-G.R. No. 31771 affirming the decision[2] of the Regional Trial Court, Branch 38
of San Jose City, in Civil Case No. C-41 which ruled that he was not a tenant of the private respondent, but was in
fact a mere farm laborer not entitled to the actual possession of the land in question.

Sometime in 1971, petitioner's predecessor started tilling and cultivating a portion of private respondent's land
situated in Carrangalan, Nueva Ecija under a "share-crop" agreement. On December 30, 1979, petitioner and the
private respondent entered into a contract[3] which stipulated that the former was to be contracted as a farm
laborer or helper responsible for the cultivation of two (2) hectares of the four hectare land.

For the next five years, both parties complied with the provision of their agreement. However, to the dismay of
the private respondent, starting January 1984, petitioner no longer cultivated the land in question in his capacity as
a farm laborer but as a tenant, with the corresponding right to exclude the private respondent from the land. To
protect his interest, private respondent demanded from the petitioner to desist from further cultivation of the said
land. These demands proved futile as petitioner continued with his daily undertakings, unmindful of private
respondent's protestations.

Exasperated, private respondent, on April 9, 1984, filed a complaint against the petitioner for Recovery of
Possession with Damages with Motion for Issuance of Writ of Preliminary Injunction. In his Answer, petitioner
maintained that on October 6, 1981, he was granted a Certificate of Land Transfer No. 0-065683 by the then
Ministry of Agrarian Reform pursuant to Presidential Decree No. 27, hence, converting his status from a farm
laborer to that of a legitimate tenant of the private respondent.

On February 20, 1991, the trial court rendered its decision finding that petitioner was not a tenant but a mere farm
helper or laborer of the private respondent. The trial court expounded its position in this wise:

"Defendant's contention that he is a tenant of plaintiff (as he tried to picture out in the Terminal Survey, Exh. 8,
the information of which he personally supplied to Eleonor Quinto on June 14, 1977 that gave rise to the
issuance of the CLT dated October 6, 1981, Exh. 1, which CLT was, however, cancelled on august 12, 1988,
Exh. 10, by Director Aligio Pacis because the subject land is never tenanted, Exh. 10-B); cannot be sustained
on the strength and wisdom of the KASUNDUAN, Exh. A, executed on December 30, 1979, not only because
of the reciprocal stipulations eloquently expressed therein which must be given force and effect (National Rice
and Corn Administration vs. Court of Appeals, 91 SCRA 437), but also because of the well-settled rule that
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public documents invested with the solemnities of the law cannot be set aside on light and flimsy evidence.
(Mercador vs. Ang, CA-G.R. No. 3940-R, March 31, 1951). The Kasunduan being a bilateral contract, it
necessary follows that the intention of the parties at the time of the execution thereof must prevail (Reyes vs.
Sierna, 93 SCRA 472), in much the same way that its validity be maintained even though one of the parties
entered into it against his own wish and desires, or even against his better judgment (Lagunsod vs. Vda de
Guzman, 92 SCRA 476).

In fine, defendant's admission of being a fourth year in high school, and having thoroughly read the contract,
Exh. A, written out in a language he understood very well before he affixed his signature thereto, and the same
being a notarial document guaranteed by public attestation in accordance with law where its provisions are
clear and not forged, their contents must be upheld (Sarayba vs. Reyes, CA-G.R. No. 4008-R, Sept. 26, 1950;
Navoa de Ramos vs. Yu Cochangco, CA-G.R. No. 25-R, July 9, 1947). The defendant having breached the
contract, plaintiff is deserving to recover actual damages. (Pamintuan vs. Court of Appeals, 94 SCRA 556)."

The above-quoted ruling of the trial court was affirmed by the Court of Appeals in its decision dated January 26,
1994 which substantially adopted the trial court's finding, thus:

"Through the agreement embodied in the "KASUNDUAN", the contention of appellant that he is a tenant
should be dismissed as a tenancy relationship is determined not by the nature of the work involved but by the
intention of the parties. (Gelos vs. Court of Appeals, 208 SCRA 608).

Appellant also anchors his claim on the land on the fact that he is the grantee of a Certificate of Land Transfer
covering the land in question.

The Certificate of Land Transfer was, however, subsequently cancelled on August 12, 1988 precisely on the
ground that the land in question is less than seven (7) hectares thus not covered by the provisions of P.D. No.
27.

Although the law looks upon the lowly with favor, the same cannot be used as a shield to perpetrate an
injustice. The appellee herein cannot be said to belong to the landed gentry. As in fact the appellee's only
landholding is the four (4) hectares of riceland of which half is being unjustly claimed by appellant."

Not satisfied with the decision, petitioner is now before this Court assailing the appellate court's pronouncement.
Stripped of inconsequential facts, the thrust of the petition is that petitioner should have been recognized as an
agricultural lessee of the land and thus entitled to the security of tenure under existing agrarian laws.

On the outset, it should be borne in mind that whether the petitioner was indeed a tenant or laborer is a question of
fact.[4] In this regard, jurisprudence has provided the following requisites for tenancy relationship: (1) the parties
are the landowners and the tenant; (2) the subject is agricultural land; (3) there is consent; (4) the purpose is
agricultural production; (5) there is personal cultivation; and (6) there is sharing of harvest.[5]

With these precepts as guidelines, we are constrained to reverse the findings of both the appellate court and the
trial court.

First, petitioner was in actual possession of the land and resided in a farmhouse thereon as a farm tenant would
normally do. In Cruz v. Court of Appeals,[6] we stated:

"Finally, it is also undisputed that respondent lives on a hut erected on the landholding. This fully supports the
appellate court's conclusion, since only tenants are entitled to a homelot where he can build his house thereon
as an incident to his right as a tenant."

Second, the land was devoted to the production of palay and other related products. Third, there was the element
of consent, for as early as 1971, private respondent had not instituted an action against the petitioner or his
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predecessor. In fact, he even allowed them and a certain Conrado Vergara to manage and till the land. Fourth, the
management of the land was for the sole purpose of producing rice or palay. Fifth, cultivation and farm work were
personally done by the petitioner and his predecessor and Sixth, petitioner shared the harvest of the land under a
"share-crop" system. In Hernandez v. IAC,[7] we ruled that when an individual cultivates the land and did not
receive salaries but a share of the produce, the relationship is one of tenancy and not employment. Moreover, if
private respondent's land was indeed non-tenanted, he should have obtained a certification of non-tenancy from
the then Ministry of Agrarian Reform.[8]

From the foregoing, the ineluctable conclusion drawn is that a tenancy relationship exists between the parties.

That having been said, it must be pointed out that the land in question is covered by Presidential Decree No. 27,
which, incidentally has not yet been repealed by Republic Act No. 6657 or the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform
Law of 1988.[9] Under the said law, tenant-farmers of rice and corn lands were deemed owners of the land they
till.[10] This policy is intended to be given effect by the following provision of the law:

"The tenant farmer, whether in land classified as landed estate or not, shall be DEEMED OWNER of a portion
constituting a family size farm of five (5) hectares if not irrigated and three (3) hectares if irrigated."[11]

However, it must be stressed that since the land in question is only four (4) hectares, then the same cannot be
subject to the Operation Land Transfer (OLT) program of P.D. No. 27. This was to mitigate the impact of the
decree on small land owners.[12] consequently, no transfer of ownership can take place.

Notwithstanding the non-transfer of ownership of the landholding, it bears stressing that when the land is seven
hectares and below, the same is still covered by P.D. No. 27 under its Operation Land Leasehold (OL) program.
This means that the landowners and the tenants are placed in a leasehold relationship as of October 21, 1972,[13]
under an agricultural leasehold agreement.[14] It is worth mentioning that on two occasions, we have already
upheld the validity of this "automatic conversion" provision, from agricultural share tenancy to agricultural
leasehold, under our land reform laws.[15] Thus, while owners of rice and corn lands seven (7) hectares or less
are not covered by the land transfer programs of P.D. No. 27, however, when there are tenants lands, the
arrangement immediately shifts to a leasehold relationship.[16]

Another notable development is the fact that to give more force to the policy of automatic conversion of share
tenancy to the leasehold system, Presidential Decree No. 1425[17] was enacted in 1978. This law covers
tenant-farmers in rice and/or corn lands not included in P.D. No. 27[18] land transfer program.

Moreover, under Section 12 of R.A. 6657, as implemented by the Department of Agrarian Reform,[19] all
tenanted agricultural lands retained under P.D. No. 27 shall automatically be converted into agricultural leasehold
as of June 15, 1988. However, with respect to tenanted rice and corn lands, as in this case, the leasehold
relationship shall start on November 10, 1971.[20]

Also, private respondent cannot take comfort from the fact that petitioner had already surrendered the land, and
therefore, whatever tenancy relationship existed between the parties was already severed. In this connection, it is
worthwhile noting that under the rules of the then Ministry of Agrarian Reform, (now Department of Agrarian
Reform) surrender or alleged abandonment of the land by the tenant does not automatically terminate the tenancy
relationship. There must be a proper court declaration of such fact.[21]

Having settled the proper agricultural relationship of the parties, private respondent still contends that petitioner
expressly agreed to be hired as a farm laborer under the contract they executed on December 30, 1979. As such,
the contract must be respected as a manifestation of the intention of the contracting parties.[22]

Private respondent's argument is unacceptable. Obviously, the purported contract violates the provisions of the

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 113605. November 27, 1998

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 6

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



law providing for "automatic conversion" from agricultural tenancy to agricultural leasehold. Thus, it is readily
perceivable that it was a void or inexistent contract from the inception.[23] The fact that both parties complied
with the provisions of the contract is immaterial. It is a stipulation that is contrary to law and public policy;[24]
hence, it cannot be cured by ratification or even compliance by the parties to the contract.[25]

Having reached the above conclusions, other incidental issues raised by the petitioner no longer need to be passed
upon.

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, the instant petitioner is GRANTED. The decision of the Court of
Appeals in C.A. -G.R. CV No. 31771 dated January 26, 1994 is hereby REVERSED and SET ASIDE. No costs.

SO ORDERED.

Narvasa, C.J. (Chairman), Kapunan, Purisima, and Pardo, JJ., concur.

[1] Penned by Justice Corona Ibay-Somera and concurred in by Justice Nathanael P. de Pano, Jr. and Justice
Asaali S. Isnani; Rollo, pp. 22-31.

[2] Penned by Judge Ricardo T. Linsangan; Rollo, pp. 34-41.

[3] The contract is entitled "Kasunduan."

[4] Oarde v. Court of Appeals, 280 SCRA 258 (1997).

[5] Nisnisan v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 126425, August 12, 1998; Sintos v. Court of Appeals, 246 SCRA 223
(1995).

[6] 129 SCRA 223 (1984).

[7] 189 SCRA 758 (1990).

[8] Ministry of Agrarian Reform Memorandum dated May 8, 1979.

[9] Section 75 of Republic Act No. 6657.

[10] Executive Order No. 228, July 17, 1987; Quiban v. Batulid, 189 SCRA 107 (1990), Locsin v. Valenzuela,
194 SCRA 194 (1991).

[11] Presidential Decree No. 27, third paragraph. Torres v. Ventura, 187 SCRA 96 (1990).

[12] Circular No. 14, Ministry of Justice dated March 15, 1979.

[13] Ministry of Agrarian Reform Circular No. 2-A, June 18, 1973.

[14] Ministry of Agrarian Reform Memorandum Circular 4-80 as amended by Memorandum Circular No. 10,
Series of 1985.

[15] David v. Court of Appeals, 161 SCRA 114 (1988); Dayrit v. Court of Appeals, 163 SCRA 256 (1988).

[16] Ministry of Agrarian Reform Circular No. 5, March 5, 1973.

[17] Amending Presidential Decree No. 1490 by Strengthening the Prohibition Against Agricultural Share
Tenancy and Providing Penalties For Violation Thereof, June 10, 1978.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 113605. November 27, 1998

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 6

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



[18] Id., Section 1.

[19] Administrative Order No. 04, Series of 1989 "Rules and Procedure Governing Agricultural Leasehold and
the Determination of Lease Rental for Tenanted Land."

[20] Id., par. 4.

[21] Memorandum Circular No. 10 Series of 1983.

[22] Memorandum, Rollo, pp. 153-154.

[23] Article 1409, Civil Code.

[24] Article 1306, Civil Code.

[25] Tolentino, Civil Code of the Philippines, Vol. IV, 1991, pp. 632-633.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 113605. November 27, 1998

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 113605. November 27, 1998

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 6

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org


