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BAUTISTA ANGELO, J.:

The owners of a 6-hectare land,which forms part of Hacienda Florentino located in Buguey, Cagayan, filed a
petition before the Court of Agrarian Relations praying that they be allowed to separate from their landholdings
the tenants named therein for having failed to deliver to them their share of the palay crop corresponding to the
agricul tural years 1952-1953 and 1953-1954. After trial on the merits, the court rendered decision granting the
authority requested. The tenants named therein did not appeal, and so the decision became final and executory.
However, the court stated in the decision that the dispossession of the tenants should be made subject to the
provisions of Section 22 of Republic Act No. 1199, and to carry out this directive, an appraisal committee was
created composed of the provincial treasurer, the provincial commander of the constabulary, and one Luis
Florentino, charged with the duty to appraise "the value of the improvements, expenses for clearing the land,
seedlings, planting and cultivation, and damages suffered by respondents."

Acting on this instruction, the committee conducted an ocular inspection of the 6-hectare landholding of the
tenants and thereafter submitted its report to the court. On June 3, 1957, the court, presided over by Judge Pastor
L. de Guzman, issued a resolution adopting integrally the report and awarded to the tenants an indemnity in the
total sum of P5,510.35 which the landowners must pay before effecting the ejectment of said tenants. Dissatisfied
with this resolution, the landowners interposed the present petition for review.

Petitioners pose the following issues in refutation of the resolution of the trial court: (1) Did the court a quo act
legally when it ordered the landowners to indemnify the tenants for the full value of the rice crop existing on the
land as well as for the full value of the fruit trees planted thereon and their respective produce?; (2) Did it act
legally when it awarded the tenants an indemnity for the value of their house and granary built on their
landholdings? and (3) Is the order of the court a quo awarding the tenants an indemnity of P1,200.00 for clearing
fruit land and the amount of P540.00 for clearing talahib land supported by the facts and the law?

It should be stated at the outset that the decision of the agrarian court authorizing the landowners to terminate
their relation with their tenants merely contains the condition that the same shall be subject to the pertinent
provisions of Section 22 of Republic Act No. 1199. These provisions are contained in paragraphs 3 and 4 of said
section which provide:

"(3) The tenant's dwelling shall not, without his consent, be removed from the lot assigned' to him by the
landholder, unless there is a severance of the tenancy relationship between them as provided under Section
nine, or unless the tenant is ejected for cause, and only after the expiration of forty-five days following such
severance of relationship or dismissal for cause.

"If the tenant is dismissed without just cause and he is constrained to work elsewhere, he may choose either to
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remove his dwelling at the landholder's cost or demand the value of the same from the landholder at the time of
the unjust dismissal.

"(4) The tenant shall have the right to be indemnified for his labor and expenses in the cultivation, planting, or
harvesting and other incidental expenses for the improvement of the crop raised in case he is dispossessed of
his holdings, whether such dismissal is for a just cause or not provided the crop still exists at the time of the
dispossession."

How did the appraisal committee carry out the instruction of the court a quo relative to the implementation of the
pertinent portion of its decision? It proceeded to determine not only the reasonable value of the dwelling of the
tenants and of the value of their labor, expenses in the cultivation, planting, or harvesting and other incidental
expenses for the improvement of the crop standing thereon at the time of their dispossession, as prescribed in
Section 22, but also the value of the fruit trees existing on the land and their respective produce for the
agricultural year 1956-1957, as well as the expenses for clearing the land, whether it is fruit land or talahib land,
which are not contemplated in the aforesaid section. Thus, the following is a resume of the appraisal made oy the
committee:

"(1)

For fruit trees ....................................................................

P1,008.15

(2)

For expected produce this 1956-1957 ..............................

522.20

(3)

For clearing fruit land ........................................................

1,200.00

(4)

For clearing 'talahib' land ..................................................

540.00

(5)

For rice crop 1956-1957 ...................................................

280.00
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(6)

For the house of Braulio Villegas .......................................

280.00

(7)

For the. house of Manuel Villegas .....................................

180.00

(8)

For the house of Aniceto Villegas ......................................

500.00

(9)

For the house of Catalino Villegas ......................................

670.00

(10)

For the house of Braulio Villegas .......................................

180.00

(11)

For granary .......................................................................

150.00

GRAND TOTAL .....................................................................

P5,510.35"

Petitioners contend that this is unfair not only because it is not within the purview of the law but because it is
tantamount to giving the tenants an indemnity which is much more than the value of the land. There is merit in
this contention. It is obvious that the tenants cannot be given more than what it is awarded to them in the decision
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of the Court of Agrarian Relations and the only thing that was provided for therein is that the ejectment should be
subject to the provisions of Section 22 of Republic Act No. 1199. These provisions are (a) that the tenant's
dwelling cannot be removed from his landholding without his consent unless-there is a severance of the tenancy
relationship between them as provided for by law, or unless the tenant is entitled to be indemnified, and (b) that
the tenant should be indemnified for his labor and expenses in the cultivation, planting, or harvesting and other
incidental expenses for the improvement of the crop raised, provided the crop still exists at the time of his
dispossession. Said section does not provide for indemnity for the value of permanent improvements existing on
the land, other than tfte tenant's dwelling, nor for the expenses in clearing the same upon taking possession thereof
originally by the tenant, as was done by the appraisal committee. Such being the case, any award that may be
made with regard to the value of said permanent improvements, or the expenses for the clearing of the land,
whether fruit land or talahib land, is improper and unauthorized, and so the court a quo erred in including in the
award an indemnity for the items abovementioned.

The provision relative to the dwelling of a tenant has also been misconceived by the court a quo. It has apparently
the impression that in case of severance of the tenancy relationship, whether for cause or otherwise, the tenant is
entitled to indemnity. Such impression is incorrect, for Section 22, paragraph 3, provides that only when the
tenant is ejected without cause is he entitled to indemnity for his dwelling, and not otherwise. In the present case,
the tenants were ejected for cause, and so they are not entitled to indemnity.

Summarizing, we find that the tenants are only entitled to indemnity for their labor and expenses in the
cultivation, planting; or harvesting of the crop raised on the land at the time of their dispossession which,
according to the appraisal committee, amounts to P280.00.

Wherefore, the resolution appealed from is hereby modified in the sense that respondents-tenants are only entitled
to an indemnity of P280.00 being the value of the crop existing at the time of their dispossession. In all other
respects, the resolution is reversed. The right of the tenants to sue for indemnity for permanent improvements is
reserved. No costs.

Bengzon, C. J., Padilla, Concepcion, Reyes, J. B. L., Paredes, and Dizon, JJ., concur.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 12570. April 28, 1962

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 5

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at 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. 12570. April 28, 1962

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

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


