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YNARES-SANTIAGO, J.:

This petition for review on certiorari seeks to set aside the decision[1] of the Court of Appeals dated October 29,
2002 in CA-G.R. SP No. 64378, which reversed the August 30, 2000 decision of the Secretary of Agrarian
Reform, as well as the Resolution dated May 7, 2003, which denied petitioner’s motion for reconsideration.

In controversy are Lot No. 2509 and Lot No. 817-D consisting of an aggregate area of 189.2462 hectares located
at Hacienda Fe, Escalante, Negros Occidental and Brgy. Gen. Luna, Sagay, Negros Occidental, respectively. On
October 21, 1921, these lands were donated by the late Esteban Jalandoni to respondent DECS (formerly Bureau
of Education).[2] Consequently, titles thereto were transferred in the name of respondent DECS under Transfer
Certificate of Title No. 167175.[3]

On July 15, 1985, respondent DECS leased the lands to Anglo Agricultural Corporation for 10 agricultural crop
years, commencing from crop year 1984-1985 to crop year 1993-1994. The contract of lease was subsequently
renewed for another 10 agricultural crop years, commencing from crop year 1995-1996 to crop year
2004-2005.[4]

On June 10, 1993, Eugenio Alpar and several others, claiming to be permanent and regular farm workers of the
subject lands, filed a petition for Compulsory Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) coverage with the Municipal
Agrarian Reform Office (MARO) of Escalante.[5]

After investigation, MARO Jacinto R. Piñosa, sent a “Notice of Coverage” to respondent DECS, stating that the
subject lands are now covered by CARP and inviting its representatives for a conference with the farmer
beneficiaries.[6] Then, MARO Piñosa submitted his report to OIC-PARO Stephen M. Leonidas, who
recommended to the DAR Regional Director the approval of the coverage of the landholdings.

On August 7, 1998, DAR Regional Director Dominador B. Andres approved the recommendation, the dispositive
portion of which reads:

WHEREFORE, all the foregoing premises considered, the petition is granted. Order is hereby issued:

- Placing under CARP coverage Lot 2509 with an area of 111.4791 hectares situated at Had. Fe, Escalante,
Negros Occidental and Lot 817-D with an area of 77.7671 hectares situated at Brgy. Gen. Luna, Sagay, Negros
Occidental;
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- Affirming the notice of coverage sent by the DAR Provincial Office, Negros Occidental dated November 23,
1994;

- Directing the Provincial Agrarian Reform Office of Negros Occidental and the Municipal Agrarian Reform
Officers of Sagay and Escalante to facilitate the acquisition of the subject landholdings and the distribution of the
same qualified beneficiaries.

SO ORDERED.[7]

Respondent DECS appealed the case to the Secretary of Agrarian Reform which affirmed the Order of the
Regional Director.[8]

Aggrieved, respondent DECS filed a petition for certiorari with the Court of Appeals, which set aside the decision
of the Secretary of Agrarian Reform.[9]

Hence, the instant petition for review.

The pivotal issue to be resolved in this case is whether or not the subject properties are exempt from the coverage
of Republic Act No. 6657, otherwise known as the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law of 1998 (CARL).

The general policy under CARL is to cover as much lands suitable for agriculture as possible.[10] Section 4 of
R.A. No. 6657 sets out the coverage of CARP. It states that the program shall:

“... cover, regardless of tenurial arrangement and commodity produced, all public and private agricultural lands
as provided in Proclamation No. 131 and Executive Order No. 229, including other lands of the public domain
suitable for agriculture.”

More specifically, the following lands are covered by the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program:

(a) All alienable and disposable lands of the public domain devoted to or suitable for agriculture. No
reclassification of forest or mineral lands to agricultural lands shall be undertaken after the approval of this Act
until Congress, taking into account, ecological, developmental and equity considerations, shall have
determined by law, the specific limits of the public domain;

(b) All lands of the public domain in excess of the specific limits as determined by Congress in the preceding
paragraph;

(c) All other lands owned by the Government devoted to or suitable for agriculture; and

(d) All private lands devoted to or suitable for agriculture regardless of the agricultural products raised or that
can be raised thereon.

Section 3(c) thereof defines “agricultural land,” as “land devoted to agricultural activity as defined in this Act and
not classified as mineral, forest, residential, commercial or industrial land.” The term “agriculture” or
“agricultural activity” is also defined by the same law as follows:

Agriculture, Agricultural Enterprises or Agricultural Activity means the cultivation of the soil, planting of
crops, growing of fruit trees, raising of livestock, poultry or fish, including the harvesting of such farm
products, and other farm activities, and practices performed by a farmer in conjunction with such farming
operations done by persons whether natural or juridical.[11]

The records of the case show that the subject properties were formerly private agricultural lands owned by the late
Esteban Jalandoni, and were donated to respondent DECS. From that time until they were leased to Anglo

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 158228. March 23, 2004

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 7

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



Agricultural Corporation, the lands continued to be agricultural primarily planted to sugarcane, albeit part of the
public domain being owned by an agency of the government.[12] Moreover, there is no legislative or presidential
act, before and after the enactment of R.A. No. 6657, classifying the said lands as mineral, forest, residential,
commercial or industrial land. Indubitably, the subject lands fall under the classification of lands of the public
domain devoted to or suitable for agriculture.

Respondent DECS sought exemption from CARP coverage on the ground that all the income derived from its
contract of lease with Anglo Agricultural Corporation were actually, directly and exclusively used for educational
purposes, such as for the repairs and renovations of schools in the nearby locality.

Petitioner DAR, on the other hand, argued that the lands subject hereof are not exempt from the CARP coverage
because the same are not actually, directly and exclusively used as school sites or campuses, as they are in fact
leased to Anglo Agricultural Corporation. Further, to be exempt from the coverage, it is the land per se, not the
income derived therefrom, that must be actually, directly and exclusively used for educational purposes.

We agree with the petitioner.

Section 10 of R.A. No. 6657 enumerates the types of lands which are exempted from the coverage of CARP as
well as the purposes of their exemption, viz:

x x x

x x x

x x x

c) Lands actually, directly and exclusively used and found to be necessary for national defense, school sites and
campuses, including experimental farm stations operated by public or private schools for educational purposes, ...
, shall be exempt from the coverage of this Act.[13]

x x x

x x x

x x x

Clearly, a reading of the paragraph shows that, in order to be exempt from the coverage: 1) the land must be
“actually, directly, and exclusively used and found to be necessary;” and 2) the purpose is “for school sites and
campuses, including experimental farm stations operated by public or private schools for educational purposes.”

The importance of the phrase “actually, directly, and exclusively used and found to be necessary” cannot be
understated, as what respondent DECS would want us to do by not taking the words in their literal and technical
definitions. The words of the law are clear and unambiguous. Thus, the “plain meaning rule” or verba legis in
statutory construction is applicable in this case. Where the words of a statute are clear, plain and free from
ambiguity, it must be given its literal meaning and applied without attempted interpretation.[14]

We are not unaware of our ruling in the case of Central Mindanao University v. Department of Agrarian Reform
Adjudication Board,[15] wherein we declared the land subject thereof exempt from CARP coverage. However,
respondent DECS’ reliance thereon is misplaced because the factual circumstances are different in the case at bar.
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Firstly, in the CMU case, the land involved was not alienable and disposable land of the public domain because it
was reserved by the late President Carlos P. Garcia under Proclamation No. 476 for the use of Mindanao
Agricultural College (now CMU).[16] In this case, however, the lands fall under the category of alienable and
disposable lands of the public domain suitable for agriculture.

Secondly, in the CMU case, the land was actually, directly and exclusively used and found to be necessary for
school sites and campuses. Although a portion of it was being used by the Philippine Packing Corporation (now
Del Monte Phils., Inc.) under a “Management and Development Agreement”, the undertaking was that the land
shall be used by the Philippine Packing Corporation as part of the CMU research program, with direct
participation of faculty and students. Moreover, the land was part of the land utilization program developed by the
CMU for its “Kilusang Sariling Sikap Project” (CMU-KSSP), a multi-disciplinary applied research extension and
productivity program.[17] Hence, the retention of the land was found to be necessary for the present and future
educational needs of the CMU. On the other hand, the lands in this case were not actually and exclusively utilized
as school sites and campuses, as they were leased to Anglo Agricultural Corporation, not for educational purposes
but for the furtherance of its business. Also, as conceded by respondent DECS, it was the income from the
contract of lease and not the subject lands that was directly used for the repairs and renovations of the schools in
the locality.

Anent the issue of whether the farmers are qualified beneficiaries of CARP, we disagree with the Court of
Appeals’ finding that they were not.

At the outset, it should be pointed out that the identification of actual and potential beneficiaries under CARP is
vested in the Secretary of Agrarian Reform pursuant to Section 15, R.A. No. 6657, which states:

SECTION 15. Registration of Beneficiaries. — The DAR in coordination with the Barangay Agrarian Reform
Committee (BARC) as organized in this Act, shall register all agricultural lessees, tenants and farmworkers
who are qualified to be beneficiaries of the CARP. These potential beneficiaries with the assistance of the
BARC and the DAR shall provide the following data:

(a) names and members of their immediate farm household;

(b) owners or administrators of the lands they work on and the length of tenurial relationship;

(c) location and area of the land they work;

(d) crops planted; and

(e) their share in the harvest or amount of rental paid or wages received.

A copy of the registry or list of all potential CARP beneficiaries in the barangay shall be posted in the
barangay hall, school or other public buildings in the barangay where it shall be open to inspection by the
public at all reasonable hours.

In the case at bar, the BARC certified that herein farmers were potential CARP beneficiaries of the subject
properties.[18] Further, on November 23, 1994, the Secretary of Agrarian Reform through the Municipal Agrarian
Reform Office (MARO) issued a Notice of Coverage placing the subject properties under CARP. Since the
identification and selection of CARP beneficiaries are matters involving strictly the administrative
implementation of the CARP,[19] it behooves the courts to exercise great caution in substituting its own
determination of the issue, unless there is grave abuse of discretion committed by the administrative agency. In
this case, there was none.

The Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) is the bastion of social justice of poor landless farmers,
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the mechanism designed to redistribute to the underprivileged the natural right to toil the earth, and to liberate
them from oppressive tenancy. To those who seek its benefit, it is the means towards a viable livelihood and,
ultimately, a decent life. The objective of the State is no less certain: “landless farmers and farmworkers will
receive the highest consideration to promote social justice and to move the nation toward sound rural development
and industrialization.”[20]

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, the petition is GRANTED. The decision of the Court of Appeals dated
October 29, 2002, in CA-G.R. SP No. 64378 is REVERSED and SET ASIDE. The decision dated August 30,
2000 of the Secretary of Agrarian Reform placing the subject lands under CARP coverage, is REINSTATED.

SO ORDERED.

Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman), Carpio, and Azcuna, JJ., concur.

Panganiban, J., on official leave.

[1] Penned by Justice Andres B. Reyes, Jr. and concurred in by Justice Delilah Vidallon-Magtolis and Justice
Regalado E. Maambong.

[2] CA Rollo, pp. 99-100.

[3] Id., pp. 335-337.

[4] Id., pp. 104-107.

[5] Id., pp. 39-44.

[6] Id., p. 38.

[7] Id., p. 53.

[8] Id., pp. 82-83.

[9] Rollo, p. 46.

[10] DAR Adm. Order No. 13, Series of 1990.

[11] Section 3(b), RA 6657.

[12] Chavez v. Public Estates Authority, G.R. No. 133250, 9 July 2002, 384 SCRA 152, 239.

[13] Section 10, R.A. No. 6657, as amended by R.A. No. 7881.

[14] Osea v. Malaya, G.R. No. 139821, 30 January 2002, 375 SCRA 285.

[15] G.R. No. 100091, 22 October 1992, 215 SCRA 86.

[16] Supra, p. 89.

[17] Supra, pp. 97-98.

[18] Rollo, p. 87.

[19] Lercana v. Jalandoni, G.R. No. 132286, 1 February 2002.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 158228. March 23, 2004

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 7

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



[20] Secretary of Agrarian Reform v. Tropical Homes, Inc., G.R. No. 136799, 31 July 2001.
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