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CARPIO, J.:

The Case

Before the Court is a petition for review[1] assailing the Resolutions promulgated on 28 March 2003[2] and 13
October 2003[3] of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 74913.

The Antecedent Facts

Planters Development Bank (respondent) acquired from foreclosure proceedings two parcels of land located in
Salaza, Palauig, Zambales. The two parcels of land, with an area of 23.7886 hectares and 32.5234 hectares,
respectively, are covered by Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. T-28061 (now TCT No. T-38758) and No.
T-28064 (now TCT No. T-38760), respectively.

In 1991, the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) placed the land under compulsory coverage of Republic Act
No. 6657[4] (RA 6657), covering 11 hectares from the area covered by TCT No. T-28061 and 18 hectares from
the area covered by TCT No. T-28064. In accordance with DAR rules and regulations implementing RA 6657,
Land Bank of the Philippines (petitioner) offered, as just compensation, the amount of P46,280.08[5] for the area
covered by TCT No. T-28061 and P77,315.60[6] for the area covered by TCT No. T-28064, for the total of
P123,595.68. Respondent rejected the offer and informed the DAR Regional Director of its preferred valuation of
P2.50 per square meter for the two parcels of land. The DAR Regional Director endorsed the matter to the
Regional Agrarian Reform Adjudicator for administrative determination of the valuation of the land. The DAR
Regional Director notified petitioner to open a trust account in the name of respondent to receive the amount
representing DAR and petitioner's valuation of the land. The Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board
(DARAB) ordered petitioner to conduct a re-computation or re-valuation of the land in accordance with DAR
administrative regulations.

Respondent questioned the valuation and filed an action for Judicial Determination of Just Compensation against
the DARAB, the DAR Provincial Adjudicator, and petitioner on the ground that the standards under RA 6657
were not followed in the re-computation. The case was docketed as Spl. Agrarian Case No. RTC-49-I. The
DARAB, DAR Provincial Adjudicator, and petitioner failed to file their pre-trial briefs and were declared as in
default. The trial court allowed respondent to present its evidence ex-parte.

The Ruling of the Trial Court

In its 11 December 2001 Decision,[7] the Regional Trial Court of Iba, Zambales, Branch 70 (trial court) ruled that
the valuation made by DARAB and petitioner was baseless and prejudicial to the best interest of respondent. The
dispositive portion of the trial court's Decision reads:
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WHEREFORE, in view of the undisputed testimonies of the witnesses, which this Court finds justified and
reasonable based on certain factors such as the selling price of neighboring properties and the 1994 Assessor's
schedule of values of agricultural lands in Palauig, Zambales, judgment is hereby rendered:

a) Setting aside the valuation made by the DAR and the Land Bank of the Philippines of the lands described in
TCT No. T-28061 (now T-38758) and T-28064 (now T-38760) which are acquired by the DAR under a
compulsory process of acquisition;

b) Setting aside the decisions or resolutions of the Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board
(DARAB) which were based on the valuation made by the Land Bank of the Philippines;

c) Fixing the valuation of the expropriated portions at P2.50 per square meter based on the current fair market
value.

SO ORDERED.[8]

Petitioner filed a motion for reconsideration. In its Order dated 28 February 2002,[9] the trial court denied the
motion.

Petitioner filed a notice of appeal.

The Ruling of the Court of Appeals

In its 28 March 2003 Resolution, the Court of Appeals dismissed the appeal for petitioner's failure to file its brief.
The Court of Appeals ruled that petitioner had already been granted three extensions for a total of 120 days to file
its brief and denied its motion for another extension of ten days.

Petitioner filed a motion for reconsideration alleging that it has clearly meritorious grounds and that the extension
sought was due to "severe shortage of lawyers in the CARP Legal Services Department, which cannot be
remedied with utmost dispatch on account of procedural and budgetary constraints in governmental institutions."

In its 13 October 2003 Resolution, the Court of Appeals denied the motion for lack of merit.

Hence, the petition before this Court.

The Issue

The sole issue in this case is whether the Court of Appeals committed a reversible error in dismissing petitioner's
appeal on a technical ground.

The Ruling of this Court

The petition has merit.

Rules of procedure are merely tools designed to facilitate the attainment of justice.[10] If the application of the
Rules would tend to frustrate rather than to promote justice, it is always within our power to suspend the rules or
except a particular case from its operation.[11] Law and jurisprudence grant to courts the prerogative to relax
compliance with the procedural rules, even the most mandatory in character, mindful of the duty to reconcile the
need to put an end to litigation speedily and the parties' right to an opportunity to be heard.[12]

In this case, petitioner had already been granted a total of 120 days to file its appellant's brief and it was
requesting for another ten days from the Court of Appeals. We note from the records that the first and second
motions for extension to file the petition, each requesting for additional 45 days, were signed by Atty. Epifanio D.
Maranion (Atty. Maranion). The third motion for extension for additional 30 days within which to file brief was
filed by Atty. Danilo B. Beramo (Atty. Beramo) who had just been designated Officer-in-Charge (OIC) of the
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CARP Legal Services Department (CLSD) as Atty. Maranion had retired. Atty. Beramo informed the Court of
Appeals that only two other lawyers were assigned at the CLSD. Atty. Beramo also signed the fourth motion for
extension for ten days that the Court of Appeals denied. The circumstances in this case warrant the leniency of the
Court. Atty. Beramo had just been appointed OIC of CLSD. There was also a shortage of lawyers at the CLSD at
that time. In addition, Atty. Beramo was only asking for additional ten days within which to file the brief.
Considering further that the issue involves the judicial determination of just compensation of 29 hectares of land,
and that petitioner had already filed the appellant's brief, we deem it proper to relax the Rules in this case.

WHEREFORE, we GRANT the petition. We SET ASIDE the 28 March 2003 and 13 October 2003 Resolutions
of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 74913. We REMAND the case to the Court of Appeals for
adjudication on the merits.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, CJ., (Chairperson), Azcuna, Velasco, Jr.[*], and Leonardo-De Castro, JJ., concur.

[*] As replacement of Justice Renato C. Corona who is on leave per Administrative Circular No. 84- 2007.

[1] Under Rule 45 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure.

[2] Rollo, p. 37. Penned by Associate Justice Eloy R. Bello, Jr. with Associate Justices Cancio C. Garcia (a retired
member of this Court) and Mario L. Guariña III, concurring.

[3] Id. at 38.

[4] Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law of 1988.

[5] P4,207.28 per hectare or P0.4297 per square meter.

[6] P4,295.31 per hectare or P0.4295 per square meter.

[7] Rollo, pp. 74-78. Penned by Judge Clodualdo M. Monta.

[8] Id. at 78.

[9] Id. at 87.

[10] Great Southern Maritime Services Corporation v. Acuña, G.R. No. 140189, 28 February 2005, 452 SCRA
422.

[11] Id.

[12] Barnes v. Padilla, G.R. No. 160753, 28 June 2005, 461 SCRA 533.
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