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LEONEN, SAJ..

The Department of Agrarian Reform is authorized to revoke previously issued exemption orders if the conditions
for exemptions no longer exist.

This Court resolves the consolidated Petitions for Review on Certiorari,[1] separately filed by petitioners Aniban
ng Nagkakaisang Mamamayan ng Hacienda Dolores, Inc.[2] (ANIBAN) and the Department of Agrarian Reform
against respondents FL Properties and Management Corporation (FL Properties) and LLL Holdings, Inc. (LLL
Holdings).[3] Both petitions assail the Court of Appeals October 16, 2015 Decision[4] and April 28, 2016
Resolution[5] (Assailed | ssuances).

Through the Assailed Issuances, which originated from the proceedings of Administrative Case No.
A-9999-03-CV-157-12 (Administrative Case) before the Department of Agrarian Reform, the Court of Appeals:

@

dismissed the Amended Petitions for Coverage filed by ANIBAN before the Department of Agrarian
Reform;[6] and

(b)

permanently enjoined the Department of Agrarian Reform from settling said Administrative Case and other
proceedings in relation to the landhol dings of respondents FL Propertiesand LLL Holdings.[7]

FL Properties owns a 456.6653-hectare parcel of land in Barangays Dolores and Banaba, Porac, Pampanga, while
LLL Holdings owns five contiguous and adjacent parcels of land with an aggregate area of 298.3094 hectares in
Porac, Pampanga.[8] These farmlands, which are also referred to as Hacienda Dolores, are owned by FL
Propertiesand LLL Holdings.[9]

On Octaber 24, 2005, and on March 9, 2006, the Department of Agrarian Regiona Office No. Ill (Regional
Office) separately issued two orderg 10] (collectively, the Exemption Orders), exempting Hacienda Dolores from
the coverage of the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) because the lands have slopes of at least
18% and were agriculturally undeveloped.[11]

In the first Exemption Order, the Regiona Director granted LLL Holdings application for exemption. The
dispositive portion of which reads:
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WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing premises, Order is hereby issued:

- GRANTING the application for exemption from the coverage of CARP pursuant to Administrative Order No.
13, Series of 1990 as amended by Administrative Order No. 10, Series of 1994, the above-described
landholdings registered in the name of LLL Holdings, Inc.;

- DIRECTING the applicant/landowners to pay disturbance compensation to farm workers, or bonafide
occupants, if thereis any and qualified, in such amount or kinds as may mutually [be] agreed upon and shall be
paid within sixty days from the date of receipt by the applicant-landowners of this Order, proof of such
payment to be copy furnished the [Regional Center for Land Use Policy Planning and Implementation]
Secretariat within five days from the expiration of the aforementioned 60-day period,;

SO ORDERED.

Finaly, this Office reserves the right to withdraw, cancel and/or revoke, in case of misrepresentation of facts
material in the issuance of this Order.[12] (Emphasis in the original)

In the second Exemption Order, the Regional Director granted the application for exemption to FL Properties. The
dispositive portion of which reads:

WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing premises, Order is hereby issued:

- GRANTING the application for exemption from the coverage of CARP pursuant to Administrative Order No.
13, Series of 1990 as amended by Administrative Order No. 10, Series of 1994, the above-described
landholdings registered in the name of F.L. Properties and Management Corporation;

- DIRECTING the applicant/landowners to pay disturbance compensation to farm workers, or bonafide
occupants, if thereis any and qualified, in such amount or kinds as may mutually [be] agreed upon and shall be
paid within sixty days from the date of receipt by the applicant-landowners of this Order, proof of such
payment to be copy furnished the [Regional Center for Land Use Policy Planning and Implementation]
Secretariat within five days from the expiration of the af orementioned 60-day period,;

SO ORDERED.

Finally, this Office reserves the right to withdraw, cancel and or revoke, in case of misrepresentation of facts
material in the issuance of this Order.[13] (Emphasisin the original)

These Exemption Orders were declared as final on March 9, 2006 for FL Properties; and April 27, 2006, for LLL
Holdings.[14]

On June 7, 2011, or five years from finality of the Exemption Orders, ANIBAN, an organization of farmers in
Hacienda Dolores, filed two separate petitions on the landholdings exempted by the Regional Director.[15] Both
petitions were denominated as "Renewed Petitions for Revocation/Recall/Withdrawal of Order of Exemption and
Issuance of Notice of Coverage" and docketed as Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12.[16]

These petitions were then forwarded by the Department of Agrarian Reform to the Office of the Department of
Agrarian Reform Secretary (Office of the DAR Secretary).[17] Afterwards, on December 5, 2011, the Office of
the DAR Secretary considered these as petitions for coverage and remanded the records to the Regional Office for
appropriate action.[18] Thereafter, the Regional Office created a task force to conduct an inspection of FL
Propertiesand LLL Holdings's landholdings (Task Force).[19]

Through an April 30, 2012 Order,[20] the Regional Office dismissed ANIBAN'S Amended Petitions for
Coverage.[2]1]
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On June 18, 2012, ANIBAN filed for reconsideration[22] of this April 30, 2012 Order with the Office of the DAR
Secretary.[23] The Office of the DAR Secretary referred this to the Regional Office for disposition.[24]

In an August 23, 2012 Order,[25] the Regional Office partially modified the April 30, 2012 Order and held that
portions of FL Properties and LLL Holdings's landholdings were below 18% in slope[26] and were agriculturally
developed.[27] Thus, the Regional Office lifted the exemption orders previously issued, as follows:[28]

While this Office issued earlier an Order exempting the entire properties from CARP coverage on the basis of
its slope of more than 18%, however upon re-validation made by the DAR, through the investigating team, of
the subject properties, particularly in respect of the slope, it was established that certain portions thereof are
flat or less than 18% slope with trees of sort are planted therein.

With the established factual situation, the present status or the said portions, and provided that the said areas
were agriculturally developed on or before the effectivity of Republic Act No. 6657, then, it can be safely
presumed there from that the same falls short of the required condition/s set forth by law.

WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered, the Order issued in the above-captioned case dated April 30,
2012 is hereby partially modified. Accordingly, the portions of the subject properties as heretofore found by
the investigating team to be flat or below the slope of 18% and agriculturally developed before the effectivity
of Republic Act No. 6657, are hereby identified for the appropriate lifting of the exemption order
corresponding to the same.

Asregards all other areas, this Office MAINTAINS its disposition embodied in the Orders both dated October
24, 2005 with respect to the Applications for Exemption filed by F.L. Properties And Management Corporation
and LLL Holdings, Incorporated.

SO ORDERED.[29]

On September 24, 2012, FL Properties and LLL Holdings filed for reconsideration of the August 23, 2012 Order,
citing among others, the finality of the Exemption Orders.[30] ANIBAN filed a Notice of Appeal from the August
23, 2012 Order.[31]

Through an October 9, 2012 Order,[32] the Regional Office denied FL Properties and LLL Holdings's motion for
reconsideration and elevated the case to the Department of Agrarian Reform Central Office (Central Office),
through the Bureau of Agrarian Legal Assistance, for further disposition.[33]

Before the Court of Appeals, FL Properties and LLL Holdings filed a Petition for Certiorari and Prohibition to
annul and set aside the Regional Office's August 23, 2012 Order, which lifted the Exemption Orders,[34] as well
as the October 9, 2012 Order, which denied their motion for reconsideration.[35] For its part, ANIBAN also
appealed this October 9, 2012 Order.[36] This case was docketed as CA-G.R. SP No. 127228.[37] In a November
15, 2012 Resolution,[38] the Court of Appeals dismissed the petition for having been filed under awrong mode of
appeal, stating that the proper remedy was to appeal before the Department of Agrarian Reform.[39] The Court of
Appeas subsequently denied FL Properties and LLL Holdings's motion for reconsideration of its November 13,
2014 Resolution.[40]

On July 1, 2013, ANIBAN filed an Urgent Motion for the Immediate | ssuance of a Cease and Desist Order before
the Department of Agrarian Reform, which was referred for reception of evidence and clarificatory hearing.[41]
Thereafter, FL Properties and LLL Holdings filed a Manifestation on the Application of the Judicial Affidavit
Rule and Motion to Postpone and Reset Hearing, etc., which was denied in an October 16, 2013 Order.[42] FL
Properties and LLL Holdingss motion for reconsideration of the October 16, 2013 Order was denied on
December 2, 2013.[43]
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Thus, on December 23, 2013, FL Properties and LLL Holdings filed a petition for review[44] with the Office of
the President, assailing the October 16, 2013 Order and seeking the dismissal of ANIBAN's Amended Petitions
for Coverage.[45]

In an October 1, 2014 Order,[46] the Office of the President denied FL Properties and LLL Holdings petition,
remanded the records to the Department of Agrarian Reform, and ordered the continuation of clarificatory
hearings for the issuance of a Cease and Desist Order.[47]

On December 2, 2014, FL Properties and LLL Holdings filed an Urgent Motion to Dismiss ANIBAN's Amended
Petitions for Coverage, based on the following grounds: (a) the alleged expiry on June 30, 2014 of the authority of
the Department of Agrarian Reform to conduct land acquisition and distribution, and (b) the alleged finality of the
April 30, 2012 Order of the Regional Office which dismissed ANIBAN's Amended Petitions for Coverage[48]
due to ANIBAN' s belated filing of amotion for reconsideration.

On the same date, FL Properties and LLL Holdings also filed an Urgent Motion to Suspend Proceedings, praying
that the proceedings on the clarificatory hearings on the issuance of a Cease and Desist Order be suspended and
held in abeyance pending the resolution of their motion to dismiss.[49]

In aFebruary 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order,[50] the Undersecretary for Legal Affairs denied the Urgent Motion to
Suspend Proceeding and reiterated the resumption of the Task Force to conduct an ocular inspection and ground
survey.[51] The dispositive portion of the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the Motion to Suspend Proceeding dated December 01, 2014 is hereby
DENIED. Accordingly, Order is hereby issued:

- DIRECTING the Provincial Agrarian Reform Adjudicator (PARAD) of Pampanga to schedule clarificatory
hearings within five (5) days from receipt of this Order and continue conducting such hearings, without further
delay, pursuant to the 26 November 2014 Order issued by this Office, until its termination and submission of
the pertinent report and recommendation, as well as the Transcript of Stenographic Notes (TSN), including all
documentary evidence submitted by the parties, within five (5) days from receipt of this Order;

- DIRECTING the PARAD to take note of any motion, pleading or objections that will be filed by either
partiesin the course of the clarificatory hearings, without interrupting the scheduled hearings,

- DIRECTING the Task Force to conduct an ocular inspection and ground survey simultaneously with an
investigation on 16-20 March 2015 over the subject landholdings,

- DIRECTING the Provincia Agrarian Reform Program Officer (PARPO) of Pampanga to personally inform
the parties concerned of the scheduled ocular inspection and ground survey, and investigation.

- DIRECTING the DAR Regional Office No. Il to coordinate with the Municipal Agricultural Office (MAO),
and the pertinent filed office of the Provincial Agricultural Officer (PAO) and/or the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) to provide technical employees as members of the Task Forcein
the ocular inspection and ground survey to be conducted on the above date;

- DIRECTING both the presidents of [ANIBAN ng Nagkakaisang Mamamayan ng Hacienda Dolores| and
AMRHD to submit the names of their respective members to this Office, within five (5) days from receipt of
this Order.

While AMRHD did not formally intervene in the proceedings, they continuously manifest interest over the
subject landholding by submitting letters and other documents. Thus, their participation over the said
investigation is necessary in order to have a complete determination of the merits of this case.
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Only those listed shall be interviewed and their absence in the investigation shal 1 be construed as a declaration
of lack of interest on their part, unless such absence isjustifiable;

- MANDATING al the parties and their counsel to be present at the DAR Regional Office No. Il for
pre-ocular inspection and ground survey, and investigation conference on 16 March 2015 at 9 am. During the
said conference, ANMHD and FLPMC/LLLHI shall designate not more than two (2) representatives each to
join the ocular inspection and ground survey team.

The parties and their counsel during the said conference are required to bring with them proof of their
identification and documents to support and prove their claim, if available. With or without their presence, the
ocular inspection and ground survey shall proceed;

- DIRECTING the DAR Regional Office No. Il to request assistance from the Philippine National Police
(PNP) to maintain peace and order during the conduct of the ground survey and ocular inspection; and

- DIRECTING the Task Force to submit a written report thereon, together with the corresponding agrarian
laws, rules and regulations, and pertinent jurisprudences, if any, applicable thereto, within twenty (20) days
from the termination of the said ocular inspection and ground survey and investigation.

SO ORDERED.[52] (Emphasisin the original)

Instead of filing a motion for reconsideration of the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order, FL Properties and
LLL Holdings filed a petition[53] for certiorari with a prayer for temporary restraining order directly before the
Court of Appeals, docketed as CA-G.R. SP No. 139472,[54] claiming that the Department of Agrarian Reform
acted with grave abuse of discretion in refusing to rule on their Urgent Motion to Dismiss before resolving the
administrative case and issuance of the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order.[55] Pending resolution of the
petition, the Provincial Agrarian Reform Office set an ocular inspection and ground survey to be conducted on the
landholdings from March 16 to 20, 2015.[56] To this, FL Propertiesand LLL Holdings filed a motion, praying for
the suspension of the scheduled ocular inspection.[57] Pending resolution of this motion, the ocular inspection
and ground survey were deferred.[58]

However, in aMarch 31, 2015 Order,[59] the Undersecretary for Legal Affairs denied the motion to cancel ocular
inspection and investigation and directed the Regional Director and the head of the Task Force (created pursuant
to the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory order) to immediately conduct a pre-ocular inspection conference and to
submit areport on the conference.[60]

On April 10, 2015, the Department of Agrarian Reform issued an Abiso/Pabatid,[61] setting forth the guidelines
and schedule which the parties should follow for an orderly and peaceful investigation and ocular inspection of
FL Propertiesand LLL Holdings's landholdings.[62]

In a Supplementary Petition filed before the Court of Appeals in CA--G.R. SP No. 139472, FL Properties and
LLL Holdings aleged that the foregoing circumstances showed that the Department of Agrarian Reform was
determined to continue with the proceedings in acquiring and distributing their landholdings long after the
Department of Agrarian Reform's power and authority to do so had allegedly expired on June 30, 2014.[63] FL
Properties and LLL Holdings further alleged that the inaction on their Motion to Dismiss amounts to its virtual
denial.[64]

In its October 16, 2015 Decision,[65] the Court of Appeals granted FL Properties and LLL Holdings's petition in
CA-G.R. SP No. 139472

Preliminarily, the Court of Appeals excused FL Properties and LLL Holdingss non-filing of a motion for
reconsideration because of the presence of exceptional circumstances, namely: (a) urgent necessity for the

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 28
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 224457. January 23, 2023

resolution of the question; (b) filing of a motion for reconsideration would be useless; (c) the issue raised,
regarding the Department of Agrarian Reform's jurisdiction, is one purely of law.[66] It found that the
Department of Agrarian Reform was bent on proceeding with the acquisition and distribution of FL Properties and
LLL Holdings's landholdings, notwithstanding the pending motion to dismiss.[67]

The Court of Appeals found that the Department of Agrarian Reform acted with grave abuse of discretion when it
failed to rule on the motion to dismiss the Amended Petitions for Coverage, and proceeded with the inspection
and survey of the landholdings, as well as, the conduct of hearings pursuant to the February 26, 2015
Interlocutory Order, because the ground raised in the motion to dismiss was lack of jurisdiction.[68] The Court of
Appeals further stated that this jurisdictional issue must first be resolved before proceeding with the exercise of
this questioned jurisdiction.[69] In this regard, since ANIBAN failed to timely file for reconsideration, the two
Exemption Orders had become final. In view of the finality of the April 30, 2012 Order, the Regional Office could
not have lifted the Exemption Orders in his August 23, 2012 Order.[70] Thus, the Court of Appeals dubbed that
"the exemption orders attained double finality"[71] and therefore immutable.[72]

The dispositive portion of the Court of Appeals October 16, 2015 Decision in CA-G.R. SP No. 139472 reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant petition for certiorari and supplemental petition are
GRANTED. Private respondent's amended petitions for coverage are DISMISSED. Accordingly, the public
respondents are PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from continuing with the proceedings in [Administrative] Case
No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12, as well as other proceedings in connection with the acquisition and distribution
process involving the petitioners landholdings.

SO ORDERED.[73] (Emphasisin the original)

ANIBAN and the Department of Agrarian Reform separately filed their motions for reconsideration. However, in
its April 28, 2016 Resolution,[74] the Court of Appeas denied both. As regards ANIBAN's motion for
reconsideration, the Court of Appeals found that it was a mere rehash of ANIBAN's prior submissions.[75] As
regards the Department of Agrarian Reform's motion for reconsideration, the Court of Appeals noted under
Section 5, Rule 65 of the Rules of Court, the Department of Agrarian Reform is only a nominal party who, unless
directed by this Court, shall not "appear, file an answer or comment nor participate in the proceedings."[76] Even
assuming that it was areal party in interest, the Department of Agrarian Reform must be represented by the Office
of the Solicitor General.[77]

Hence, ANIBAN and the Department of Agrarian Reform separately filed the present Petitions for Review on
Certiorari before this Court.

In its petition, ANIBAN argues that FL Properties and LLL Holdings committed procedura errors by directly
filing a petition for certiorari before the Court of Appeasin CA-G.R. SP No. 139472. It asserts that, in giving due
course to FL Properties and LLL Holdingss petition without a motion for reconsideration filed with the
Department of Agrarian Reform, the Court of Appeals violated the doctrines of exhaustion of administrative
remedies and primary jurisdiction.[78] Thus, it should have dismissed the petition for certiorari outright.[79]

Furthermore, despite its assertion that only questions of law were raised and concluding that ANIBAN failed to
timely file its motion for reconsideration of the April 30, 2012 Order, the Court of Appeals determined a question
of fact, that is, the date of filing of said motion.[80] This factual finding is contrary to the Regional Office's
August 23, 2012 Order, which expressly stated that ANIBAN timely filed a motion for reconsideration.[81]
Therefore, the Court of Appeals had no factual bases to justify the nonapplication of the doctrine of exhaustion of
administrative remedies and of primary jurisdiction.[82] As such, it should have given the Department of
Agrarian Reform the first opportunity to rule on FL Properties and LLL Holdings's motion to dismiss.[83]
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ANIBAN additionally contended that the Court of Appeals went beyond the limitations of its certiorari powers
when it reviewed facts and declared void the Regional Office's August 23, 2012 and October 9, 2012 Orders.[84]
These Orders validly modified the Exemption Orders previously issued and have become final and executory due
to FL Propertiesand LLL Holdings's failure to appeal them to the Office of the DAR Secretary.[85]

Moreover, ANIBAN submits that estoppel by laches should bar FL Properties and LLL Holdings's claim of lack
of jurisdiction because said issue was never raised by FL Properties and LLL Holdings for more than two years
and despite actively participating in the proceedings before the Regiona Office.[86] It was only in their
Supplemental Petition before the Court of Appeals where FL Properties and LLL Holdings raised the issue of
finality of the April 30, 2012 Order.[87]

ANIBAN also reiterated its prior argument that FL Properties and LLL Holdings are guilty of forum shopping as
they filed numerous actions before the Department of Agrarian Reform, Office of the President, and Court of
Appeds, al of which showed identity of parties, rights and reliefs sought.[88] In particular, FL Properties and
LLL Holdingsfiled two petitions for certiorari with the Court of Appeals based on a single cause of action.[89]

For its part, the Department of Agrarian Reform argues that the Court of Appeals erred in ruling on the petition
for certiorari since FL Properties and LLL Holdings made severa procedural errors. First, FL Propertiesand LLL
Holdings's non-filing of a motion for reconsideration was unjustified and does not warrant application of the
exemption to the genera rule that filing of a motion for reconsideration is a prerequisite to filing a petition for
certiorari under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court.[90] Second, FL Properties and LLL Holdings failed to exhaust the
available administrative remedies because an appea from an order of the Undersecretary for Legal Affairs should
be raised before the Office of the President, and not with the Court of Appeals.[91]

The Department of Agrarian Reform also submitted that FL Properties and LLL Holdings failed to substantiate
how it alegedly acted with grave abuse of discretion with regard to its issuance of the February 26, 2015
Interlocutory Order.[92] In any case, it claimsto have acted within its authority when it continued the proceedings
in relation to the Amended Petitions for Coverage pursuant to the October 1, 2014 Decision of the Office of the
President.[93]

Additionally, it asserts that, contrary to the ruling of the Court of Appeals, (a) itisareal party in interest pursuant
to its mandate to "implement all agrarian reform laws and distribute all public alienable lands;"[94] (b) it is not
required that it be exclusively represented by the Office of the Solicitor General;[95] and (c) the doctrine of
immutability of judgment cannot be applied to previously issued exemption orders because it allegedly "will not
lose jurisdiction over lands declared exempted, although with finality, if the purpose for the grant of exemption no
longer existy.]"[96]

Finally, it asserts that under Sections 55[97] and 68[98] of Republic Act No. 6657 and Supreme Court
Administrative Circular No. 29-02,[99] courts are prohibited from issuing any restraining order or preliminary
injunction against the Department of Agrarian Reform. Thus, the Court of Appeals gravely erred when it
permanently enjoined the agency from proceeding with Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12.[100]

On July 18, 2016, this Court consolidated the petitions filed by ANIBAN and the Department of Agrarian
Reform.[101]

In their Consolidated Comment,[102] FL Properties and LLL Holdings claimed that, as public respondent, the
Department of Agrarian Reform is "not a real party-in-interest vested with personality to file and prosecute the
present appeal"[103] By filing the petition, it manifested a personal interest in the case involving FL Properties
and LLL Holdings's landholdings.[104] Even assuming that it is areal party in interest, the Office of the Solicitor
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General, and not its Legal Service-Legal Affairs Office, has the authority to represent it in this case; thus, its
petition is an unauthorized pleading which should have been dismissed outright.[105]

Moreover, FL Properties and LLL Holdings assert that, pursuant to Rule 11, Section 7 of Department of Agrarian
Reform Administrative Order No. 03, the Regional Director acted with jurisdiction in issuing the October 24,
2005 Exemption Orders,[106] as well asthe April 30, 2012 Order.[107] In affirming the finality of the Exemption
Orders, the Department of Agrarian Reform is estopped to assert otherwise.[108]

FL Properties and LLL Holdings also argued that, based on regulations, the continuing authority of the
Department of Agrarian Reform to review and verify the status of 1ands exempted from CARP does not apply to
lands with slopes above 18% or undeveloped as of June 15, 1998.[109] Such continuing authority is only confined
to lands actually, directly, and exclusively used for agriculture.[110] Once these realties are devoted to purposes
other than those justifying their exemption, then their exemption statusis lifted.[111]

FL Properties and LLL Holdings aso denied engaging in forum--shopping because the cases it filed were
founded upon different causes of action and involved separate subject matters and issues.[112] They aso refuted
the claims that they violated the doctrines of primary jurisdiction and exhaustion of administrative remedies as
these are not applicable to the present case.[113]

In their Consolidated Reply,[114] ANIBAN stated that Exemption Orders may be validly revoked by the
Department of Agrarian Reform because they bore the statement, "this Office reserves the right to withdraw,
cancel, and or revoke, in case of misrepresentation in the issuance of this [o]rder."[115] It was aso never a party
to the proceedings for exemptions; thus, the Exemption Orders did not constitute res judicata.[116] On the other
hand, what became final and executory are the August 23, 2012 and October 9, 2012 Orders, which FL Properties
and LLL Holdings failed to appeal .[117]

ANIBAN also asserted that FL Properties and LLL Holdings are guilty of forum shopping for filing a second
petition for certiorari (CA-G.R. SP No. 139472) during the pendency of Case A-9999-03-CV-157-12 with the
Court of Appeals[118] While the two suits seemed to be based on different grounds, they sought the same
reliefs[119]

In any case, FL Properties and LLL Holdings also are estopped from questioning the jurisdiction of the Office of
the Secretary because it filed 13 motions, comments, and petitions in three to four separate administrative
agencies and before the Court of Appeals without contesting the Department of Agrarian Reform's
jurisdiction.[120]

Thus, the issues for resolution before this Court are the following:
First, whether the Department of Agrarian Reformisareal party in interest;

Second, whether the Department of Agrarian Reform may be represented only by the Office of the Solicitor
Generdl;

Third, whether the direct filing of a petition for certiorari by FL Properties and LLL Holdings before the Court of
Appeals was proper;

Fourth, whether FL Properties and LLL Holdings are guilty of forum--shopping;
Fifth, whether the October 24, 2005 exemption orders are final and immutable;

Sixth, whether the Department of Agrarian Reform committed grave abuse of discretion in issuing the February
26, 2015 Interlocutory Order; and
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Lastly, whether the act of the Court of Appeals of permanently enjoining the Department of Agrarian Reform
from proceeding with Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12 is proper.

We grant the Petitions.

I

Respondents argue that petitioner Department of Agrarian Reform is only a nominal party and not a real party in
interest in this case.[121] On the other hand, the Department of Agrarian Reform asserts that the October 16, 2015
Decision of the Court of Appeals effectively precludes them from exercising their mandate to implement agrarian
law reform policies.[122]

The Rules of Court defines areal party in interest as:

Section 2. Parties-in-interest. — A real party-in-interest is the party who stands to be benefited or injured by the
judgment in the suit, or the party entitled to the avails of the suit. Unless otherwise authorized by law or these
Rules, every action must be prosecuted or defended in the name of the real party-in-interest.[123] (Emphasis
supplied)

In Awayan v. Sulu Resources Development Corp.,[124] this Court described that the right of a rea party in
interest must be "direct, substantial, and material."[125] Such must also be a "present substantial interest, not a
mere expectancy, or afuture, contingent, subordinate, or consequential interest."[126]

Executive Order No. 129-A defines the mandate and enumerates the power of the Department of Agrarian
Reform:

SECTION. 4. Mandate. — The Department shall be responsible for implementing the Comprehensive Agrarian
Reform Program and, for such purpose, it is authorized to:

i) Undertake land use management and land development studies and projects in agrarian reform areas;

k) Approve or disapprove the conversion, restructuring or readjustment of agricultural lands into
non-agricultural uses,

I) Monitor and evaluate the progress of agrarian reform implementation;

SECTION. 5. Powers and Functions. — Pursuant to the mandate the Department, and in order to ensure the
successful implementation of the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program, the department is hereby
authorized to:

b) Implement all agrarian laws, and for this purpose, punish for contempt and issue subpoena, subpoena duces
tecum, writs of execution of its decisions, and other legal processes to ensure successful and expeditious
program implementation; the decisions of the Department may in proper cases, be appealed to the Regional
Tria Courts but shall be immediately executory notwithstanding such appeal;

c) Establish and promulgate operational policies, rules and regulations and priorities for agrarian reform
implementation;

€) Acquire, administer, distribute, and develop agricultural lands for agrarian reform purposes;
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f) Undertake surveys of lands covered by agrarian reform;

I) Have exclusive authority to approve or disapprove conversion of agricultural lands for residential,
commercial, industrial, and other land uses as may be provided for by law[.][127]

Republic Act No. 6657, otherwise known as the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law, as amended, also states:

SECTION 50. Quasi-Judicial Powers of the [Department of Agrarian Reform] — The [Department of Agrarian
Reform] is hereby vested with primary jurisdiction to determine and adjudicate agrarian reform matters and

shall have exclusive original jurisdiction over al matters involving the implementation of agrarian reform

except those falling under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture (DA) and the

Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR).[128] (Emphasis supplied)

The aforementioned laws are clear in stating that the Department of Agrarian Reform has exclusive and original
jurisdiction in settling all issues and matters relating to the implementation of CARP. Among these include the
authority to determine which lands should be included and excluded from CARP coverage.[129] Thus, it is the
Department of Agrarian Reform that adjudicates over petitions for coverage and manages land acquisition and
distribution.[130]

In its October 16, 2015 Decision, the Court of Appeals not only dismissed the Amended Petitions for Coverage
filed by petitioner ANIBAN, it also issued a permanent injunction against the Department of Agrarian Reform
from proceeding with any action in relation to the Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12 and
acquisition and distribution of Hacienda Dolores.[131]

The October 16, 2015 Decision has repercussions on the power of the Department of Agrarian Reform to exercise
its mandate. By dismissing the Amended Petitions for Coverage, the Court of Appeals directly ruled on matters
that were within the jurisdiction of the Department of Agrarian Reform. The present Petitions also involve issues
in relation to the power of the Department of Agrarian Reform to lift its exemption orders and to conduct
continuing review of exempted lands.

Thus, the interest of petitioner Department of Agrarian Reform in this case is present and substantial which will
qualify it to be area party in interest.

I

Respondents also question the authority of the Department of Agrarian Reform to represent itself. They argue
that, as a government agency, the Department of Agrarian Reform may only be represented by the Office of the
Solicitor Genera.[132]

Under the Administrative Code of 1987, the Office of the Solicitor General is recognized as the legal counsel of
the Philippine government and its agencies, instrumentalities, and officialsin any proceeding or case:

SECTION 35. Powers and Functions. — The Office of the Solicitor General shall represent the Government of
the Philippines, its agencies and instrumentalities and its officials and agents in any litigation, proceeding,

investigation or matter requiring the services of a lawyer. When authorized by the President or head of the

office concerned, it shall also represent government-owned or controlled corporations. The Office of the

Solicitor General shall constitute the law office of the Government and, as such, shall discharge duties

requiring the services of alawyer.[133]

However, this Court has recognized the independence of the Office of the Salicitor General in taking a position
contrary to that of the government agency it will represent.[134] On this occasion, the Court has allowed
government agencies to represent themselves:
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In such an instance the government office adversely affected by the position taken by the Solicitor General, if
it still believes in the merit of its case, may appear in its own behalf through its legal personnel or
representative.[ 135]

Here, the Department of Agrarian Reform sought legal assistance from the Office of the Solicitor General in filing
a motion for reconsideration on the October 16, 2015 Decision of the Court of Appeals. However, the Office of
the Solicitor General believed that there is no necessity to file such action.[136] Thus, the Department of Agrarian
Reform filed on its own the motion for reconsideration and the present Petition.

I (A)
We find that respondents failed to justify their nonobservance of procedural rulesin this case.

"Procedural rules are essentia in the administration of justice."[137] The rules are designed to ensure that the
substantial rights of parties are protected "through the orderly and speedy administration of justice'[138] where
thereis "a system under which suitors may be heard in the correct form and manner and at the prescribed timein a
peaceful confrontation before a judge whose authority they acknowledge."[139]

Although there are instances when the application of the rules may be relaxed in the interest of justice, there must
be a showing of a clear and plausible justification of why a liberal application of the procedura rules is
proper.[140] In Daikoku Electronics Phils., Inc. v. Raza,[141] this Court explained:

To be sure, the relaxation of procedural rules cannot be made without any valid reasons proffered for or
underpinning it. To merit liberality, petitioner must show reasonable cause justifying its non--compliance with
the rules and must convince the Court that the outright dismissal of the petition would defeat the administration
of substantive justice].]

We must stress that the bare invocation of "the interest of substantial justice” line is not some magic wand that
will automatically compel this Court to suspend procedura rules. Procedural rules are not to be belittled, let
alone dismissed simply because their non-observance may have resulted in prejudice to a party's substantial
rights. Utter disregard of the rules cannot be justly rationalized by harping on the policy of liberal
construction.[142] (Citations omitted)

This Court acknowledges that the procedural rules were dispensed with by the direct filing of the petition for
certiorari before the Court of Appeals. However, we are not convinced that there are justifiable reasons for the
diversion from procedure. Respondents committed several procedural errors which cannot be overlooked.

I (B)
Rules 65 of the Rules of Court provides:

Section 1. Petition for certiorari. — When any tribunal, board or officer exercising judicial or quasi-judicial
functions has acted without or in excess its or his jurisdiction, or with grave abuse of discretion amounting to

lack or excess of jurisdiction, and thereis no appeal, or any plain, speedy, and adequate remedy in the ordinary

course of law, a person aggrieved thereby may file a verified petition in the proper court, aleging the facts

with certainty and praying that judgment be rendered annulling or modifying the proceedings of such tribunal,

board or officer, and granting such incidental reliefs aslaw and justice may require.

A petition for certiorari is considered as an extraordinary remedy[143] which is availed of when a party has no
other available remedy under the law. Thus, a motion for reconsideration is often required before a party may file
a petition for certiorari as proof that the party has indeed exhaust all available remedies.[144] "Its purpose is to
grant an opportunity for the court to correct any actual or perceived error attributed to it by re-examination of the
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legal and factual circumstances of the case."[145]
This rule admits of certain exceptions wherein the filing of a motion for reconsideration may be dispensed with:

(a) where the order is a patent nullity, as where the court a quo has no jurisdiction; (b) where the questions
raised in the certiorari proceedings have been duly raised and passed upon by the lower court, or are the same
as those raised and passed upon in the lower court; (c) where there is an urgent necessity for the resolution of
the question and any further delay would prejudice the interests of the Government or of the petitioner or the
subject matter of the action is perishable; (d) where, under the circumstances, a motion for reconsideration
would be useless; (€) where petitioner was deprived of due process and there is extreme urgency for relief; (f)
where, in a crimina case, relief from an order of arrest is urgent and the granting of such relief by the tria
court is improbable; (g) where the proceedings in the lower court are a nullity for lack of due process; (h)
where the proceeding were ex parte or in which the petitioner had no opportunity to object; and (i) where the
issue raised is one purely of law or where public interest isinvolved.[146] (Citation omitted)

A party must clearly demonstrate that the exceptions truly exist.[147]

Here, the Court of Appeals gave due course to the petition for certiorari despite the non-filing of a motion for
reconsideration on the ground that there exist circumstances in this case that would allow for the exemption from
the general rule:

Evidently, there is an urgent necessity for the resolution of the question involved (i.e., whether or not the
[Department of Agrarian Reform] still have jurisdiction to continue with the proceedings below) because from
the tenor itself of the assailed order, the [Department of Agrarian Reform], particularly public respondent
Pafigulayan, are bent on proceeding with the acquisition and distribution process of the petitioners
landholdings. This is clearly prejudicial to the petitioners interests since they are being subjected to a
proceeding, and their landholdings, to acquisition and distribution process, which may turn out to be
unnecessary and a nullity and thus vexatious, should it later be declared that the public respondents no longer
have the authority and jurisdiction to do so. Moreover, a motion for reconsideration would be useless given the
determined stance of the public respondents of proceeding with the case below, as further evidenced by their
setting of the proceedings for hearings, ocular inspection and ground survey while petitioner's motion to
dismiss remains unresolved. Finally the issue involved — whether or not the public respondents still have
jurisdiction to take cognizance of the private respondents amended petitions — is purely alegal one. In view of
the foregoing, therefore, the prerequisite filing of a motion for reconsideration before resorting to the instant
petition for certiorari may be dispensed with this case.[148]

This Court does not agree. The reasons provided by the Court of Appeals were mere speculations without any
legal basis. Respondents were unable to substantiate their claims that the filing of a motion for reconsideration
will be futile. Thefiling of a petition for certiorari is thus warranted.

111 (C)
Another component of the requirement that there be no other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy before a party
may file a petition for certiorari isthat al applicable administrative remedies should have been exhausted.

In Association of Medical Clinics for Overseas Workers, Inc. v. GCC Approved Medical Centers Association,
Inc.,[149] this Court emphasized:

In every case, remedies within the agency's administrative process must be exhausted before external remedies
can be applied. Thus, even if a governmenta entity may have committed a grave abuse of discretion, litigants
should, as a rule, first ask reconsideration from the body itself, or a review thereof before the agency
concerned. This step ensures that by the time the grave abuse of discretion issue reaches the court, the
administrative agency concerned would have fully exercised its jurisdiction and the court can focus its
attention on the questions of law presented before it.[150]
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Furthermore, the doctrine of non-exhaustion of administrative remedies also ensures that the separation of powers
among the branches of government is preserved.[151] It acknowledges the technical knowledge and expertise of
the agencies to resolve matters that are well within their jurisdiction.[152]

Here, there were other modes of appeal prescribed by the regulations that the respondents have failed to avail.

By the time the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order was issued, the prevailing procedura rules on the
implementation of CARP was Department of Agrarian Reform Administrative Order (AO) No. 03, series of 2003,
otherwise known as the 2003 Rules of Procedure for Agrarian Law Implementation Cases. This covers the
procedure involved in the applications for coverage[153] and the identification of exempted lands.[154]

The procedure for appeals from the Office of the Undersecretary for Legal Affairsisoutlined as follows:

SECTION 32. Motion for Reconsideration. A party may file only one (1) motion for reconsideration of the
decision of the Secretary or deciding authority, and may do so only within a non-extendible period of fifteen
(15) calendar days from receipt of the Secretary's decision, furnishing a copy of the motion to all other parties.
The filing of the motion interrupts the running of the reglementary period within which to appeal. Upon receipt
if the resolution on the motion/or reconsideration, the losing party may elevate the matter to the Office of the
President (OP).

SECTION 33. Appeal. Appeals from the decision of the Secretary may be taken to the [Office of the President]
within fifteen (15) days from receipt thereof. The filing of an appeal within the proper period stays execution
of the subject decision, unless the OP orders immediate execution of the DAR decision upon such terms and
conditions that are just and reasonable, pursuant to Section 4 of OP Administrative Order (AO) No. 18 dated
12 February 1987, or the applicable rule.[155] (Emphasis supplied)

A party aggrieved with aruling of the Undersecretary for Legal Affairs must first file a motion for reconsideration
and proceed with an appeal before the Office of the President. Respondent cannot feign ignorance of this
procedure. In fact, they actually availed of this mode of appeal when they questioned before the Office of the
President the October 16, 2013 Order of the Undersecretary of Legal Affairs which directed the immediate
conduct of the hearings for the Cease and Desist Order filed by petitioner ANIBAN.[156] However, instead of
following the same procedure, respondents assailed the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order by directly filing a
petition for certiorari with the Court of Appeals.

In Roxas & Co., Inc. v. Court of Appeals,[157] this Court recognized that there are also instances when direct
resort to the courtsis allowed even if there are available administrative remedies:

Among these exceptions are: (1) when the question raised is purely legal; (2) when the administrative body is
in estoppel; (3) when the act complained of is patently illegal; (4) when there is urgent need for judicial
intervention; (5) when the respondent acted in disregard of due process; (6) when the respondent is a
department secretary whose acts, as an alter ego of the President, bear the implied or assumed approval of the
latter; (7) when irreparable damage will be suffered; (8) when there is no other plain, speedy, and adequate
remedy; (9) when strong public interest is involved; (10) when the subject of the controversy is a private land;
and (11) in quo warranto proceedings.[158] (Citation omitted)

Again, respondents have not demonstrated to this Court the existence of any of the exemptions.

Therefore, we disagree with the ruling of the Court of Appeals that it was proper for respondent to file a petition
for certiorari without first exhausting the available administrative remedies.

v
Petitioner ANIBAN also argues that respondents are guilty of forum shopping for having filed numerous actions
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before various tribunals with essentially the same reliefs.[159] The Court of Appeals found that the respondents
are not guilty of forum shopping since the petition for certiorari sought for a different relief from the previous
cases that respondents have filed.[160]

The Court in Dy et a. v. Yu[161] identified the test to determine whether a party has committed forum shopping:

To determine whether a party violated the rule against forum shopping, the most important factor to ask is
whether the element of litis pendentia is present, or whether a fina judgment in one case will amount to res
judicata in another. Otherwise stated, the test for determining forum shopping is whether in the two (or more)
cases pending, there is identity of parties, rights or causes of action, and reliefs sought. If a situation of litis
pendentia or res judicata arises by virtue of a party's commencement of a judicial remedy identical to one
which aready exists (either pending or already resolved), then aforum shopping infraction is committed.[ 162]
(Citations omitted)

The concept of forum shopping is intimately related with litis pendentia, the elements of which are the following:
"(a) the identity of parties, or at least such as representing the same interests in both actions; (b) the identity of
rights asserted and relief prayed for, the relief being founded on the same facts; and (c) the identity of the two
cases such that judgment in one, regardless of which party is successful, would amount to res judicata in the
other."[163]

Meanwhile, res judicata exists when: "(1) the judgment sought to bar the new action must be final; (2) the
decision must have been rendered by a court having jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties; (3) the
disposition of the case must be a judgment on the merits; and (4) there must be as between the first and second
action, identity of parties, subject matter, and causes of action."[164]

Thus, for a party to be found guilty of forum shopping, it is imperative to show that the resolution in one case
would essentialy result to res judicata in the other. One of the elements of res judicata pertains to the fact that the
disposition of the case must be judgment on the merits where “there is an unequivocal determination of the rights
and obligations of the parties with respect to the causes of action and the subject matter."[165]

Before filing the petition for certiorari in CA-G.R. SP No. 139472, respondents have aready filed a previous
petition for certiorari docketed as CA-G.R. SP No. 127228 before the Court of Appeals where they assailed the
August 23, 2012 and October 9, 2012 Orders of the Department of Agrarian Reform.[166] They aso filed an
appeal before the Office of the President where they questioned the October 16, 2013 Order of the Undersecretary
for Legal Affairsand sought for the dismissal of the October 24, 2005 exemption orders.[167]

A reading of the November 15, 2012 Resolution in CA-G.R. SP No. 127228 reveal s that the action was dismissed
based on the wrong mode of appeal availed by the respondents.[168] The October 1, 2014 Order of the Office of
the President merely directed parties to proceed with an immediate action on the Cease and Desist Order filed by
petitioner ANIBAN.[169] These cannot be considered as judgment on the merits as they do not clearly delineate
the rights and responsibilities of the involved parties. Thus, the resolution in either case will not constitute as res
judicata to the petition for certiorari in CA-G.R. SP No. 139472.

Thus, we agree with the Court of Appeals that respondents are not guilty of forum shopping.

Nevertheless, there still exists glaring procedural errors with the direct filing of the petition for certiorari before
the Court of Appeals which this Court cannot ignore. Respondents offered no substantial justification as to why
they should be accorded the liberal application of the rules of procedure. The Court of Appeals should not have
given due course to the petition for certiorari based on the procedural mistakes committed by respondent.

\Y,
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This Court also does not give merit to the contentions of the respondents on the substantial issues.

Respondents assert that the Court of Appeals correctly ruled that the Department of Agrarian Reform acted in
grave abuse of discretion when it issued the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order.[170]

Grave abuse of discretion is defined as:

By grave abuse of discretion is meant such capricious and whimsical exercise of judgment as is equivalent to
lack of jurisdiction. The abuse of discretion must be grave as where the power is exercised in an arbitrary or
despotic manner by reason of passion or personal hostility and must be so patent and gross as to amount to an
evasion of positive duty or to avirtual refusal to perform the duty enjoined by or to act at al in contemplation
of law.

Grave abuse of discretion refers not merely to palpable errors of jurisdiction; or to violations of the
Constitution, the law and jurisprudence. It refers also to cases in which, for various reasons, there has been a
gross misapprehension of facts.[171] (Citations omitted)

A party aleging the existence of grave abuse of discretion must substantially show before this Court that the
opposing party acted in an "arbitrary, capricious, whimsical, or despotic manner."[172]

The Court of Appeals found that the Department of Agrarian Reform gravely erred in issuing directives to
proceed with Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12 as stated in the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory
Order, instead of ruling on the Urgent Motion to Dismiss filed by respondents.[173]

The Department of Agrarian Reform contends that it only acted within its jurisdiction to settle matters involving
the implementation of CARP. The directives stated in the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order complied with
the October 1, 2014 Order of the Office of the President which ordered the continuation of the proceedings in
Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12.[174]

We do not find that the Department of Agrarian Reform acted with grave abuse of discretion. A reading of the
directives enumerated in the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order reveals that these involve preliminary work,
such as the conduct of clarificatory hearings and ocular inspection and ground survey, which are reasonable steps
in resolving the issues of whether Hacienda Dolores should be included in CARP coverage and whether the
October 24, 2005 exemption orders should be revoked.[175] As previously discussed, the determination of which
lands should be included or excluded in CARP coverage is a matter that is well within the exclusive jurisdiction
of the Department of Agrarian Reform.[176]

Respondents have not demonstrated how the issuance of the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order equates to an
"arbitrary and despotic" act on the part of the Department of Agrarian Reform. They cannot demand that their
Urgent Motion to Dismiss be ruled immediately when the agency has taken steps to ensure that a proper
resolution of the case will be reached. Although there is a need for the resolution to be done in an expeditious
manner it cannot be done at the expense of prudence and compliance with procedure.

Thus, we do not agree with the finding of the Court of Appeals that the Department of Agrarian Reform gravely
abused its discretion when it issued the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order.

Vi

The Court of Appeals ruled that the October 24, 2005 exemption orders aready attained "double finality" since
the exemption orders "were never formally revoked or lifted in a proceeding conducted for this specific
purpose’[177] even after five years of having been declared final. Even when petitioner ANIBAN filed the
Amended Petitions for Coverage, these were dismissed in the April 30, 2012 Order. The Court of Appeals found
that ANIBAN had failed to file a timely motion for reconsideration.[178] Thus, the doctrine of immutability of
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judgments shall apply.
The doctrine of immutability of judgments states:

A decision that has acquired finality becomes immutable and unalterable, and may no longer be modified in
any respect, even if the modification is meant to correct erroneous conclusions of fact or law, and whether it
will be made by the court that rendered it or by the highest court of the land. This doctrine of finality and
immutability of judgments is grounded on fundamental considerations of public policy and sound practice to
the effect that, at the risk of occasional error, the judgments of the courts must become final at some definite
date set by law.[179] (Citations omitted)

This Court has recognized that the doctrine of immutability of judgments shall also apply to decisions and rulings
of administrative agencies, such as the Department of Agrarian Reform.[180]

Petitioner Department of Agrarian Reform argues that the doctrine will not apply to exemption orders that were
previously issued. This is pursuant to its authority to conduct continuing review and verification of exempted
lands.[181]

We agree with the petitioner.

Republic Act No. 6657, as amended, identifies the lands which shall be excluded from CARP coverage:

SECTION 10. Exemptions and Exclusions. — Lands actually, directly and exclusively used and found to be
necessary for parks, wildlife, forest reserves, reforestation, fish sanctuaries and breeding grounds, watersheds,
and mangroves, national defense, school sites and campuses including experimental farm stations operated by
public or private schools for educational purposes, seeds and seedlings research and pilot production centers,
church sites and convents appurtenant thereto, mosque sites and I slamic centers appurtenant thereto, communal
burial grounds and cemeteries, pena colonies and pena farms actually worked by the inmates, government
and private research and quarantine centers and all lands with eighteen percent (18%) slope and over, except
those already developed shall be exempt from the coverage of this Act.

Lands may be exempted based on either their purpose, i.e., they are being used for non-agricultural purposes, or
the fact they have a slope of 18% or over. These are conditions which are susceptible to change. Thus, the
Department of Agrarian Reform is authorized to conduct a periodic review of the exempted lands:

F. REVIEW AND REVISION/REVOCATION OF ORDER

The Undersecretary for Legal Affairs shall monitor and evaluate the implementation of this Order and submit a
quarterly report to the Secretary relative thereto. For this purpose, [they] shall cause the periodic review of al
Certificates of Exemption to determine whether the condition/s for which the exemptions were granted still
exist. If not, [they] shall recommend the revision or revocation of the Certificates as the case may be.[182]
(Emphasis supplied)

The doctrine on immutability of judgments is not absolute and admits of certain exceptions, namely: "(1) the
correction of clerical errors; (2) the so--called nunc pro tunc entries which cause no prejudice to any party; (3)
void judgments; and (4) whenever circumstances transpire after the finality of the decision rendering its execution
unjust and inequitable."[183]

This Court considers that the doctrine of immutability of judgment shall not apply to the exemption orders issued
by the Department of Agrarian Reform. Exemption orders are prone to supervening events. In Natalia Realty, Inc.
v. Court of Appeals,[184] this Court described the concept of supervening events:

Supervening events refer to facts which transpire after judgment has become final and executory or to new
circumstances which developed after the judgment has acquired finality, including matters which the parties
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were not aware of prior to or during the trial as they were not yet in existence at that time.

Before an event can be considered a supervening event, justifying the modification or ateration of a final
judgment, the event must have transpired after the judgment has become final and executory[.][185] (Citations
omitted)

A parcel of land that was initially declared as exempted land may be used for a different purpose, or it may
already have a slope that falls below the 18% threshold. There is a possibility that the conditions that once
qualified a land to be excluded from CARP coverage may not exist anymore. Thus, the Department of Agrarian
Reform is tasked to exercise its authority to conduct continuing review and verification of the lands. It also has the
authority to revoke such exemption orders.[186]

These varying circumstances that may surround exempted lands may occur even after the exemption order has
been issued and finalized. Thus, these circumstances may be considered as supervening events that would exempt
them from the application of the doctrine of immutability of judgments.

Here, the October 24, 2005 exemption orders were already final.[187] However, upon review of the Department
of Agrarian Reform, it found that there are portions of lands that have slopes below 18% and no longer qualify as
exempted lands under the law.[188] Thus, through an August 23, 2012 Order, the Department of Agrarian Reform
partialy revoked the October 24, 2005 exemption orders and included select portions of Hacienda Dolores to
CARP coverage.[189]

There is no error on the part of the Department of Agrarian Reform in issuing the August 23, 2012 Order and
partialy lifting the October 24, 2005 exemption orders. There is no violation of the doctrine of immutability of
judgments and the agency has acted within its authority.

This Court also does not consider that the April 30, 2012 Order, which initially dismissed the Amended Petitions
for Coverage, to have attained finality. The Court of Appeals made a mistake when it ruled that petitioner
ANIBAN filed the mation for reconsideration only on June 18, 2012. Upon a review of the records, petitioner
ANIBAN filed atimely motion for reconsideration on the April 30, 2012 Order.[190]

The Order was issued on April 30, 2012.[191] Based on the rules, a party has 15 days from issuance of the Order
to file a motion for reconsideration.[192] The Department of Agrarian Reform in its August 23, 2012 Order
acknowledged that ANIBAN filed a motion for reconsideration on June 14, 2012 which is within the
reglementary period.[193]

Thus, we disagree with the findings of the Court of Appeals that the October 24, 2005 exemption orders attained
finality.

VIl (A)

Petitioner Department of Agrarian Reform assails the permanent injunction issued by the Court of Appealsin its
October 16, 2015 Decision. Respondents failed to demonstrate that they have a right that needs to be protected by
the courts. Under the laws, the Court of Appeals aso has no authority to issue injunction orders against the
Department of Agrarian Reform.[194]

In the October 16, 2015 Decision, the Court of Appeals argued that the Department of Agrarian Reform already
lost its jurisdiction to settle the matter.[195] While in the April 28, 2016 Resolution, it contends that it is not
prohibited from issuing final injunctive reliefs.[196] The prohibition against issuing injunctions under the law
only covers ancillary or provisiona reliefs.[197]

The Court of Appealsis mistaken. The issuance of the permanent injunction was improper.
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Section 55 of Republic Act No. 6657, as amended by Republic Act No. 9700, clearly states:

SEC. 55. No Restraining Order or Preliminary Injunction. — Except for the Supreme Court, no court in the
Philippines shall have jurisdiction to issue any restraining order or writ of preliminary injunction against the
[Presidential Agrarian Reform Council], the [Department of Agrarian Reform], or any of its duly authorized or
designated agencies in any case, dispute or controversy arising from, necessary to, or in connection with the
application, implementation, enforcement, or interpretation of this Act and other pertinent laws on agrarian
reform.[198] (Emphasis supplied)

Contrary to the position of the Court of Appeals, there is nothing explicit in the provision that states that the
prohibition is limited only to ancillary or preliminary injunctive reliefs. This provision guarantees that the
authority of the Department of Agrarian Reform in performing its mandate will not be interrupted. The provision
emphasizes the exclusive and original jurisdiction of the Department of Agrarian Reform "over all matters
involving the implementation of agrarian reform."[199]

VIl (B)

Further, respondents have not substantially proven that they are entitled to a permanent injunction. In BP
Philippines, Inc. v. Clark Trading Corporation,[200] this Court enumerated the requisites that must be fulfilled
before a court may issue awrit of injunction:

[TThe writ of injunction would issue:

Upon the satisfaction of two requisites, namely: (1) the existence of aright to be protected; and (2) acts which
are violative of said right. In the absence of a clear legal right, the issuance of the injunctive relief constitutes
grave abuse of discretion. Injunction is not designed to protect contingent or future rights. Where the
complainant's right is doubtful or disputed, injunction is not proper. The possibility of irreparable damage
without proof of actual existing right is not aground for an injunction.[201]

Respondents failed to identify any right on their part that will be violated if the Department of Agrarian Reform
proceeds with Administrative Case No. A-9-999-03-CV-157-12. As discussed, the directives in the February 26,
2015 Interlocutory Order were only preliminary steps such as the conduct of clarificatory hearings and ocular
inspections in order to properly resolve the matter. There is no final resolution yet on the Amended Petitions for
Coverage with the issuance of February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order. Thus, respondents cannot claim that their
rights will be violated at this point of the proceeding.

VIl (C)

In permanently enjoining the Department of Agrarian Reform from proceeding with Administrative Case No.
A-9999-03-CV-157-12, the Court of Appeds essentially curtailed the agency from performing its mandate and
exercising itsjurisdiction.

This aso violates the doctrine of primary jurisdiction which states that "if a case is such that its determination
reguires the expertise, speciaized training and knowledge of an administrative body, relief must first be obtained
in an administrative proceeding before resort to the courts is had even if the matter may well be within their
proper jurisdiction."[202]

In issuing the permanent injunction, the Court of Appeals asserts that the Department of Agrarian Reform already
lost its jurisdiction because it acted with grave abuse of discretion in issuing the February 26, 2015 Interlocutory
Order. As previously resolved, the Department of Agrarian Reform acted within its authority when it issued the
February 26, 2015 Interlocutory Order. Thus, it maintained its jurisdiction over Administrative Case No.
A-9999-03-CV-157-12 and isin a better position to resolve the case on account of its expertise and specialty. The
Court of Appeals should not have overstepped the jurisdiction of the Department of Agrarian Reform.
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Thus, the Court of Appeals erred in permanently enjoining the Department of Agrarian Reform from continuing
with Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12 and other proceedings in relation to the acquisition and
distribution of Hacienda Dolores.

ACCORDINGLY, the Petitions are GRANTED. The October 16, 2015 Decision and April 28, 2016 Resolution of
the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. SP No. 139472 are REVERSED and SET ASIDE.

The permanent injunction issued by the Court of Appeals in its October 16, 2015 Decision is REVERSED and
SET ASIDE.

Administrative Case No. A-9999-03-CV-157-12 is REMANDED to the Department of Agrarian Reform for
further proceedings.

SO ORDERED.

Lazaro-Javier, M. Lopez, J. Lopez, and Kho, Jr., JJ., concur.

[*] "FL PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT CORPORATION" is aso referred to as "F.L. Properties and
Management Corporation."
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