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GESMUNDO, C.J.:

Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari[1] under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court assailing the
August 5, 2015 Decision[2] and May 13, 2016 Resolution[3] of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No.
130896, which set aside the assailed September 13, 2012 Decision[4] of the Department of Agrarian Reform
Adjudication Board (DARAB) in DARAB Case No. 14513-A (Reg. Case No. 6713'NNE'97) and reinstated the
April 5, 2001 Decision[5] issued by the Regional Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board (RARAD) of the
DARAB, Region III, Office of the Provincial Agrarian Reform Adjudicator, Branch 1, Talavera, Nueva Ecija.

Antecedents

The present case stemmed from an action for Annulment of Transfer Certificate of Title Emancipation Patent No.
73307 (TCT EP 73307) instituted by petitioner Carmelita M. Mercado (Mercado) against respondents-heirs of
Serafin De Guzman (Heirs of De Guzman) and the Register of Deeds for the province of Nueva Ecija over a
parcel of land consisting of 8,212 square meters, which formed part of a real property with a total area of more or
less 43,354 square meters and covered by TCT EP 73307 (DARAB Case No. 6713'NNE'97).[6]

Mercado alleged that the property, registered in the name of the Heirs of De Guzman, was the subject of an earlier
DARAB Case No. 1118'NNE'94 for correction or cancellation of TCT EP 73307, involving the same parties.[7]
Mercado alleged that she was in possession of the 8,212-square meter portion, which was erroneously included in
TCT EP 73307.[8] In that earlier case, a Decision was rendered by provincial agrarian reform adjudicator
(PARAD) Romeo B. Bello on December 20, 1994, the dispositive portion of which reads:

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, judgment is hereby rendered as follows:

- Ordering the PARO of DAR, North Talavera, Nueva Ecija to generate an emancipation patent in favor of
petitioner Carmelita Mercado; and

- Order the Register of Deeds for the province of Nueva Ecija to annotate at the back of TCT No. EP 73307 the
technical segregation or deduction of 8,812 [square] meters from the mass of 43,354 [square] meters and to
enter in the Registry Book the EP thus issued in favor of the herein petitioner.

Talavera, Nueva Ecija, December 20, 1994.[9]

Despite finality of the said Decision, the Heirs of De Guzman refused to surrender the owner's duplicate
certificate of title to effect the necessary correction. Mercado, thus, filed the instant action for annulment.

The Heirs of De Guzman averred that Rogelio De Guzman (Rogelio), one of the sons of the late Serafin De
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Guzman, lent the subject 8,212-square meter portion of the property to Mercado to finance the hospitalization of
Rogelio's daughter. They later executed a waiver of rights in favor of Mercado due to their inability to pay
Rogelio's indebtedness, on the condition that Mercado will assume all obligations relative to the said real
property.[10] The Heirs of De Guzman further alleged that they have fully paid the value of the property with the
Land Bank of the Philippines (LBP). Due to Mercado's failure to pay the obligations on the property, the Heirs of
De Guzman asserted that Mercado was no longer in a position to claim any rights over the contested area. They,
thus, prayed for the dismissal of the Petition and that they be ordered to pay back the amount Rogelio borrowed
from Mercado. They also prayed that the latter be disqualified as a tenant-beneficiary.[11]

Ruling of the RARAD

On April 5, 2001, RARAD Fe Arche Manalang rendered a Decision, ruling:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered:

- Dismissing the Complaint for lack of merit;

- Directing the Respondents-Heirs of Serafin De Guzman, to pay to the Petitioner jointly and severally the
existing mortgage loan constituted on the 8,212 [square meters] portion together with the legal interest due and
accruing thereon or in the alternative transfer the same to the Petitioner conformably to DAR Administrative
Order No. 8, series of 1995 and Memorandum Circular No. 6, series of 1996;

- Maintaining the Petitioner in peaceful possession and cultivation over the disputed portion consisting of
[8,212 square meters] until the option specified in the preceding paragraph is exercised by the
Respondents-Heirs of Serafin De Guzman.

NO COSTS.

SO ORDERED.[12]

The records established that the Heirs of De Guzman executed a notarized Waiver of Rights over the contested
portion of 8,212 square meters, which the municipal agrarian reform officer (MARO) recommended for
reallocation to Mercado, who signified her acceptance in a Sinumpaang Salaysay sa Pagtanggap dated July 25,
1994. She also bound herself to assume all obligations related to the possession and tilling of the subject property
by executing an Actual Tiller's Deed of Undertaking.[13]

However, Mercado cannot be considered a rightful reallocatee because the initial transfer action undertaken at the
local MARO level never passed the recommendatory stage. The Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) did not
issue any order of reallocation in favor of Mercado, as prescribed under the governing guidelines.[14]

Meanwhile, the parties' status quo at that time changed since the entire property covered by TCT EP 73307 had
already been paid for with LBP. The Heirs of De Guzman paid the landholding amortization of the property,
which included the portion possessed by Mercado, as well as irrigation fees and realty taxes.[15] The RARAD,
thus, ruled that the Heirs of De Guzman were faced with two options: (1) to sell outright the occupied portion to
Mercado with prior DAR clearance or approval pursuant to Administrative Order No. 8, series of 1995[16] and
Administrative Order No. 6, series of 1996;[17] or (2) redeem the said portion by settling the mortgage debt, the
amount of which had not been disclosed.[18] Until then, Mercado's peaceful possession and cultivation of the
subject property in the concept of mortgagee must be respected and maintained.[19]

The RARAD further held that Mercado's reliance on the December 20, 1994 Decision in DARAB Case No.
1118'NNE'94 was misplaced, considering that the said Decision was null and void for having been issued in
violation of the constitutional right to substantive and procedural due process of the Heirs of De Guzman.[20]
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On Motion for Reconsideration, an Order[21] was issued dated July 4, 2002 setting aside the April 5, 2001
Decision and ordering the issuance of a writ of execution for the implementation of the Decisions in DARAB
Case No. 1118'NNE'94, and DARAB Case No. 987'NNE'94, which ordered the generation of an emancipation
patent in favor of Mercado.[22]

Aggrieved, the Heirs of De Guzman filed a Manifestation with the PARAD. On March 20, 2006, an Order[23]
was issued vacating and setting aside the July 4, 2002 Order and reinstating the April 5, 2001 RARAD Decision.
Parties were also ordered to submit their Compromise Agreement.[24]

Decision of the DARAB

Mercado appealed the March 20, 2006 Order before the DARAB, submitting two separate appeal memorandum
briefs, one for DARAB Case No. 1118'NNE'94 and another for DARAB Case No. 6713'NNE'97. The DARAB
was faced with the sole issue of jurisdiction—whether it has jurisdiction to resolve the core issues of the
consolidated cases.[25]

The DARAB was of the view that the primary concern of Mercado's appeal are the contrasting Decisions of the
PARAD and RARAD dated December 20, 1994 (in DARAB Case No. 1118'NNE'94) and April 5, 2001 (in
DARAB Case No. 6713'NNE'97), respectively, over the subject 8,212-square meter property covered by TCT EP
73307.[26]

The DARAB, however, focused its resolution of the case on the issue of jurisdiction, ruling that both Decisions
encroached on the exclusive jurisdiction of the proper regional director/DAR secretary. It emphasized that the
feasibility of reallocating the disputed 8,212-square meter portion to Mercado was, inarguably, an administrative
issue that falls within the exclusive jurisdiction of the regional director/DAR secretary.[27] The DARAB relied on
the 1994 DARAB Rules of Procedure, specifically Rule II, Section 1(g) which provides:

SECTION 1. Primary and Exclusive Original and Appellate Jurisdiction. — The Board shall have primary and
exclusive jurisdiction, both original and appellate, to determine and adjudicate all agrarian disputes involving
the implementation of the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) under Republic Act No. 6657,
Executive Order Nos. 228, 229, and 129-A, Republic Act No. 3844 as amended by Republic Act No. 6389,
Presidential Decree No. 27 and other agrarian laws and their implementing rules and regulations. Specifically,
such jurisdiction shall include but not be limited to cases involving the following:

. . . .

g) Those cases previously falling under the original and exclusive jurisdiction of the defunct Court of Agrarian
Relations under Section 12 of Presidential Decree No. 946, except sub-paragraph (q) thereof and Presidential
Decree No. 815.

It is understood that the aforementioned cases, complaints or petitions were filed with the DARAB after
August 29, 1987.

Matters involving strictly the administrative implementation of Republic Act No. 6657, otherwise known as
the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law (CARL) of 1988 and other agrarian laws as enunciated by pertinent
rules shall be the exclusive prerogative of and cognizable by the Secretary of the DAR. . . .

The DARAB reiterated that it has no power and/or authority to adjudicate questions pertaining to the
administrative implementation of the agrarian reform program—and reallocation falls within such administrative
matters.[28] Thus, the December 20, 1994 Decision was void for having been issued by the PARAD despite not
having jurisdiction over the issue of reallocation and all relative matters.[29]

Furthermore, even if the December 20, 1994 Decision was not void, the DARAB held that Mercado's subsequent
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actions destroyed the immutable character of said Decision. Her failure to comply with the undertakings imposed
upon her within the prescribed period of time, concomitant to having been "rendered qualified to be a
beneficiary/reallocatee of the subject area, created a supervening event which defeated the immutability of the
said final and executory judgment.[30]

The dispositive portion of the September 13, 2012 Decision of the DARAB reads:

WHEREFORE, judgment is hereby rendered by this Board, ordering that the Decisions respectively
promulgated on [December 20, 1994] and [April 5, 2001] be SET ASIDE AND VACATED, including all the
Orders and/or Resolutions that were issued relative thereto, specifically herein appealed Order. This Board
hereby decrees a NEW JUDGMENT, thus:

- Maintaining the validity and/or regularity of TCT No. EP – 73307, issued in favor of respondents-appellees,
without prejudice, however, to an Order of Reallocation by the Regional Director concerned/DAR Secretary
that may be issued in the future, with respect to the contested 8,212 square meter area;

- Ordering respondents-appellees to pay petitioner-appellant the sum of money due her, representing the
mortgage loan that was constituted on the subject 8,212 square meter portion; and

- Ordering petitioner-appellant to peacefully surrender the possession of, and/or vacate the contested 8,212
square meter area IMMEDIATELY after the aforementioned payment has been made by
respondents-appellees.

SO ORDERED.[31] (Emphasis in the original)

Mercado, thus, filed a Petition for Review under Rule 43 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure before the CA. She
assailed, among others, the DARAB's declaration of the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision as null and void
despite its finality, and the jurisdiction of the DARAB. She also questioned the finding that the Heirs of De
Guzman have a better right over the subject property.[32]

Ruling of the CA

On August 5, 2015, the CA rendered a Decision, the dispositive portion of which reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petition for review is hereby PARTIALLY GRANTED. The
Decision of the DARAB dated September [13], 2013 is SET ASIDE and VACATED. The April 5, 2001
Decision issued by Regional Director Fe Arche Manalang in DARAB CASE No. 6713'NNE'97 is hereby
REINSTATED. The case is REMANDED to DARAB, Region III, Office of the Provincial Reform
Adjudicator, Branch 1 for the proper determination of the amount of the mortgage debt and the legal interest
thereon.

SO ORDERED.[33] (Emphasis in the original)

The CA held that the 1994 DARAB New Rules of Procedure, specifically Rule II, Section 1(f) establishes the
DARAB's exclusive jurisdiction over cases involving the issuance, correction, and cancellation of emancipation
patents which are registered with the Land Registration Authority or the Registry of Deeds.[34] Since the subject
real property covered by TCT EP 73307 is already registered with the Registry of Deeds, the DARAB has
jurisdiction over the same.[35]

Further, the CA reiterated the clear pronouncement of the RARAD in its April 5, 2001 Decision that the
December 20, 1994 Decision in DARAB Case No. 1118'NNE'94 is void for having been issued in violation of the
heirs' constitutional right to substantive and procedural due process of law.[36] The CA also ruled that the
immutability of judgments is inapplicable in the present case since the Board and its regional and provincial

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 225427, January 26, 2026

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 15

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



adjudicators are not bound by technical rules of procedure as prescribed by the Rules of Court.[37]

Finally, the CA emphasized the long-standing jurisprudence that factual findings of administrative bodies deserve
utmost respect when supported by evidence. The appellate court cannot make its own findings of facts and
substitute the same for the findings of facts of the DARAB where there is no abuse of discretion on the part of the
agrarian quasi-judicial agencies.[38]

Both Mercado and the Heirs of De Guzman filed their respective Motions for Reconsideration. Mercado
maintained the validity and immutability of the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision, while the heirs of De
Guzman questioned the imposition of legal interest on the mortgage debt.

As to the legal interest, the CA explained that said imposition, despite the absence of such an award in the April 5,
2001 Decision, is sanctioned by the law and by jurisprudence. It reiterated that legal interest represents the interest
in case of delay in the payment of the judgment award.[39]

As regards Mercado's argument, the CA emphasized that the rule on immutability of judgment is inapplicable
because the December 20, 1994 Decision was void for being violative of the substantive and procedural rights to
due process of the Heirs of De Guzman. As such, the Decision can still be questioned anytime.[40]

The CA, thus, denied both Motions. Hence, the present Petition filed by Mercado.

Issue

The sole issue for resolution is whether the reinstatement of the April 5, 2001 Decision of the RARAD in
DARAB Case No. 6713'NNE'97 was proper.

Arguments of the parties

Petitioner asserts that the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision was validly rendered as it was based on the
documents presented and the rules of procedure were followed. It attained finality after the lapse of the
reglementary period to appeal. A judgment that has become final and executory is immutable and unalterable, it
may no longer be modified in any respect, even if the modification is meant to correct what is perceived to be an
erroneous conclusion of fact or law, and regardless of whether the modification is attempted to be made by the
court rendering it or by the highest Court of the land.[41]

Petitioner further argues that remand of the case to the Office of the Provincial Adjudicator is unnecessary
because there is no mortgage debt to determine. She insists on being the legal owner of the subject 8,212-square
meter property which respondents had abandoned. She claims that abandonment is one of the grounds for the
cancellation of an emancipation patent. Respondents abandoned the property when they executed a waiver and
relinquished possession in favor of petitioner.[42]

On the other hand, respondents maintain that the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision can never attain finality
because the same is void for having been issued in violation of their constitutional right to substantive and
procedural due process and applicable laws.[43]

Ruling of the Court

The Petition is denied.

DARAB’s jurisdiction over agrarian disputes vis-à-vis the jurisdiction of the secretary of DAR over agrarian
reform matters

Jurisdiction, which is the power of the court to hear and decide cases, is a matter of substantive law, and the

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 225427, January 26, 2026

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 15

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



statute in force at the time of the commencement of the action determines the jurisdiction of the court.[44] When a
court has no jurisdiction over the subject matter, the only power it has is to dismiss the action.[45] If it proceeds to
render judgment despite the lack of jurisdiction, the judgment is null and void and may be attacked anytime as it
creates no rights and produces no effect.[46]

In agrarian reform cases, jurisdiction is primarily vested in the DAR as established by Republic Act No. 6657,
otherwise known as the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law of 1988 (CARL), and the 1994 DARAB New
Rules of Procedure—the laws applicable at the time Mercado sought the cancellation of TCT EP 73307 and the
issuance of an emancipation patent in her favor.

Chapter XII, Section 50 of the CARL provides:

SECTION 50. Quasi-Judicial Powers of the DAR. — The DAR is hereby vested with primary jurisdiction to
determine and adjudicate agrarian reform matters and shall have exclusive original jurisdiction over all 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).

It shall not be bound by technical rules of procedure and evidence but shall proceed to hear and decide all
cases, disputes or controversies in a most expeditious manner, employing all reasonable means to ascertain the
facts of every case in accordance with justice and equity and the merits of the case. Toward this end, it shall
adopt a uniform rule of procedure to achieve a just, expeditious and inexpensive determination of every action
or proceeding before it.[47] (Emphasis supplied)

Meanwhile, Rule II, Section 1 of the 1994 DARAB New Rules of Procedure states that:

SECTION 1. Primary and Exclusive Original and Appellate Jurisdiction. — The Board shall have primary and
exclusive jurisdiction, both original and appellate, to determine and adjudicate all agrarian disputes involving
the implementation of the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) under Republic Act No. 6657,
Executive Order Nos. 228, 229, and 129-A, Republic Act No. 3844 as amended by Republic Act No. 6389,
Presidential Decree No. 27 and other agrarian laws and their implementing rules and regulations. Specifically,
such jurisdiction shall include but not be limited to cases involving the following:

a)

The rights and obligations of persons, whether natural or juridical, engaged in the management, cultivation and
use of all agricultural lands covered by the CARP and other agrarian laws;

b)

The valuation of land, and the preliminary determination and payment of just compensation, fixing and
collection of lease rentals, disturbance compensation, amortization payments, and similar disputes concerning
the functions of the Land Bank of the Philippines (LBP);

c)

The annulment or cancellation of lease contracts or deeds of sale or their amendments involving lands under
the administration and disposition of the DAR or LBP;

d)
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Those cases arising from or connected with membership or representation in compact farms, farmers'
cooperative and other registered farmers' associations or organizations, related to lands covered by the CARP
and other agrarian laws;

e)

Those involving the sale, alienation, mortgage, foreclosure, preemption and redemption of agricultural lands
under the coverage of the CARP or other agrarian laws;

f)

Those involving the issuance, correction and cancellation of Certificates of Land Ownership Award (CLOAs)
and Emancipation Patents (EPs) which are registered with the Land Registration Authority;

g)

Those cases previously falling under the original and exclusive jurisdiction of the defunct Court of Agrarian
Relations under Section 12 of Presidential Decree No. 946, except sub-paragraph (q) thereof and Presidential
Decree No. 815.

It is understood that the aforementioned cases, complaints or petitions were filed with the DARAB after
August 29, 1987.

Matters involving strictly the administrative implementation of Republic Act No. 6657, otherwise known as
the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law (CARL) of 1988 and other agrarian laws as enunciated by pertinent
rules shall be the exclusive prerogative of and cognizable by the Secretary of the DAR.

h)

And such other agrarian cases, disputes, matters or concerns referred to it by the Secretary of the DAR.

SECTION 2. Jurisdiction of the Regional and Provincial Adjudicators. — The RARAD and the PARAD shall have
concurrent original jurisdiction with the Board to hear, determine and adjudicate all agrarian cases and disputes,
and incidents in connection therewith, arising within their assigned territorial jurisdiction. (Emphasis supplied)

The DAR's exclusive original jurisdiction is exercised through hierarchically arranged agencies, namely, the
DARAB, RARAD and PARAD. The latter two exercise "delegated authority," while the first exercises appellate
jurisdiction over resolutions, orders, decisions and other dispositions of the RARAD and the PARAD, and
"functional supervision" over the RARAD and the PARAD.[48]

In Polo Plantation Agrarian Reform Multipurpose Cooperative v. Inson,[49] the Court acknowledged that prior to
the CARL, Executive Order No. 129-A created the Adjudication Board and authorized it to assume the
Department of Agrarian Reform's quasi-judicial functions:

SECTION 13. Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board. — There is hereby created an Agrarian Reform
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Adjudication Board under the Office of the Secretary. The Board shall be composed of the Secretary as
Chairman, two (2) Undersecretaries as may be designated by the Secretary, the Assistant Secretary for Legal
Affairs, and three (3) others to be appointed by the President upon the recommendation of the Secretary as
members. A Secretariat shall be constituted to support the Board. The Board shall assume the powers and
functions with respect to the adjudication of agrarian reform cases under Executive Order No. 229 and this
Executive Order. These powers and functions may be delegated to the regional offices of the Department in
accordance with rules and regulations to be promulgated by the Board.[50] (Emphasis in the original)

Evidently, the law and the rules categorize the fundamental duties of the DAR into administrative functions or the
enforcement, administration, and execution of agrarian reform laws; and quasi-judicial functions or the
determination of the parties' rights and obligations in agrarian reform matters,[51] as well as recognize the power
of the DAR secretary vis-à-vis that of the DARAB.

The CARL and the 1994 DARAB New Rules of Procedure, thus, present two concerns that are subject of
different jurisdictions: (1) agrarian reform matters; and (2) agrarian disputes. Section 3 of the CARL defines
agrarian reform and agrarian dispute as follows:

SECTION 3. Definitions. — For the purpose of this Act, unless the context indicates otherwise:

(a) Agrarian Reform means redistribution of lands, regardless of crops or fruits produced to farmers and
regular farmworkers who are landless, irrespective of tenurial arrangement, to include the totality of factors
and support services designed to lift the economic status of the beneficiaries and all other arrangements
alternative to the physical redistribution of lands, such as production or profit-sharing, labor administration,
and the distribution of shares of stocks, which will allow beneficiaries to receive a just share of the fruits of the
lands they work.

. . . .

(d) Agrarian Dispute refers to any controversy relating to tenurial arrangements, whether leasehold, tenancy,
stewardship or otherwise, over lands devoted to agriculture, including disputes concerning farmworkers'
associations or representation of persons in negotiating, fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to arrange
terms or conditions of such tenurial arrangements.

It includes any controversy relating to compensation of lands acquired under this Act and other terms and
conditions of transfer of ownership from landowners to farmworkers, tenants and other agrarian reform
beneficiaries, whether the disputants stand in the proximate relation of farm operator and beneficiary,
landowner and tenant, or lessor and lessee.[52]

The present case involves a supposedly erroneous inclusion of a parcel of land in the emancipation patent issued
in favor of another. Petitioner, thus, sought the cancellation of said patent, the reallocation of the subject parcel of
land, and the issuance of a new emancipation patent in her favor before the PARAD/RARAD. When the case
eventually reached the DARAB, it ruled that it had no power and/or authority to adjudicate questions pertaining to
the administrative implementation of the agrarian reform program.

Conversely, the CA opined that the cancellation of an emancipation patent requires the DAR's exercise of its
quasi-judicial power through its adjudicating arm, the DARAB. It ruled that the DARAB has exclusive
jurisdiction over cases involving the cancellation of registered emancipation patents. Thus, the DARAB had
jurisdiction over the cancellation of the already registered TCT EP 73307 in the name of respondents.

The Court disagrees.

As mentioned above, there are two agrarian concepts that are subject of different jurisdictions—those under the
jurisdiction of the DAR secretary and those under the jurisdiction of the DARAB, including the RARAD and
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PARAD. In cases of agrarian disputes, the law is clear that the DARAB exercises primary and exclusive
jurisdiction, both original and appellate, and the RARAD and PARAD exercise concurrent original jurisdiction
over the same. On the other hand, the DAR secretary exercises primary jurisdiction over agrarian reform matters
and exclusive original jurisdiction over all matters involving the implementation of agrarian reform. Matters
involving strictly the administrative implementation of the CARL and other pertinent agrarian laws and rules shall
be the exclusive prerogative of and cognizable by the secretary of the DAR.

In Lim v. Cruz,[53] the Court elucidated that a case involving agricultural land does not immediately qualify it as
an agrarian dispute. The mere fact that the land is agricultural does not ipso facto make the possessor an
agricultural lessee or tenant.[54] The Court continued to explain that:

There are conditions or requisites before he can qualify as an agricultural lessee or tenant, and the subject
matter being agricultural land simply constitutes one condition. To qualify as an agrarian dispute, there must
likewise exist a tenancy relation between the parties.

To prove tenancy or an agricultural leasehold agreement and determine whether a case falls within DARAB's
jurisdiction, it is normally necessary to establish the following elements: (1) the parties are the landowner and
the tenant or agricultural lessee; (2) the subject matter of the relationship is a piece of agricultural land; (3)
there is consent between the parties to the relationship; (4) the purpose of the relationship is to bring about
agricultural production; (5) there is personal cultivation on the part of the tenant or agricultural lessee; and (6)
the harvest is shared between the landowner and the tenant or agricultural lessee.[55]

Thus, an agrarian dispute must be a controversy relating to a tenurial arrangement over lands devoted to
agriculture. And as previously mentioned, such arrangement may be leasehold, tenancy, or stewardship.

In Sutton v. Lim,[56] the Court elucidated:

To be sure, the Court explained that the tenurial, leasehold, or agrarian relations referred to may be established
with the concurrence of the following: 1) the parties are the landowner and the tenant or agricultural lessee; 2)
the subject matter of the relationship is an agricultural land; 3) there is consent between the parties to the
relationship; 4) the purpose of the agricultural relationship is to bring about agricultural production; 5) there is
personal cultivation on the part of the tenant or agricultural lessee; and 6) the harvest is shared between the
landowner and the tenant or agricultural lessee.[57]

All these requisites must concur in order to create a tenancy relationship between the parties.[58]

Based on the statutory definitions of a tenant or a lessee, petitioner and Rogelio were neither tenants or lessees of
one another. They did not agree on any arrangement on cultivation of the subject agricultural land or sharing of
profits/harvests between them. Rogelio simply lent or loaned the subject land to petitioner to finance the
hospitalization of his daughter. Tenurial arrangements are agreements which set out the rights between a
landowner and a tenant, lessee, farm worker or other agrarian reform beneficiary involving agricultural land.
Traditionally, they are in the form of tenancy or leasehold arrangements. However, other forms such as a joint
production agreement to effect the implementation of CARP have been recognized as a valid tenurial
arrangement.[59] Consequently, there was no tenurial arrangement nor any other form of joint production
agreement between herein parties, hence, no agrarian dispute was cognizable by the DARAB.

Likewise, the cancellation of the emancipation patent being sought by petitioner was not an agrarian dispute as it
did not involve or arise from a tenurial arrangement between her and respondents. Petitioner sought the correction
and cancellation of TCT EP 73307 in the name of respondents allegedly because of an erroneous inclusion of the
subject 8,212-square meter portion in the said title. However, the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision, which
petitioner heavy relies on, even declared that no correction of title was necessary since there was no erroneous
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inclusion of the subject property in the same.

Prescinding from that, it is clear that the DARAB had no jurisdiction over the controversy subject of the
annulment case filed by petitioner in DARAB Case No. 6713'NNE'97. While the DARAB may, under the 1994
DARAB New Rules of Procedure, entertain petitions for cancellation of certificates of land ownership awards,
and emancipation patents, as in this case, its jurisdiction is, however, confined only to agrarian disputes. Echoing
Sutton, it is not sufficient that the controversy involves the cancellation of an emancipation patent already
registered with the Land Registration Authority. What is of primordial consideration is the existence of an
agrarian dispute between the parties.[60]

Having resolved the issue of jurisdiction over cancellation of emancipation patent leaves us to the issue of
reallocation of the subject property and eventual issuance of an emancipation patent in favor of petitioner.

As mentioned above, Rule II, Section 1 of the 1994 DARAB New Rules of Procedure explicitly vests in the
DARAB jurisdiction over issuance of emancipation patents. However, the identification and selection of CARP
beneficiaries are matters strictly involving the administrative implementation of the CARP, a matter exclusively
cognizable by the secretary of the DAR, and beyond the jurisdiction of the DARAB.[61] The reallocation of the
subject property and the declaration of petitioner as a reallocatee are administrative matters which rightfully fall
under the jurisdiction of the DAR secretary. The DARAB in this case properly emphasized that:

Applying the two afore-cited legal provisions to the facts at hand would mean that while the DARAB, under
the 1994 DARAB Rules of Procedures, can very well order the issuance of an EP, it is nevertheless vital that
determination and/or resolution by the Regional Director concerned/DAR Secretary has been previously
obtained, with respect to herein administrative issues, to wit, the purported erroneous inclusion of the contested
portion in the respondents-appellees' EP, and petitioner-appellant’s supposed qualification as
beneficiary/reallocate thereof.[62] (Emphasis supplied)

The Court, also, could not agree more with the DARAB in ruling that the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision
and the April 5, 2001 RARAD Decision encroached on the exclusive jurisdiction of the proper regional
director/DAR secretary as both Decisions resolved the feasibility of reallocating the disputed 8,212-square meter
area to petitioner. The DARAB had no jurisdiction to determine petitioner's qualification as a reallocatee of the
subject property and to subsequently order the issuance of an emancipation patent in her name without the
imprimatur from the regional director/DAR secretary concerned through the issuance of an order of reallocation.

Void judgments; exception
to the immutability doctrine

Finality of judgment, also referred to as immutability of judgment, is a legal principle that bars any alteration,
modification, or amendment in the decision, even if the same is to correct erroneous conclusions of law or of
facts. It is based on principles of public policy and the need to end litigation. Once a judgment attains finality,
there is nothing else left to do but to enforce it.

However, like any other rule, the doctrine of immutability is subject to certain recognized exceptions, one of
which is a void judgment. In case a judgment is void for having been rendered without jurisdiction, the
immutability of judgment principle will not apply because a void judgment does not produce any legal and
binding effect. It can never attain finality, even after the lapse of the reglementary period within which to appeal,
and therefore, it can be challenged at any time.

Here, petitioner insists on the enforcement of the December 20, 1994 PARAD Decision on the action for
cancellation and correction of TCT EP 73307, claiming that the same attained finality. It is worth noting that it
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was also her who filed the subsequent action for annulment of TCT EP 73307 before the RARAD, the root of the
present action, which unfortunately, did not result in her favor as established in the April 5, 2001 Decision of the
RARAD. However, both the December 20, 1994 PARAD and April 5, 2001 RARAD Decisions are, as discussed
above, void for having been rendered without jurisdiction to adjudicate on the primary issue of reallocation. Both
Decisions, thereby, do not become binding and effective. They did not create any rights, nor divest parties of any
rights. They cannot be immutable, but rather, can be attacked anytime.

The CA opined that immutability of judgments is inapplicable in this case since the Board and its regional and
provincial adjudicators are not bound by technical rules of procedure.

While the Court agrees with the CA as regards the inapplicability of the immutability doctrine, it must be
underscored that said doctrine is not a mere technicality, but a fundamental principle founded on public policy.
We once explained in Apo Fruits Corp. v. Court of Appeals[63] that:

The doctrine of immutability and inalterability of a final judgment has a two-fold purpose: (1) to avoid delay in
the administration of justice and thus, procedurally, to make orderly the discharge of judicial business and (2)
to put an end to judicial controversies, at the risk of occasional errors, which is precisely why courts exist.
Controversies cannot drag on indefinitely. The rights and obligations of every litigant must not hang in
suspense for an indefinite period of time. The doctrine is not a mere technicality to be easily brushed aside, but
a matter of public policy as well as a time-honored principle of procedural law.[64] (Emphasis supplied)

As long as the modification in a final judgment being sought does not involve (1) the correction of clerical errors;
(2) the so-called nunc pro tunc entries that 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,[65] the
principle of immutability of judgment remains applicable to ALL—courts, tribunals, judicial and quasi-judicial
agencies.

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition is DENIED. However, the August 5, 2015 Decision and May 13, 2016 Resolution
of the Court of Appeals in CA- G.R. SP NO. 130896 are hereby REVERSED and SET ASIDE. The September
13, 2012 Decision of the Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board in the consolidated cases docketed
as DARAB Case Nos. 14513 and 14513-A is REINSTATED.

SO ORDERED.

Hernando (Working Chairperson), Zalameda, Rosario, and Marquez, JJ., concur.
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