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MARQUEZ, J..

Before the Court is a Petition for Review on Certiorari[1] under Rule 45, Rules of Court, assailing the Decision[2]
and Resolution[3] of the Court of Appeals (CA) which set aside the Decision[4] of the Regional Tria Court
(RTC) and reinstated the Decision[5] of the Municipal Trial Court (MTC) ordering Adrian Mercado (Adrian),
Leonardo Malanco (Leonardo), Glenn Mercado (Glenn), Gaspar Montero, Ernesto Montero (Ernesto), Virgilio
Montero,[6] Gaspar Calinawan, Virgilio Mercado, Lito Montero (Lito), Godofredo Villanueva (Godofredo), Nelly
Mercado (Nelly),[7] Ramon Margas (Ramon), Melchor Margjas (Melchor), Nicasio Tolentino (Nicasio),
Abelardo Margjas (Abelardo), Allan Maloles (Allan),[8] Venancio Sanchez (Venancio), Mamerto Magpantay
(Mamerto), Ronnie Sanchez (Ronnie), Damaso Bathan (Damaso), Edwin Sanchez (Edwin), Fidel Mercado
(Fidel), Julian Mercado (Julian), Simeona Villapando (Simeona), Conchita Montero (Conchita). Daboo
Magpantay (Daboo),[9] Juanito De Mesa (Juanito), Romelito Magpantay (Romelito),[10] Miguel Magpantay
(Miguel), David Magpantay (David), Ruben Niem (Ruben) and all other persons claiming rights under them
(Mercado et a.) to vacate the subject propertiesin an gjectment case.

The instant case stems from a complaint[11] for gjectment filed on November 3, 2006 by respondent Nicanor
Padillalll (Nicanor) against Mercado et al.[12]

Nicanor aleged that he and his siblings are the true and beneficial owners of the parcels of land situated in
Barangays San Agustin, San Jose, and San Juan in Sto. Tomas, Batangas, particularly described in Transfer
Certificates of Title Nos. T-3304 and T-3305 of the Registry of Deeds of Tanauan, Batangas, and registered in the
name of Conrado Potenciano (Conrado). The subject properties were adjudicated to Nicanor and his siblings as
heirs of the late Conrado, and as approved by the ManilaRTC in its Order dated August 20, 1986.[13]

Sometime in July 2006, Nicanor and his siblings demanded that Mercado et al. vacate the subject properties and
turn over the possession to them or their representatives within 20 days from receipt of the demand letter, but to
no avail. This prompted Nicanor to file a complaint for ejectment before the MTC docketed as Civil Case No.
2006-013.[14]

Some of the then defendants (Mercado et a.) answered the complaint. Common to their alegations was the
existence of atenancy relationship for along period of time, beginning with Conrado, the registered owner. They
challenged the MTC's jurisdiction, claiming that the Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board
(DARAB) or the agrarian court has jurisdiction over the case.[15]
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In their joint Answer, defendants Venancio, Juanito, Romelito, Miguel, David, Daboo, and Allan admitted
ownership of the disputed properties by the late Conrado but denied the adjudication of the properties to Nicanor
and his siblings for lack of knowledge.[16]

On their part, defendants Conchita, Nicasio, Julian, Ruben, Simeona, and Nelly alleged that since the complaint is
an agrarian dispute which falls under the jurisdiction of the agrarian court, the case of ejectment was improper to
terminate the tenancy relationship.[17]

In turn, defendants Adrian, Leonardo, Fidel, Glenn, Ernesto, Lito, Gaspar Calinawan, Virgilio Montero, and
Gaspar Montero, claimed that they were the ones cultivating and tilling the properties for a very long period of
time and had the right to possess and cultivate the same for being tenants there. To support their claim, they
attached a Sinumpaang Salaysay dated November 17, 2006, jointly executed by three persons supposedly residing
beside the subject properties, and a Katunayan issued by Barangay Agrarian Reform Committee (BARC)
Chairperson Leonardo P. Marquez (BARC Chairperson Marquez) dated November 20, 2006 stating that they are
relatives of Francisco Mercado, atenant of the subject properties.[18]

During the preliminary conference on May 5, 2008, the MTC referred the case to the DARAB.[19] On May 6,
2008, the MTC set the continuation of the preliminary conference. A pre-trial order was issued where Mercado et
al. admitted that Nicanor and his siblings are the beneficiaries of the subject properties and that Nicanor's counsel
sent a demand letter on July 2, 2006, demanding that Mercado et a. vacate the subject properties. However,
Mercado et a. refused on legal grounds. They denied that they have been occupying the properties by mere
tolerance and that they have not paid any compensation to Nicanor for the use of the properties.[20]

Both parties submitted their respective position papers. Nicanor filed a motion to render judgment against Ramon,
Melchor, Ronnie, Damaso, and Edwin for their failure to file an answer despite being served with summons. On
October 11, 2010, the MTC issued an order admitting the sworn statements dated November 20, 2006 filed by
Damaso, Ramon, Edwin, and Ronnie, and considering the same as their answer to the complaint. Records show
that all defendants in the complaint were served with summons except Mamerto and Abelardo, who are both
deceased; Godofredo, who refused to receive and sign; and Virgilio Mercado, who could not be located.[21]

Inits July 17, 2012 Decision, the MTC ruled in favor of Nicanor. The MTC held that it has jurisdiction over the
case[22] and that the essential requisites of a tenancy relationship were not present.[23] Considering that there
was no tenancy relationship between the parties, Mercado et al. were occupying the subject properties by mere
tolerance of Nicanor and his siblings,[24] and such possession became unlawful 20 days after they received the
demand letter to vacate the properties.[25] The dispositive portion of the MTC ruling reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered in favor of plaintiff, asfollows:

- Ordering defendants and/or all persons claiming under them to vacate the Property subject matter of this
complaint and turn over possession thereof to herein plaintiff or his authorized representative;

- Ordering defendants and/or persons claiming rights and/or possession under them to pay the plaintiff and his
co-heirs, jointly and severally, the amount of [PHP 20,000.00] per month as reasonable compensation for the
use of the premises from [August 16, 2006] until they shall have vacated the premises,

- Ordering defendants and/or persons claiming rights and/or possession under them to pay the plaintiff and his
co-heirs, as owners of the property, jointly and severaly, the amount of [PHP 100,000.00] plus a per
appearance fee of [PHP 5,000.00] as by way of attorney's fees,

- Ordering defendants and any and/or all persons claiming rights and/or possession under them to pay plaintiff,
jointly and severally, the cost of suit.
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SO ORDERED.[26]

Mercado et al. appealed the decision to the RTC which reversed the same.[27] In its decision, the RTC noted that
no proceedings took place to hear and receive evidence to determine the veracity of the averments of tenancy
because the MTC decision was based only on the position papers and affidavits submitted.[28] It likewise stated
that Nicanor failed to prove that the possession of Mercado et a. was by his tolerance since his affidavit to
support his alegations in his complaint and position paper was bereft of any averment of fact that would
substantiate his claim that he and his siblings permitted or tolerated the occupation of their properties. The MTC
decision aso did not cite any finding as to when the act of tolerance was exercised for the lawful possession of the
properties. In the absence of proof of tolerance, the g ectment through unlawful detainer would not prosper.[29]

With his motion for reconsideration likewise denied by the RTC, Nicanor challenged the RTC ruling through a
petition for review[30] under Rule 42 of the Rules of Court, before the CA. The appellate court, as earlier
discussed, reinstated the MTC decision but deleted the award of attorney's fees. The dispositive portion of the
assailed April 11, 2016 CA Decision reads:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petition is granted. The assailed decision dated November 11, 2013
and the assailed order dated April 2, 2014 of the Regional Trial Court of Tanauan City, Batangas, Branch 6 in
Civil Case No. 12-09-095A is SET ASIDE. Accordingly, the July 17, 2012 Decision of the Municipa Tria
Court of Sto. Tomas, Batangas in Civil Case No. 2006-013 is hereby REINSTATED but the award of
attorney's feesis deleted.

SO ORDERED.[31] (Emphasisin the original)

The CA held that the MTC correctly observed the proper procedure in g ectment cases as provided in the Revised
Rule on Summary Procedure.[32] Although tenancy was averred as an affirmative and/or specia defense, the
same did not automatically divest the MTC of jurisdiction over the complaint.[33] The appellate court also agreed
with the MTC that the tenurial relationship between the parties was not established and, therefore, the MTC
correctly assumed jurisdiction over the gjectment case.[34] Contrary to the findings of the RTC, the CA noted that
Nicanor's affidavit sufficiently proved that Mercado et al.'s occupation of the subject properties was by mere
tolerance.[35]

Hence, this Petition.

Petitioners argue that the CA erred in overturning the RTC, which found, among other things, that respondent
failed to demonstrate that petitioners possession of the subject properties was merely by tolerance. Relatedly,
petitioners submit that respondent did not allege in the complaint whether his cause of action was one of forcible
entry or of unlawful detainer and how and when he was deprived of possession over the properties, which is
necessary to confer jurisdiction onthe MTC.

Petitioners likewise assert that they have proven with clear and convincing evidence that a tenancy relationship
exists among the parties in this case and they are therefore entitled to security of tenure.

It must be emphasized at the outset that only questions of law may be raised in a petition for review on certiorari
under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court. Questions of facts are not allowed because this Court is not a trier of
facts.[36] The lower courts factual findings are considered final, binding, or conclusive on the parties and on this
Court when these are supported by substantial evidence. These findings are not to be disturbed on appeal .[ 37]

However, there are recognized exceptions: (1) when the conclusion is a finding grounded entirely on speculations,
surmises, or conjectures; (2) when the inference made is manifestly mistaken, absurd, or impossible; (3) where
there is grave abuse of discretion; (4) when the judgment is based on a misapprehension of facts; (5) when the
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findings of fact are conflicting; (6) when the CA, in making its findings, went beyond the issues of the case and
the same are contrary to the admissions of both appellant and appellee; (7) when findings of the CA are contrary
to those of the trial court; (8) when the findings of fact are conclusions without citation of specific evidence on
which they are based; (9) when the facts set forth in the petition as well asin the petitioner's main and reply briefs
are not disputed by the respondents; and (10) when the finding of fact of the CA is premised on the supposed
absence of evidence and is contradicted by the evidence on record.[38]

Petitioners assert that the case falls within the exceptions established by the Court, specificaly: (a) when the
judgment is based on a misapprehension of facts; (b) when the findings are conflicting; and (c) when the findings
are contrary to those of the trial court. While we agree with petitioners that the aforementioned exceptions are
recognized by the Court, the same must be "alleged, substantiated, and proved by the parties so this [C]ourt may
evauate and review the facts of the case."[39] Parties cannot simply assert an exception as applicable without
substantiating and supporting their claim. The mere assertion of these exceptions is insufficient to consider the
petition asin this case.

Be that asit may, the arguments proffered by petitioners will still fail.

In resolving the paramount issue of whether the case involves atenancy relationship between the parties, which is
beyond the jurisdiction of the regular courts, but well within the jurisdiction of the Department of Agrarian
Reform (DAR) as claimed by petitioners, this Court is guided by the following rules on jurisdiction laid down in
Chailese Development Co., Inc. v. Dizon:[40]

The jurisdiction of the DAR is laid down in Section 50 of [Republic Act] No. 6657, otherwise known as the
[Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law (CARL)], which provides:

Section 50. Quasi-Judicial Powers of the DAR. — The DAR is hereby vested with the 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). [. . .]

By virtue of Executive Order No. 129-A, the [DARAB] was designated to assume the powers and functions of the
DAR with respect to the adjudication of agrarian reform cases, and matters relating to the implementation of the
[Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP)] and other agrarian laws.

The exclusive jurisdiction of the DAR over agrarian cases was further amplified by the amendment introduced by
Section 19 of [Republic Act No.] 9700 to Section 50. The provision reads:

Section 19. Section 50 of Republic Act No. 6657, as amended, is hereby further amended by adding Section
50-A to read as follows:

SEC. 50-A. Exclusive Jurisdiction on Agrarian Dispute. — No court or prosecutor's office shall take cognizance
of cases pertaining to the implementation of the CARP except those provided under Section 57 of Republic
Act No. 6657, as amended. If there is an allegation from any of the parties that the case is agrarian in nature
and one of the parties is a farmer, farmworker, or tenant, the case shall be automatically referred by the judge
or the prosecutor to the DAR which shall determine and certify within [15] days from referral whether an
agrarian dispute exists: Provided, that from the determination of the DAR, an aggrieved party shall have
judicial recourse. In cases referred by the municipal trial court and the prosecutor's office, the appeal shall be
with the proper regional trial court, and in cases referred by the regional trial court, the appeal shall be to the
Court of Appeals.

In cases where regular courts or quasi-judicial bodies have competent jurisdiction, agrarian reform
beneficiaries or identified beneficiaries and/or their associations shall have legal standing and interest to
intervene concerning their individual or collective rights and/or interests under the CARP.
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The fact of non-registration of such associations with the Securities and Exchange Commission, or
Cooperative Development Authority, or any concerned government agency shall not be used against them to
deny the existence of their legal standing and interest in a case filed before such courts and quasi-judicial
bodies.[41]

Under Executive Order No. 129-A,[42] the DARAB was created and designated to assume the powers and
functions of the DAR with respect to the adjudication of agrarian reform cases, and matters relating to the
implementation of the CARP and other agrarian laws.[43] Consequently, the DARAB has primary and exclusive
jurisdiction, both original and appellate, over agrarian disputes including cases involving the gectment and
dispossession of tenants and/or |easeholders.[44]

On the other hand, Section 33 of Batas Pambansa Blg. 129 or the Judiciary Reorganization Act of 1980, as
amended, provides for the jurisdiction of first-level courts:

SEC. 33. Jurisdiction of Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Trial Courts and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts
in Civil Cases. — Metropolitan Trial Courts, Municipal Tria Courts, and Municipal Circuit Trial Courts shall
exercise:

(2) Exclusive origina jurisdiction over cases of forcible entry and unlawful detainer: Provided, That when, in
such cases, the defendant raises the questions of ownership in his pleadings and the question of possession
cannot be resolved without deciding the issue of ownership, the issue of ownership shall be resolved only to
determine the issue of possession.

As explained in Chailese and reiterated in Dayrit v. Norquillas,[45] the Court clarified the jurisdiction of the
DARAB over agrarian disputes:

Thence, having settled that Section 19 of [Republic Act] No. 9700 is applicable in this controversy, the Court
now proceeds with the examination of such amendment. Based on the said provision, the judge or prosecutor is
obligated to automatically refer the cases pending before it to the DAR when the following requisites are
present:

a. Thereis an allegation from any one or both of the parties that the case is agrarian in nature; and
b. One of the partiesis afarmer, farmworker, or tenant.

[Republic Act No.] 9700 reinforced the jurisdiction of DAR as already provided in the original CARL. It made
clear the requisites for a case to be considered to be an agrarian dispute. It also mandated the automatic referral
upon concurrence of the requisites. In Chailese, the Court retroactively applied [Republic Act No.] 9700 to the
case and ruled that the RTC has jurisdiction over the possessory action due to absence of evidence on the
existence of atenancy relation, thus failing to satisfy the second requisite.[46]

In Cruz v. Cervantes,[47] the Court further clarified that "[w]hile a simple alegation will suffice for the first
requisite, adequate proof is necessary as to the second requisite."[48] As to the kind of proof required for the
second requisite that one of the parties must be afarmer, farmwaorker, or atenant, the Court explained:

[T]he kind of proof that should be deemed sufficient by the MTC to establish the second requisite should be of
such a nature that requires only a facial assessment or determination and that such proof would be acceptable
to areasonable mind that the respondent is a farmer, farmworker, or tenant.[49]

In the instant case, petitioners, along with the other defendants in the gjectment case filed by respondent, allege
that they are bona fide tenants on the subject properties, and that there is an agrarian dispute. Therefore, the first
regquirement has been met. However, with respect to the second requisite, some of the petitioners and defendants
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in the gjectment case failed to provide proof acceptable enough to demonstrate that they are indeed tenants.
Asnoted by the CA:

For their part, respondents [V enancio], [Romelito], [David], [Daboo] and [Miguel] claimed that they have been
continuously and uninterruptedly the agricultural tenants over the respective portions of land each and their
predecessors occupied for many years. They, however, failed to present evidence to show that all the elements
of tenancy relationship exist.

Likewise, respondents [Conchita], [Nicasio], [Julian], [Ruben], [Simeona] and [Nelly], merely alleged that
they are tenants without substantiating the same.[50]

The mere alegation of petitioners Conchita, Ruben including Nicasio, Julian, and Simeona (substituted by their
heirs in the instant case) and the other defendants that they are tenants cultivating the subject properties is
insufficient to automatically refer the case to the DAR.

However, it is worthy to note that petitioners Adrian, Leonardo, Fidel, Ernesto Montero, Gaspar Calinawan,
including Gaspar Montero (substituted by his heirs in the instant case), presented a handwritten Katunayan[51]
issued by BARC Chairperson Marquez which reads:

Akol[,] si Leonardo P. Marquez[,] B[ARC] [Chairperson] ng [Barangay] San Agustin, Sto. Tomas, Batangag[,]
ay nagpapatunay na si Francisco Mercado ang siyang nagpatuloy ng pag-aalaga ng niyogan bilang (tenant) sa
lupain ng mga Potenciano, na mga sinasaka namang ng mga kapatid nito, at pinsan nasing[:]

(1) Adrian Mercado

(2) Leonardo Malanco

(3) Glenn Mercado

(4) Gaspar Calinawan

(5) Fidel Mercado

(6) Ernesto Montero

(7) Virgilio Montero

(8) Gaspar Montero

(9) Lito Montero

at pinatutunayan ko ngayon ika 20 ng Nov. taong 2006.[52]

Likewise, they also provided a Sinumpaang Salaysay[53] executed by Rodolfo M. Niem, Cornelio C. Montero,
and Eddie Abetria who are alegedly neighbors of Hacienda Cabesa which pertains to the subject properties
stating that the af orementioned persons are farmers in the said landholding.

After scrutiny of the said documents, this Court notes that while the Sinumpaang Salaysay alone is not adequate
to comply with the second requisite in the automatic referral rule provided under Section 19 of Republic Act No.
9700, the Katunayan issued by BARC Chairperson Marquez, on its face, is acceptable to a reasonable mind that
the individuals indicated in the said document are tenants. With this in mind, the MTC should have referred the
case to the DAR for its determination of whether an agrarian dispute exists.[54]

The Court takes note of the fact that the gjectment case was filed on November 3, 2006 and the MTC rendered its
Decision on July 17, 2012. During the pendency of the case before the MTC, the latter court should have been
cognizant of the amendatory provision of Section 19 of Republic Act No. 9700 and the other issuances such as
OCA Circular No. 62-2010[55] which directs al judges of the lower courts concerned to refer to the DAR dl
cases before them alleged to involve an agrarian dispute and one of the partiesis afarmer, farmworker or a tenant.
It should also be noted that the said amendment under Republic Act No. 9700 is applicable in this case. In
Chailese, the Court upheld the retroactive application of the said amendatory provision since "Section 19 of
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[Republic Act] No. 9700 merely highlighted the exclusive jurisdiction of the DAR to rule on agrarian cases by
adding a clause which mandates the automatic referral of cases upon the existence of the requisites therein stated.
Simply, [Republic Act] No. 9700 does not deviate but merely reinforced the jurisdiction of the DAR set forth
under Section 50 of [Republic Act] No. 6657."[56]

Whileit is proper that the dispute, specifically the matter involving petitioners Adrian, Leonardo, Ernesto, Gaspar
Calinawan, and the heirs of Gaspar Montero should have been referred to the DARAB, the Court finds it
unnecessary at this juncture to remand the case to the DARAB as it would only further delay its resolution. This
Court opts to rule on the merits of petitioners' contention on the existence of an agrarian dispute on the ground of
atenancy relation between petitioners and respondent, which, as earlier stated, was declared as devoid of merit.

An agrarian dispute refers to any controversy relating to tenuria 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.[57]

Relatedly, in order to classify a matter as an agrarian dispute which falls under the jurisdiction of the DARAB, it
must first be shown that a tenancy relationship exists between the parties. For such relationship to be proven, it is
essential to establish all its indispensable elements, namely: (a) that the parties are the landowner and the tenant or
agricultural lessee; (b) that the subject matter of the relationship is an agricultural land; (c) that there is consent
between the parties to the relationship; (d) that the purpose of the relationship is to bring about agricultural
production; (e) that there is personal cultivation on the part of the tenant or agricultural lessee; and (f) that the
harvest is shared between the landowner and the tenant or agricultural lessee.[58]

We agree with the CA that the aforementioned elements were not established by petitioners.

The Court has consistently ruled that occupancy and cultivation of an agricultural land will not ipso facto make
one a de jure tenant. Independent and concrete evidence is necessary to prove persona cultivation, sharing of
harvest, or consent of the landowner. Tenancy relationship cannot be presumed; the elements for its existence are
explicit in law and cannot be done away with by conjectures.[59] Ultimately, the Court emphasized that "[c]rucial
for the creation of tenancy relations would be the existence of two of the essential elements, namely, consent and
sharing and/or payment of lease rentals."[60]

Anent the issue of the sharing of harvest, petitioners alege that they delivered the share of the harvest to
respondent's predecessors-in-interest and eventualy to the administrator of the subject properties, Flaviano
Magpantay (Flaviano). Petitioners explain that they were not able to produce receipts for the shares of harvest
delivered since, alegedly, handing out receipts was not the practice during that time.

The contention deserves scant consideration.

This Court has repeatedly stressed that the sharing of produce must exist between the tenant and the landowner for
tenancy relationship to exist.[61] To prove sharing of harvest, a receipt or any other credible evidence must be
presented, because self-serving statements are inadequate.[62] In the instant case, aside from the mere allegation
of delivering alleged shares of the harvest to Flaviano, there is no proof of harvest-sharing. As stated by the CA,
petitioners should have presented receipts or any other evidence to show that there was indeed sharing of harvest
and that there was an agreed system of sharing.

Likewise, the element of consent was not sufficiently established by petitioners. Petitioners contend that an
"implied tenancy" was created when they entered the properties with the express consent of the former
landowners of the subject realty and later personally cultivated the subject properties.
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It has been ruled that an express agreement of agricultural tenancy is not necessary. The tenancy relationship can
be implied from the conduct of the parties[63] However, similar to the harvest-sharing requisite, absent
substantial evidence to show petitioners authority from the original landowners to consent to the creation of a
tenancy relationship, their actions could not have given rise to an implied tenancy. Stated differently, petitioners
self-serving statements, without any other proof demonstrating the parties intent to enter into a tenancy
agreement, are insufficient to establish atenancy relationship.

All told, petitioners failed to discharge the burden of proving that they are agricultural tenants of Conrado and
later of respondent and his siblings and that this case involves an agrarian dispute cognizable by the DARAB.
Hence, the Court rules that the MTC has jurisdiction over the instant case which involves an unlawful occupation
of another's property as a result of the owner's withdrawal of tolerance for the said occupation.

While possession by tolerance is lawful, such possession becomes illegal from the moment the owner makes a
demand to vacate and the possessor refuses to comply with such demand,[64] as in this case. A person who
occupies the land of another at the latter's tolerance or permission, without any contract between them, is
necessarily bound by an implied promise to vacate upon demand, failing which, a summary action for gjectment is
the proper remedy.[65]

ACCORDINGLY, the instant Petition for Review on Certiorari is DENIED. Consequently, the April 11, 2016
Decision and November 17, 2016 Resolution of the Court of Appeas in CA-G.R. SP No. 135038 are
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

Hernando, Zalameda, and Rosario, JJ., concur.
Gesmundo,[*] C.J. (Chairperson), on official leave.

[*] On Official Leave

[**] Spelled as "Adriano Mercado" in some parts of the rollo.

[***] Spelled as "Ernesto Montero" in some parts of therollo.

[****] Spelled as "Ruden Niem" in some parts of therollo.

[*****] Spelled as " Gaspar Montejo" in some parts of therollo.

[******] Also referred to as "Nicanor P. Padillalll" in some parts of the rollo.
[1] Rollo, pp. 10-32.

[2] Id. at 33-42. The April 11, 2016 Decision in CA-G.R. SP No. 135038 was penned by Associate Justice Florito
S. Macdino and concurred in by Associate Justices Mariflor P. Punzalan Castillo and Zenaida T.
Galapate-Laguilles of the Tenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

[3] Id. a 43-44. The November 17, 2016 Resolution in CA-G.R. SP No. 135038 was penned by Associate Justice
Florito S. Macaino and concurred in by Associate Justices Mariflor P. Punzalan Castillo and Zenaida T.
Galapate-Laguilles of the Tenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

[4] Id. at 68-75. The November 11, 2013 Decision in Civil Case No. 12-09-095A was penned by Judge Arcadio I.
Manigbas of Branch 6, Regional Trial Court, Tanauan City, Batangas.
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[5] Id. at 77-85. The July 17, 2012 Decision in Civil Case No. 2006-013 was penned by Judge Nilo P. Exchaure of
the Municipal Trial Court, Sto. Tomas, Batangas.

[6] Also referred to as "Virgilio Quiatchon” in some parts of therollo.

[7] Also referred to as "Nelly Mercado-Quiatchon” in some parts of the rollo.
[8] Also referred to as "Allan Maloloes' in some parts of the rollo.

[9] Also referred to as "Mamerto (a.k.a. Daboo) Magpantay” in some parts of the rollo.
[10] Also referred to as "Ramelito Magpantay" in some parts of the rollo.
[11] Rallo, pp. 119-122.

[12] Id. at 119.

[13] Id. at 77.

[14] Id. at 35.

[15] Id. at 69, 78.

[16] Id. at 35.

[17] Id. at 35, 78-79.

[18] Id. at 79.

[19] Id. at 36, 79.

[20] Id. at 36, 80.

[21] Id. at 36.

[22] Id. at 82.

[23] Id. at 83.

[24] Id. at 84.

[25] Id.

[26] Id. at 85.

[27] Id. at 75.

[28] Id. at 71.

[29] Id. at 75.

[30] Id. at 54-67.

[31] Id. at 42.

[32] Id. at 38.

[33] Id.

[34] Id.
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[35] Id. at 40.

[36] Davao New Town Dev't. Corp. v. Sps. Saliga, 723 Phil. 353, 366 (2013) [Per J. Brion, Second Division].
[37] Sps. Franco v. Sps. Galera, 868 Phil. 446, 458-459 (2020) [Per J. Leonen, Third Division].

[38] Id. at 459.

[39] Id.

[40] 826 Phil. 51 (2018) [Per J. Reyes, Jr., Second Division].

[41] Id. at 61-62.

[42] Executive Order No. 129-A (1987), Reorganizing and Strengthening the Department of Agrarian Reform and
for Other Purposes.

[43] CRC 1447, Inc. v. Calbatea, 872 Phil. 358, 366 (2020) [Per J. Reyes, J. Jr., First Division].
[44] SeeRulell, Section 1 (d) of the 2009 DARAB Rules of Procedure.

[45] 918-A Phil. 302 (2021) [Per J. Hernando, En Banc].

[46] Id. at 316-317.

[47] 922 Phil. 454 (2022) [Per J. Rosario, En Banc].

[48] 1d. at 466.

[49] Id. at 494.

[50] Rollo, pp. 39-40.

[51] Id. at 184.

[52] Id.

[53] Id. at 183.

[54] See Section 19 of Republic Act No. 9700, amending Section 50 of Republic Act No. 6657.

[55] Implementation of Sections 7 and 50-A of [Republic Act] No. 6657, Also Known as the Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Law of 1988, as Respectively Amended by Sections 5 and 19 of [Republic Act] No. 9700 (An
Act Strengthening the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program [CARP], Extending the Acquisition and
Distribution of All Agricultural Lands, Instituting Necessary Reforms, Amending for the Purpose Certain
Provisions of Republic Act No. 6657, Otherwise Known as the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law of 1988, as
Amended, and Appropriating Funds Therefor), April 28, 2010.

[56] Chailese Development Co., Inc. v. Dizon, 826 Phil. 51, 62 (2018) [Per J. Reyes, Jr., Second Division].

[57] Heirs of Exequiel Hagoriles v. Hernaez, 785 Phil. 491, 504 (2016) [Per J. Brion, Second Division].

[58] Heirs of Victor Amistoso v. Vallecer, 822 Phil. 461, 469-470 (2017) [Per J. Perlas-Bernabe, Second
Division].

[59] Cabral v. Heirs of Florencio Adolfo, 815 Phil. 243, 259 (2017) [Per J. Tijam, Third Division].

[60] Dy Buncio v. Ramos, 921 Phil. 552, 562 (2022) [Per J. Hernando, Second Division] citing Macalanda v.
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Atty. Acosta, 817 Phil. 869, 876 (2017) [Per J. Tijam, First Division].
[61] Enesio v. Tulop, 722 Phil. 204, 210 (2013) [Per J. Brion, Second Division].
[62] Estate of Pastor M. Samson v. Spouses Susano, 664 Phil. 590, 612 (2011) [Per J. Villarama, Jr., Third

Division].
[63] Sps. Franco v. Sps. Galera, 868 Phil. 146, 466 (2020) [Per J. Leonen, Third Division].
[64] Ballesterosv. Abion, 517 Phil. 253, 266 (2006) [Per J. Corona, Second Division].

[65] Heirs of Rafael Magpily v. De Jesus, 511 Phil. 14, 27 (2005) [Per J. Y nares-Santiago, First Division].
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