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SARMIENTO, J.:

In this petition for review on certiorari, Sunbeam Convenience Foods Corporation (hereafter smply SUNBEAM)
and Cora Beach Development Corporation (hereafter ssmply CORAL BEACH) bring to our attention the
decision rendered by the Court of Appeals in "Republic of the Philippines v. Hon. Pedro T. Santiago, et al.,"
disposing as follows:

WHEREFORE, the writ prayed for is granted. The order of the respondent judge dated October 7, 1977,
dismissing Civil Case No. 4062 is set aside, and respondent judge is ordered to require private respondents to
file their answer to the complaint in said Civil Case No. 4062 and thereafter to proceed with the trial of the
case on the merits and to render judgment thereon.[1]

The following facts stated by the respondent Court in its decision and restated by the petitioners in their petition
are accurate:

(& On April 29, 1963, the Director of Lands caused the issuance of a Sales Patent in favor of defendant
Sunbeam Convenience Foods, Inc., over the parcels of land both situated in Mariveles, Bataan and more
particularly described and bounded as follows:

Lot 1-Sgs-2409 (area 3,113,695 sg. m.)
Lot 2-Sgs-2409 (area 1,401,855 sg. m.)

(b) On May 3, 1963, the aforesaid Sales Patent was registered with the defendant Register of Deeds of Bataan
who in turn issued Origina Certificate of Title No. Sp-24 in favor of defendant Sunbeam Convenience Foods,
Inc., for the two parcels of land above-described;

(c) Subsequently, Original Certificate of Title No. Sp-24 was cancelled and in lieu thereof, Transfer Certificate of
Title No. T-12421 was issued over Lot 1, Sgs-2409, while Transfer Certificate of Title No. 12422 was issued over
Lot 2, Sgs-2409, both in favor of defendant Coral Beach Devel opment Corporation;

(d) On May 11, 1976, the Solicitor General in the name of the Republic of the Philippines instituted before the
Court of First Instance of Bataan, an action for reversion docketed as Civil Case No. 4062.[2]

SUNBEAM and CORAL BEACH filed aMotion to Dismiss on the following grounds:

1. The Republic of the Philippines should have exhausted all administrative remedies before filing the case in
court;
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2. Thetitle issued to SUNBEAM and CORAL BEACH had become indefeasible and imprescriptible;

3. The action for reversion was defective, having been initiated by the Solicitor General and not by the Director
of Lands.[3]

The then Court of First Instance of Bataan dismissed the complaint in the Order of October 7, 1977,[4] adopting
mainly the theory that since the titles sought to be cancelled emanated from the administrative act of the Bureau
of Lands Director, the latter, not the courts, had jurisdiction over the disposition of the land.

The Solicitor General received the copy of the Order on October 11, 1977 and filed a Notice of Appea dated
October 25, 1977.[5] The Solicitor General then moved for an extension of thirty days within which to file the
Record on Appeal and to pay the docket fee in order to perfect the appeal. This was to be followed by another
motion for extension filed by the Solicitor General, resulting in the Court of Appeas granting the petitioner
another extension of fifteen days from December 10, 1977. Finally before this period of extension lapsed, instead
of an appeal, a petition for certiorari with the respondent Court of Appealswas filed.

According to the Solicitor General, the Court of First Instance committed grave abuse of discretion in dismissing
the complaint and in —

a. Not finding that since the lower court acted in a Motion to Dismiss, the correctness of its decision must be
decided in the assumed truth and accuracy of the allegations of the complaint. The complaint alleges that the
lands in question are forest lands; hence, inalienable.

b. Finding that Lots 1 and 2 are alienable and disposable lands of the public domain under the jurisdiction of
the Director of Lands despite clear and positive evidence to the contrary.

¢. Concluding that the complaint for reversion is defective as it was not initiated by the Director of Lands.

d. Finding that the complaint for reversion states no cause of action for alleged failure of petitioner to exhaust
administrative remedies.[6]

The Court of Appeals gave due course to the petition for certiorari, set aside the Order of Dismissal rendered by
the Court of First Instance in Civil Case No. 4062, and ordered the presiding judge Hon. Pedro T. Santiago to
receive the answers of the private respondents SUNBEAM and CORAL BEACH in the action for reversion.

Hence Sunbeam and Coral Beach filed this petition for review.

A review is not a matter of right but of sound judicial discretion, and is granted only when there are special and
important reasons therefor. The following, while neither controlling nor fully measuring the Court's discretion,
enumerates the premises for granting areview:

(a) When the Court of Appeals has decided a question of substance, not theretofore determined by the Supreme
Court or has decided it in a way probably not in accord with law or the applicable decisions of the Supreme
Court; and

(b) When the Court of Appeals has so far departed from the accepted and usual course of judicial proceedings
or so far sanctioned such departure by alower court asto call for supervision.[7]

We agree with the Court of Appeals granting of the petition filed by the Republic of the Philippines charging the
then Court of First Instance with grave abuse of discretion.

The filing of the Motion to Dismiss the complaint for reversion by SUNBEAM and CORAL BEACH on the
ground of lack of cause of action, necessarily carried with it the admission, for purposes of the motion, of the truth
of all material facts pleaded in the complaint instituted by the Republic.
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An important factual issue raised in the complaint was the classification of the lands as forest lands. This material
alegation stated in the Republic's complaint[8] was never denied specifically[9] by the defendants (petitioners
herein) SUNBEAM and CORAL BEACH.

If it is true that the lands are forest lands, then all these proceedings become moot and academic. Land remains
unclassified land until it is released therefrom and rendered open to disposition.[10]

Our adherence to the Regalian doctrine subjects all agricultural, timber, and mineral lands to the dominion of the
State.[11] Thus before any land may be declassified from the forest group and converted into alienable or
disposable land for agricultural or other purposes, there must be a positive act from the government. Even rules on
the confirmation of imperfect titles do not apply unless and until the land classified as forest land is released in an
official proclamation to that effect so that it may form part of the disposable agricultural lands of the public
domain.[12]

The mere fact that a title was issued by the Director of Lands does not confer any validity on such title if the
property covered by thetitle or patent is part of the public forest.[13]

The only way to resolve this question of fact as to the classification of the land is by remanding the case to the
lower court for afull-dresstrial on the issues involved.

Generally, the rules of procedure must be observed so that the efficient administration of justice is ensured.
However, the rules of procedure should be viewed as mere tools designed to facilitate the attainment of
justice.[14] They must |ead to the proper and just determination of litigation, without tying the hands of the law or
making it indifferent to redlities.

Certiorari is one such remedy. Considered extraordinary, it is made available only when there is no appeal, nor
any plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the ordinary course of the law.[15] The long line of decisions denying
the petition for certiorari, either before appea was availed of or specially in instances where the appeal period has
lapsed, far outnumbers the instances when certiorari was given due course. The few significant exceptions were:
when public welfare and the advancement of public policy dictate; or when the broader interests of justice so
require, or when the writs issued are null,[16] or when the questioned order amounts to an oppressive exercise of
judicia authority.[17]

We find nothing disagreeable with the action of the Court of Appeals to give due course to the petition
considering that the issue affected a matter of public concern which is the disposition of the lands of our
patrimony. No less than the Constitution protects this policy.18

We therefore find no compelling reason to disturb the findings of the appellate court, in the absence of a clear
showing that the Court of Appeals has decided a question of substance in a manner inconsistent with
jurisprudence, or that the respondent Court has departed from the accepted and usual course of judicia
proceedings. In sum, no reversible error has been committed by the respondent court.

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED and the decision of the Court of Appeals is affirmed. Costs against the
petitioners.

SO ORDERED.

Melencio-Herrera, (Chairman), Paras, Padilla, and Regalado, JJ., concur.
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