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SERENO, C.J.:

Before this Court are consolidated Petitions for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court,
assailing the Decision[1] dated 14 September 2011 issued by the Ninth Division of the Court of Appeals (CA) in
CA-G.R. SP No. 109778 and CA-G.R. SP No. 109992. The CA affirmed therein the Decision[2] and Order[3] of
the Regional Tria Court (RTC) Branch 33, Guimba, Nueva Ecija.

Factua Antecedents

The Complaint was commenced principally to determine and fix just compensation for the parcels of land, subject
of this case.

As culled from the records, the facts of the case are as follows:

Benito Chioco and Constancio Padilla were the registered owners of Lot 1460, which had an area of 53,342
square meters, and Lot 1464, with an area of 28,222 sguare meters. The lots, which were situated in Barangay
Parista, Lupao, Nueva Ecija, were covered by Transfer Certificate of Title (TCT) No. 15365.[4] The subject
properties were transferred to Concepcion Padilla-Munsayac and Jose Padilla by way of succession, as they were
the children and only compulsory heirs of Benito Chioco and Constancio Padilla[5] Later, by virtue of the Deed
of Extrajudicia Partition and Settlement of Properties with Waiver of Rights executed by Jose, his rights over the
properties were waived in favor of Concepcion.[6]

Pursuant to the government's agrarian reform program, the subject properties owned by respondents to the extent
of 8.0782 hectares (of the total area of 8.1563) were placed under Operation Land Transfer in accordance with
Presidential Decree (P.D.) No. 27/ Executive Order (E.O.) No. 228 on 21 October 1972.[7]

In accordance with the formula provided by P.D. 27 and E.O. 228, the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR)
initially fixed the just compensation for the properties at P4,294.50 per hectare. This amount was based on the fact
that the value of the landholding was the average gross production (AGP) per hectare of 49.08 cavans of palay (as
determined by the Barangay Committee on Land Production) multiplied by 2.5; and the product was further
multiplied by P35, which was the government support price (GSP) for one cavan of 50 kilos of palay on 21
October 1972.[8] In equation form: LV (Land Value) - 2.5 x AGP x GSP.[9]

Rejecting the DAR's valuation, respondents filed with the court a quo a Complaint for the determination of just
compensation dated 16 February 1999, docketed as Case No. 1030-G and entitled " Concepcion Padilla Munsayac,
et ah, Plaintiffs, vs. The Department Of Agrarian Reform, et al, Defendants."[10]

Respondents prayed for the appointment of commissioners to investigate and ascertain facts relative to the
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dispute.[11] The relevant part of the commissioner's report reads:

[T]he topography of the land is generally flat, devoted to rice production and accessible to al types of land
transportation. It is rainfed, however, the other landholdings being cultivated by the farmer beneficiaries have
deep wells which is the source of water. There is only one (1) cropping season. Adjacent lots to the
landholdings of the petitioners were sold at P180,000.00 per hectare and it can be mortgaged at P80,000.00 per
hectare. The average harvest per hectare is ninety (90) cavans and there are no trees planted thereon. There
were seasons that tenant-beneficiaries planted vegetables but the produce was solely for home consumption. A
two-hectare portion of the subject land was sold for P300,000.00. The commissioners fixed the just
compensation of petitioners land at P120,000.00 per hectare.[12]

In their Complaint, respondents alleged that petitioners did not pay either just compensation for the property
previously awarded to beneficiaries or the rentals from 1972 to the present.[13] It further averred that petitioners
had valued the property in question at P4,200 per hectare, which was not the just compensation contemplated by
law based on the fair market value of the property, which was P120,000 to P150,000 per hectare.[14]

Petitioners, in their Answer, argued that the valuation of the DAR was arrived at in accordance with P.D. 27
and/or E.O. 228, which by itself already provided the formula for the cost of the land, which was also the
compensation for the landowner.[15]

Adopting the recommendation of the commissioners, the court a quo issued its Decision[16] dated 27 May 2009,
ruling that the just compensation payable to respondents was P978,756; and that the applicable law for the
determination of just compensation was R.A. 6657, as P.D. 27 and E.O. 228 only had suppletory application.[17]
The fallo of the RTC Decision reads:

WHEREFORE, judgment is hereby rendered:

- Fixing the just compensation for plaintiffs 8.1563 hectares land at Pl 20,000.00 per hectare or a total of
P978756.00;

- Ordering the defendant Land Bank of the Philippines to pay the above amount to the plaintiffs] in cash and
bonds in the manner provided by law.

SO ORDERED.[18]

Petitioners bid for a reconsideration of the adverse Decision failed, pursuant to the court a quo's, Order[19] dated
7 July 2009.

Petitioners LBP and DAR filed their appeal before the CA, which consolidated[20] the two cases docketed as
CA-G.R. SP No. 109992 and CA-G.R. SP No. 109778. In its Decision[21] dated 14 September 2011, the CA
denied the appeal for lack of merit and affirmed the RTC Decision.

Hence, these petitions before this Court.

On 18 July 2012, this Court resolved to consolidate G.R. Nos. 201856-57 and 201871, as both cases assailed the
same CA Decisions and Resolution.[22]

Ultimately, this Court is called upon to determine the issue of whether or not the CA committed a serious error in
law in upholding the RTC ruling.

Ruling of the Court
The Petitions are denied.

R.A. 6657, as amended by R.A. 9700,
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isthe applicable law in this case.

When the agrarian reform process under P.D. 27 remains incomplete and is overtaken by R.A. 6657, the rule is
that just compensation for the landowner — if it has yet to be settled — should be determined and the process
concluded under R.A. 6657, with P.D. 27 and E.O. 228 applying only suppletorily.[23]

Land Bank of the Philippines v. Natividad[24] isinstructive:

Land Bank's contention that the property was acquired for purposes of agrarian reform on October 21, 1972,
the time of the effectivity of P.D. 27, ergo just compensation should be based on the value of the property as of
that time and not at the time of possession in 1993, is likewise erroneous. In Office of the President,
Malacafiang, Manilav. Court of Appeals, we ruled that the seizure of the landholding did not take place on the
date of effectivity of P.D. 27 but would take effect [upon] payment of just compensation.

Under the factual circumstances of this case, the agrarian reform process is still incomplete as the just
compensation to be paid private respondents has yet to be settled. Considering the passage of R.A. 6657 before
the completion of this process, the just compensation should be determined and the process concluded under
the said law. Indeed, R.A. 6657 is the applicable law, with P.D. 27 and EO 228 having only suppletory effect,
conformably with our ruling in Parisv. Alfeche.

XX XX

It would certainly be inequitable to determine just compensation based on the guideline provided by P.D. 27
and EO 228 considering the DAR's failure to determine just compensation for a considerable length of time.
That just compensation should be determined in accordance with R.A. 6657, and not P.D. 27 or EO 228, is
especially imperative considering that just compensation should be the full and fair equivalent of the property
taken from its owner by the expropriator, the equivalent being real, substantial, full and ample.[25] (Emphases
supplied)

The Court applied the ruling in Land Bank of the Philippines v. Natividad to its ruling in Meneses v. Secretary of
Agrarian Reform:[26]

As previously noted, the property was expropriated under the Operation Land Transfer scheme of P.D. No. 27
way back in 1972. More than 30 years have passed and petitioners are yet to benefit from it, while the
farmer-beneficiaries have aready been harvesting its produce for the longest time. Events have rendered the
applicability of P.D. No. 27 inequitable. Thus, the provisions of R.A. No. 6657 should apply in this case.[27
](Emphasis supplied)

Still, in Lubrica v. Land Bank of the Philippines,[28] the Court also adhered to Land Bank of the Philippines v.
Natividad:

The Natividad case reiterated the Court's ruling in Office of the President v. Court of Appeals[413 Phil. 711]
that the expropriation of the landholding did not take place on the effectivity of P.D. No. 27 on October 21,
1972 but seizure would take effect on the payment of just compensation judicially determined.

Likewise, in the recent case of Heirs of Francisco R. Tantoco, Sr. v. Court of Appeals [489 SCRA 590], we
held that expropriation of landholdings covered by R.A. No. 6657 takes place, not on the effectivity of the Act
on June 15, 1988, but on the payment of just compensation.[29]

Thisruling was reiterated in arecent case, Holy Trinity Realty & Development Corp. v. Dela Cruz:[30]

The terse statement by the OIC-Regional Director that the Dakila property would still be subject to Republic
Act No. 6657 should Presidential Decree No. 27 be inapplicable did not meet the requirements under Republic
Act No. 6657. Section 7 of Republic Act No. 6657 identified rice and corn lands subject to Presidential Decree
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No. 27 for priority distribution in the first phase and implementation of the CARP.

Insofar as the interplay of these two laws was concerned, the Court has said that during the effectivity of the
Republic Act No. 6657 and in the event of incomplete acquisition under Presidential Decree No. 27, the former
should apply, with the provisions of the latter and Executive Order No. 228 having only suppletory effect.[31]
(Citations omitted; emphasis supplied)

Indeed, R.A. 6657,[32] which took effect on 15 June 1988, was enacted to promote social justice for landless
farmers and provide "a more equitable distribution and ownership of land with due regard for the rights of
landowners to just compensation and to the ecological needs of the nation."[33] Section 4 thereof provides that
the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law shall cover all public and private agricultural lands, including other
lands of public domain suitable for agriculture. Pertinent to this provision is Section 75 of R.A. 6657, which
reads:

SECTION 75. Suppletory Application of Existing Legislation. — The provisions of Republic Act No. 3844 as
amended, Presidential Decree Nos. 27 and 266 as amended, Executive Order Nos. 228 and 229, both Series of
1987; and other laws not inconsistent with this Act shall have suppletory effect.

It is clear from the above that R.A. 6657 is the applicable law when the acquisition process under P.D. 27 is still
incomplete and is overtaken by the former's enactment. Petitioners, therefore, cannot insist on applying P.D. 27;
otherwise, Section 75 of R.A. 6657 would be rendered inutile.

This Court is mindful of a new agrarian reform law, R.A. 9700, entitted "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." This law, which further amended R.A. 6657, was passed by the Congress on 01
July 2009.[34] Notwithstanding this new law, R.A. 6657 is still applicable. The later is supported by R.A. 9700,
Section 5 of which provides:

Section 5. Section 7 of Republic Act No. 6657, as amended, is hereby further amended to read as follows:

SEC. 7. Priorities. - The DAR, in coordination with the Presidential Agrarian Reform Council (PARC) shall
plan and program the final acquisition and distribution of al remaining unacquired and undistributed
agricultural lands from the effectivity of this Act until June 30, 2014. Lands shall be acquired and distributed
asfollows:

Phase One: During the five (5)-year extension period hereafter all remaining lands above fifty (50) hectares
shall be covered for purposes of agrarian reform upon the effectivity of this Act. All private agricultural lands
of landowners with aggregate landholdings in excess of fifty (50) hectares which have already been subjected
to a notice of coverage issued on or before December 10, 2008; rice and corn lands under Presidential Decree
No. 27; al idle or abandoned lands; all private lands voluntarily offered by the owners for agrarian reform:
Provided, That with respect to voluntary land transfer, only those submitted by June 30, 2009 shall be allowed
Provided, further, That after June 30, 2009, the modes of acquisition shall be limited to voluntary offer to sell
and compulsory acquisition: Provided, furthermore, That al previously acquired lands wherein valuation is
subject to challenge by landowners shall be completed and finally resolved pursuant to Section 17 of Republic
Act No. 6657, as amended x x x.[35] (Emphases supplied)

The word "challenge” shall refer to the expression of non-acceptance of valuation by the landowner through the
filing of a just compensation case in Court; a written protest or a similar instrument; or impliedly thru
noncompliance with the requirement to submit pre-payment/documentary requirements despite receipt of notice
or demand.[36] Considering that the just compensation offered by the DAR or the LBP for the acquisition of
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respondents' rice land is being challenged by the landowners, who are respondents in court, it cannot be gainsaid
that this case falls squarely within the ambit of Sec. 5 of R.A. 9700.

For purposes of determining the valuation
and the landowners compensation involving
lands under P.D. 27 and E.O. 228, the
guidelines provided in Section 17 of

R.A. 6657, as amended by R.A. 9700,

may be applied.

Having established that R.A. 6657, as amended by R.A. 9700, is the applicable law in this case, we now proceed
to the determination of the appropriate just compensation for respondents. Note that we are here determining only
whether the CA committed serious errors in law in affirming the RTC determination of just compensation.
Respondents herein accept the formula adopted by the RTC.

Section 17, R.A. 6657, which is particularly relevant, providing as it does the guideposts for the determination of
just compensation, reads as follows:[37]

Sec. 17. Determination of Just Compensation. - In determining just compensation, the cost of acquisition of the
land, the current value of like properties, its nature, actual use and income, the sworn valuation by the owner,
the tax declarations and the assessment made by government assessors shall be considered. The socia and
economic benefits contributed by the farmers and the farmworkers and by the Government to the property as
well as the non-payment of taxes or loans secured from any government financing institution on the said land
shall be considered as additional factors to determine its valuation. (Underscoring supplied)

The RTC ruled:

After examining the evidence in the record as well as the location of the subject landholding, its use, average
gross production, and the prevailing land value in the locality vis-a-vis the DAR's and LBP's valuation, this
Court adopts the recommendation of Commissioners Esguerra and Wong that the just compensation for the
subject landholding be fixed at P120,000 per hectare. The Court notes that the Commissioners took into
consideration the different factors provided for in Section 17, R.A. 6657 such as average gross production,
current value, like properties, nature of the subject properties and actual use. This Court sees no reason to
reject the findings of the Commissioners. [38] (Underscoring supplied)

The CA aso held:

Again, this Court finds no errors on the part of the trial court in adopting the recommendation of the
commissioners:

In any expropriation proceedings and for purposes of determining the just compensation, it is almost always
expected that Commissioners are appointed. |n the instant case as expected, Commissioners were appointed.

Under Section 17 of R.A. 6657 is provided the following:

Sec. 17. Determination of Just Compensation. - In determining just compensation, the cost of acquisition of the
land, the current value of like properties, its nature, actual use and income, the sworn valuation by the owner,
the tax declarations and the assessment made by the government assessors shall be considered.

As shown in the Report of Commissioners, the amount of P120,000 per hectare was somehow based on the
above-quoted provision of the law.[39] (Underscoring supplied)

The RTC, as affirmed by the CA, arrived at the just compensation for respondents property after taking into
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consideration the Commissioners Report on the nature of the subject landholding, its use, average gross
production, and the prevailing value of the lands in the vicinity. This Court is convinced that the RTC correctly
determined the amount of just compensation for respondents in accordance with, and guided by, R.A. 6657 and
existing jurisprudence.

Petitioner asks that we reevaluate the RTC-appointed Panel of Commissioners' evidentiary basis for determining
the value of respondents property. In effect, petitioner LBP is praying for the resolution of a question of fact,
which isimproper in the instant Rule 45 Petition.

It is settled that a review on certiorari under a Rule 45 petition is generally limited to the review of legal issues,
the Court only resolves questions of law that have been properly raised by the parties during the appeal and in the
petition.[40] It is not the function of this Court to analyze or weigh all over again evidence already considered in
the proceedings below, its jurisdiction being limited to reviewing only errors of law that may have been
committed by the lower court.[41] The resolution of factual issues is the function of the lower courts, whose
findings on these matters are received with respect.[42]

The RTC's factual findings were supported by the report of the independent Panel of Commissioners and were
duly affirmed by the CA.[43] Absent any allegation of irregularity or grave abuse of discretion, the factual
findings of the lower courts, will no longer be disturbed.[44] Hence, the judicial determination of the value of the
expropriated portion amounting to P120,000 per hectare is affirmed.

It must also be noted that the date of the taking of the subject lot from respondents was 21 October 1972 and the
landowners are still unpaid up to this date. For years, respondents have been deprived of the use and enjoyment of
their landholding without payment of just compensation. Although the purpose of P.D. 27 is the emancipation of
tenants from the bondage of the soil and the transfer to them of the ownership of the land they till, this noble
purpose should not trample on the right of the landowners to be fairly and justly compensated for the value of
their property.[45]

Considering these circumstances, we grant legal interest on the just compensation for respondents where thereis a
delay in payment,[46] since the landowners' just compensation was considered an effective forbearance on the
part of the State.

WHEREFORE, the Petitions are DENIED. The consolidated Decision dated 14 September 2011 rendered by the
Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 109992 and CA-G.R. SP No. 109778 is AFFIRMED with
MODIFICATION. Lega interest on the award for just compensation shall run at the rate of 12% inteiest per
annum from 21 October 1972 until 30 June 2013. Thereafter, or beginning 1 July 2013 until fully paid, lega
interest shall be at 6% per annum.

SO ORDERED.

Leonardo- De Castro, Bersamin, Perlas-Bernabe, and Caguioa, JJ., concur.

[1] Rollo (G.R. Nos. 201856-57), pp. 53-71. Penned by Associate Justice Danton Q. Bueser, with Associate
Justices Hakim S. Abdulwahid and Ricardo R. Rosario concurring.

[2] Id. at 200-202. Penned by Presiding Judge Ismael P. Casabar.
[3] Id. at 203.
[4] Id. at 93.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 9
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. Nos. 201856-57. March 16, 2016

[5] Id.

[6] Id. at 93-94.

[7] Id. at 94.

[8] Id.

[9] Id.

[10] Id. at 95.

[11] Rollo (G.R. No. 201871), p. 11.
[12] Id. at 11-12.

[13] Supranote 1, at 218.

[14] Id.

[15] Id. at 227.

[16] Id. at 200-202.

[17] 1. at 97.

[18] Id. at 202.

[19] Id. at 203.

[20] Per Resolution dated 29 October 2009, both Petitions for Review filed by petitioners were consolidated.
[21] Supranote 1, at 53-71.

[22] Id. at 193-A.

[23] LBP v. Lajom, G.R. Nos. 184982 & 185048, 20 August 2014; LBP v. Santiago, Jr., G.R. No. 182209, 03
October 2012, 682 SCRA 278; citations omitted.

[24] IBPv. Natividad, 497 Phil. 738 (2005).

[25] Id. at 739-740, 746-747.

[26] Meneses V. Secretary of Agrarian Reform, 535 Phil. 819-834 (2006).

[27] 1d. at 823. 833.

[28] Lubricav. Land Bank of the Philippines, 537 Phil. 571-584 (2006).

[29] 1d. at 580.

[30] Holy Trinity Realty & Development Corp. v. Dela Cruz, G.R. No. 200454, 22 October 2014.
[31] Id.

[32] AN ACT INSTITUTING A COMPREHENSIVE AGRARIAN REFORM PROGRAM TO PROMOTE
SOCIAL JUSTICE AND INDUSTRIALIZATION, PROVIDING THE MECHANISM FOR- ITS
IMPLEMENTATION, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.

[33] Republic Act No. 6657 (1988), Sec. 2.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 9
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. Nos. 201856-57. March 16, 2016

[34] Section 34. Effectivity Clause. - This Act shall take effect on 01 July 2009 and it shall be published in at least
two (2) newspapers of general circulation.

[35] Republic Act No. 9700, amending R.A. 6657; Sec. 5.

[36] DAR Administrative Order No. 01, s. 2010.

[37] Land Bank of the Phils. V. Vdade Abello, 602 Phil. 710-721 (2009).
[38] Supranote 1, at 202.

[39] Id. at 67-68.

[40] City Government of Valenzuelav. Agustines, G.R. No. 209369 (Notice), 28 January 2015; citing Y sidoro v.
Leonardo-De Castro, 665 SCRA 1, 13 (2012).

[41] City Government of Valenzuelav. Agustines, G.R. No. 209369 (Notice), 28 January 2015.

[42] City Government of Valenzuela v. Agustines, G.R. No. 209369 (Notice), 28 January 2015; citing Heirs of
Pacencia Racazav. Abay-abay, 672 SCRA 622, 627-628 (2012).

[43] See LBPv. Montalvan, G.R. No. 190336, 27 June 2012, 675 SCRA 380.

[44] Id.

[45] Supranote 37.

[46] Nacar v. Gallery Frames, G.R. No. 189871,13 August 2013, 703 SCRA 439, 455.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 9
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. Nos. 201856-57. March 16, 2016

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 9 of 9
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



