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SECOND DIVISION

[ G.R. No. 186192, August 25, 2010 ]

THE HEIRS OF MATEO PIDACAN AND ROMANA BIGO, NAMELY:
PACITA PIDACAN VDA. DE ZUBIRI AND ADELA PIDACAN VDA. DE

ROBLES, PETITIONERS, VS. AIR TRANSPORTATION OFFICE,
REPRESENTED BY ITS ACTING DIRECTOR BIENVENIDO MANGA,

RESPONDENT. 




D E C I S I O N

NACHURA, J.:

Before this Court is a Petition[1] for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules
of Civil Procedure praying that the Orders[2] issued by the Regional Trial Court (RTC)
of San Jose, Occidental Mindoro, Branch 46, dated June 23, 2008 and January 23,
2009, be set aside and that said RTC be directed to issue a Writ of Execution
enforcing this Court's Decision in Heirs of Mateo Pidacan and Romana Eigo v. Air
Transportation Office (ATO).[3]

The facts are summarized as follows:

In 1935, spouses Mateo Pidacan and Romana Bigo, predecessors-in-interest of
petitioners-heirs namely, Pacita Pidacan Vda. de Zubiri and Adela Pidacan Vda. de
Robles (petitioners), acquired a parcel of land with an area of about 22 hectares,
situated in San Jose, Occidental Mindoro (the property). Thereafter, Original
Certificate of Title (OCT) No. 2204 was issued in favor of said spouses.

However, in 1948, respondent Air Transportation Office (ATO)[4] used a portion of
the property as an airport. In 1974, the ATO constructed a perimeter fence and a
new terminal building on the property. The ATO also lengthened, widened, and
cemented the airport's runway. Petitioners demanded from ATO the payment of the
value of the property as well as the rentals for the use thereof but ATO refused.
Eventually in 1988, OCT No. 2204 was cancelled and Transfer Certificate of Title No.
T-7160 was issued in favor of petitioners. Despite this development, ATO still
refused to pay petitioners.

Petitioners filed a complaint with the RTC against ATO for payment of the value of
the property and rentals due thereon. In 1994, the RTC promulgated a decision,
ordering ATO to pay rentals and the value of the land at P89.00 per square meter.
ATO appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA) which remanded the case to the court a
quo for further proceedings. The CA also held that just compensation should had
been determined as of the time the property was taken for public use.

On remand, the RTC ruled again in favor of petitioners, ordering ATO, among others,
to pay petitioners the amount of P304.00 per sq m for the area expropriated or a
total of P65,584,048.00, imposing interest at the rate of 12% per annum from



February 1, 2001 until full payment, and to pay monthly rentals for the use and
occupation of the property from January 1, 1957 to January 31, 2001, for a total
amount of P6,249,645.40, with interest at the rate of 12% per annum until the
same is fully paid.

Undaunted, the ATO went to the CA, which again remanded the case to the court a
quo for the determination of just compensation on the basis of the market value
prevailing in 1948. Petitioners moved for reconsideration, but the motion was
denied. Aggrieved, petitioners filed a petition for review on certiorari before this
Court.

On June 15, 2007, we ruled in favor of petitioners, holding that ATO's act of
converting petitioners' private property into an airport came within the purview of
eminent domain and as a consequence, petitioners were completely deprived of the
beneficial use and enjoyment of their property. We declared that justice and fairness
dictate that the appropriate reckoning point for the valuation of petitioners' property
was when the RTC made its order of expropriation in 2001. However, we deleted the
RTC's award of rental payments for lack of evidence. Thus, we disposed of the case
in this wise:

WHEREFORE, the petition is GRANTED. The assailed Decision dated
August 20, 2003 and the Resolution dated March 17, 2004 of the Court of
Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 72404 are SET ASIDE. The Decision dated
February 1, 2001 of the Regional Trial Court of San Jose, Occidental
Mindoro, Branch 46 in Civil Case No. R-800 is AFFIRMED with
MODIFICATION, as follows:




1. The actual area occupied by respondent ATO covered by Transfer
Certificate of Title No. T-7160, totaling 215,737 square meters[,] is
declared expropriated in favor of the ATO.




2. The ATO is ordered to pay petitioners the amount of P304.39 per
square meter for the area expropriated, or a total of P65,668,185.43 with
interest at the rate of 6% per annum from February 1, 2001, until the
same is fully paid.




No pronouncement as to costs.



SO ORDERED.[5]



On July 10, 2007, ATO filed a Motion for Partial Reconsideration which we denied
with finality in our Resolution[6] dated September 12, 2007. On October 25, 2007,
Entry of Judgment[7] was made. Thus, on February 20, 2008, petitioners filed a
Motion for Execution[8] before the RTC. On February 27, 2008, the ATO, through the
Office of the Solicitor General, filed an Opposition[9] to petitioners' Motion.




On June 23, 2008, the RTC issued an Order denying petitioners' Motion for
Execution on the ground that the prosecution, enforcement, or satisfaction of State
liability must be pursued in accordance with the rules and procedures laid down in



Commonwealth Act No. 327,[10] as amended by Presidential Decree (P.D.) No. 1445.
[11] The RTC also relied on this Court's Administrative Circular No. 10-2000, dated
October 25, 2000, which enjoined all judges to observe utmost caution, prudence,
and judiciousness in the issuance of writs of execution to satisfy money judgments
against government agencies and local government units. Thus, the RTC disposed:

WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered, the Motion For the
Issuance of a Writ of Execution filed by the plaintiffs is hereby DENIED.
However, the plaintiffs are implored to file and pursue their monetary
claims against the government with the Commission on Audit pursuant to
paragraph 4, Section 6 of P.D. No. 1445 vis-a-vis Rule VIII of [the] 1997
COA Revised Rules of Procedure.




SO ORDERED.[12]



Petitioners filed their Motion for Reconsideration[13] which the RTC, however, denied
in its Order dated January 23, 2009.




Hence, this Petition raising the following issues:



1. W[H]ETHER OR NOT RESPONDENT AIR TRANSPORTATION OFFICE
IS ALREADY IN LEGAL ESTOPPEL TO OPPOSE PETITIONERS'
MOTION FOR EXECUTION BECAUSE IT HAS LITIGATED AND
OPPOSED THE CLAIM OF THE PETITIONERS FROM THE RTC OF SAN
JOSE, OCCIDENTAL MINDORO, THE COURT OF APPEALS, AND ALL
THE WAY UP TO THIS HONORABLE COURT[;]

2. WHETHER OR NOT THE FINAL DECISION OF THIS HONORABLE
COURT CANNOT BE EXECUTED BY THE TRIAL COURT IN THE LIGHT
OF PARAGRAPH 4, SECTION 6 OF P.D. NO. 1445 VIS-A-VIS RULE
VIII OF THE 1997 COA REVISED RULES OF PROCEDURE AND
ADMINISTRATIVE CIRCULAR NO. 10-2000, DATED OCTOBER 25,
2000[; AND]

3. IN THE LIGHT OF THE FINAL DECISION OF THIS HONORABLE
COURT[,] IS IT NOT THAT RESPONDENT AIR TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE IS THE ONE WHO IS LEGALLY BOUND TO PURSUE AND GET
THE MONETARY CLAIM OF THE PETITIONERS AS DECIDED BY THIS
HONORABLE COURT FROM OTHER GOVERNMENT OFFICES[?][14]

Petitioners claim that ATO is now in estoppel because it did not invoke any doctrine
which provides that any decision against ATO cannot be executed; that
Administrative Circular No. 10-2000 is merely intended to prevent possible
circumvention of Commission on Audit (COA) rules and regulations which cannot
happen in this case as this Court already decided with finality on ATO's liability; that
said circular only enjoins judges to observe utmost caution but does not per se
prohibit the issuance of writs of execution for money claims against the
government;[15] and that it is incumbent upon the RTC to direct ATO to look for the



necessary funds in order to satisfy the decision of this Court. Moreover, petitioners
manifest that, on March 3, 2009, Ruben F. Ciron, Director General of ATO, wrote
petitioners' counsel,[16] the pertinent portions of which state:

This is in connection with your claim for compensation over the portion of
lot occupied by San Jose Airport subject of the case named Heirs of
Mateo Pidacan, et. al. (Petitioners) v. Air Transportation Office
(Respondent), docketed as G.R. No. 162779, covered by TCT No. 7160
affecting 215,737 square meters ordering the defendant to pay the
plaintiffs just compensation with legal interest.




In this regard, we are pleased to inform you that the funding for the
initial payment for the acquisition of the above-described lot encroached
by San Jose Airport was earmarked in the 2007 General Appropriation[s]
Act for ATO-DOTC Infrastructure Program. However, its release was held
by the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) with the advice to
file the individual claims directly with the Commission for Adjudication by
the Commission Proper, Commission on Audit, Commonwealth Avenue,
Quezon City on a quantum meruit basis.[17]




In its Comment,[18] ATO, through the Office of the Government Corporate Counsel
(OGCC), argues that the RTC faithfully complied with Administrative Circular No. 10-
2000 by not indiscriminately issuing any writ of execution to enforce money claims
against the government in accordance with existing jurisprudence and the provisions
of P.D. No. 1445. Section 26[19] of P.D. No. 1445 provides that all money claims
against the government or any of its subdivisions, agencies, and instrumentalities
must be filed with the COA. The OGCC also submits that petitioners failed to
properly observe the principle of the hierarchy of courts by directly filing their
Petition before this Court without raising pure questions of law.




We grant the Petition.



Well-settled in this jurisdiction that the determination of just compensation is a
judicial prerogative.[20] Thus, in Export Processing Zone Authority v. Judge Dulay,
[21] we declared:




The determination of "just compensation" in eminent domain cases is a
judicial function. The executive department or the legislature may make
the initial determinations but when a party claims a violation of the
guarantee in the Bill of Rights that private property may not be taken for
public use without just compensation, no statute, decree, or executive
order can mandate that its own determination shall prevail over the
court's findings. Much less can the courts be precluded from looking into
the "just-ness" of the decreed compensation.




In view of this mandate, this Court has finally spoken in our Decision on June 15,
2007, declaring the property to be expropriated in favor of ATO and ordering the
latter to pay petitioners just compensation. This ruling had already become final and


