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THIRD DIVISION

[ G.R. NO. 153456, March 02, 2007 ]

ROBERTO PADUA, PETITIONER, VS. THE HON. COURT OF
APPEALS, ATTY. DELFIN B. SAMSON, DEPARTMENT OF
AGRARIAN REFORM, AND MR. TEOFILO INOCENCIO,*

RESPONDENTS.
  

D E C I S I O N

AUSTRIA-MARTINEZ, J.:

Herein Petition for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court assails
the December 18, 2001 Decision and May 7, 2002 Resolution[1] of the Court of
Appeals (CA) which dismissed the Petition for Annulment of a Final and Executory
Order of the Secretary of Agrarian Reform, docketed as CA- G.R. SP No. 59366.[2]

The CA summarized the facts as follows:

Private respondents Pepito Dela Cruz, et al. (Dela Cruz, et al.) were tenants of Lot
Nos. 68 and 90 of the Dolores Ongsiako Estate in Anao, Tarlac. In 1966, upon the
request of Anao Mayor Catalino Cruz (Mayor Cruz), Dela Cruz, et al. agreed to
donate said properties to the municipality on the condition that these be used as
school sites. The project did not materialize and, in 1977, Dela Cruz, et al. asked
that the properties be returned to them. However, they found out that Mayor Cruz
had distributed Lot No. 68 to Flor Labagnoy (Labagnoy) and Lot No. 90 to Edwin
Cruz (Cruz) who were each issued a Certificate of Land Transfer (CLT).[3]

Upon Petition for Cancellation of CLT filed by Dela Cruz, et al., Department of
Agrarian Reform (DAR) Secretary Condrado Estrella issued an Order dated April 19,
1982 (Estrella Order), cancelling the CLT issued to Labagnoy and Cruz. The latter
filed a Petition for Relief from Judgment for lack of due process but the same was
denied by Secretary Estrella in his Order dated September 19, 1984. Labagnoy and
Cruz appealed to the Office of the President (OP) which dismissed the same in an
Order dated May 9, 1990. Said May 9, 1990 OP Order became final and the same
was partially executed with the restoration of Lot No. 68 in the possession of Dela
Cruz, et al..[4]

However, during the pendency of the appeal before the OP, Cruz executed an
Affidavit of Waiver over his interest in Lot No. 90 on the basis of which DAR Regional
Office III issued an Order dated December 7, 1987 cancelling the CLT of Cruz and
declaring Lot No. 90 open for disposition.[5] On November 7, 1989, then DAR
Secretary Miriam Defensor Santiago issued an Order awarding Lot No. 90 to herein
petitioner Roberto Padua (Padua) who had been occupying said property and paying
the amortization thereon to the Land Bank of the Philippines (LBP).



Aggrieved, Dela Cruz, et al., acting thru Anao Mayor Clemente Apuan, filed with the
DAR Secretary a Letter-Petition for Cancellation (Letter-Petition) of the December 7,
1987 DAR Regional Office III Order and the November 7, 1989 DAR Order. [6]

DAR Secretary Garilao granted the Letter-Petition in an Order dated July 2, 1995
(Garilao Order), to wit:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, Order is hereby issued granting the
petition, thereby cancelling the Order of Award dated November 7, 1989
issued in favor of Roberto Padua involving Lot No. 90, Psd-185539,
Ongsiako Estate and directing the Regional Director to cause the
restoration of possession of said lot in favor of the petitioners. All
payments made by Roberto Padua on account of said lot as rentals for
the use thereof are forfeited in favor of the government.

 

SO ORDERED.[7]
 

Accordingly, DAR Regional Director Nestor Acosta (Director Acosta) issued a
Memorandum[8] dated May 9, 2000, directing herein public respondent Provincial
Agrarian Reform Officer Teofilo Inocencio (PARO Inocencio) to implement the Garilao
Order. In turn, PARO Inocencio instructed Municipal Agrarian Reform Officer Lino
Mabborang (MARO Mabborang) to issue the necessary documents to award Lot No.
90 to Dela Cruz, et al..[9]

 

Upon being informed by MARO Mabborang of the implementation of the Garilao
Order, Padua filed with the CA a Petition for Annulment of a Final and Executory
Order of the Secretary of Agrarian Reform with Prayer for Temporary Restraining
Order and/or Preliminary Injunction.[10] In justifying his recourse to a Petition for
Annulment, Padua claims that the DAR under Sec. 50 of Comprehensive Agrarian
Reform Law (CARL) cannot take cognizance of the petition for cancellation because
the matter involved is a civil law issue relating to the validity of a contract of sale
executed by LBP and petitioner, not an agrarian reform matter; that cancellation can
only be ordered by a court of justice, not by an administrative agency exercising
only quasi-judicial powers, more so if it is considered that plaintiff was a purchaser
for value and was not a party to the controversy between farmers/tenants and the
grantees of the certificate of land transfer; that Sec. 50 of CARL falls under the
heading of Administrative Adjudication under Chapter XII, hence, this administrative
adjudication cannot be the mechanism for resolutions of a contract; and, that this
was in fact the stand of PARO Inocencio in his 2nd Indorsement dated February 15,
1994.[11]

Padua also claimed lack of due process in that he was allegedly never impleaded as
a party to the Petition for Cancellation of CLT nor furnished a copy of the Letter-
Petition but that he became aware of the Garilao Order only when it was about to be
implemented.[12]

 

On December 18, 2001, the CA issued the herein assailed Decision, dismissing the
Petition for Annulment for being the wrong mode of questioning the Garilao Order. It
held that Rule 47 applies only to final judgments and orders of Regional Trial Courts
(RTCs) in civil cases and not to orders issued by the DAR Secretary.[13] The CA also
affirmed the Garilao Order, holding that then DAR Secretary Garilao had authority to



resolve the Letter-Petition as it involved an agrarian dispute.[14] The CA also
rejected the contention of Padua that he was not accorded due process in view of
evidence on record that he was notified of the proceedings on the Letter-Petition but
he chose not to participate therein.[15]

Padua filed a Motion for Reconsideration[16] which the CA denied in its

May 7, 2002 Resolution.[17]

Hence, the present Petition on the following grounds:

The Court of Appeals committed a grave and reversible error when it held
that Rule 47 of the Rules of Civil Procedure may not be availed of for
assailing an Order of the Secretary of Agrarian Reform.[18]

 

The Court of Appeals committed reversible error in not holding that the
Department of Agrarian Reform acted without jurisdiction.[19]

 
We find that the CA correctly dismissed the Petition for Annulment and affirmed the
Garilao Order.

 

We reiterate that a petition for annulment of judment under Rule 47 of the Rules of
Court may be availed of against final judgments and orders rendered by either RTCs
in civil actions[20] or Municipal Trial Courts[21] (MTCs).[22] Final judgments or orders
of quasi-judicial tribunals such as the National Labor Relations Commission,[23] the
Ombudsman,[24] the Civil Service Commission,[25] and the OP[26] are beyond the
reach of a petition for annulment under Rule 47. An order of the DAR Secretary
issued in the exercise of his quasi-judicial powers is also outside its scope. Justice
Jose C. Vitug, in Macalalag v. Ombudsman,[27] explained the rationale behind the
limited application of Rule 47, to wit:

 
The right to appeal is a mere statutory privilege and may be exercised
only in the manner prescribed by, and in accordance with, the provisions
of law. There must then be a law expressly granting such right. This legal
axiom is also applicable and even more true in actions for annulment of
judgments which is an exception to the rule on finality of judgments. [28]

 

In the present case, neither Republic Act (R.A.) No. 6657[29] nor R.A. No. 7902[30]

allows a petition for annulment of a final DAR decision or order. Section 61[31] of
R.A. No. 6657 provides that a DAR decision or order be reviewable by the CA in
accordance with the Rules of Court. In turn, the Rules of Court, consistent with
Supreme Court Administrative Circular No. 1-95 and R.A. No. 7902, prescribes
under Rule 43[32] that the mode of appeal from decisions or orders of DAR as a
quasi-judicial agency is by petition for review to the CA.[33] Padua's recourse to a
Petition for Annulment of the Garilao Order, rather than a petition for review, was
therefore fatally infirm.

 

Even if Padua's Petition for Annulment had been treated by the CA as a petition for
review, it would still have failed.

 



Section 50 of R.A. No. 6657 vests in DAR the following quasi-judicial power:

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).

 

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. Towards this end, it shall adopt a uniform rule of
procedure to achieve a just, expeditious and inexpensive determination
for every action or proceeding before it.

 

On August 30, 2000, DAR adopted Administrative Order No. 06-00[34] or the Rules
of Procedure for Agrarian Law Implementation Cases. Section 2 thereof states:

 
Section 2. Cases Covered. - These Rules shall govern cases falling within
the exclusive jurisdiction of the DAR Secretary which shall include the
following:

 

(a) Classification and identification of landholdings for coverage under the
Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP), including protests or
opposition thereto and petitions for lifting of coverage;

 

(b) Identification, qualification or disqualification of potential
farmer-beneficiaries;

 

(c) Subdivision surveys of lands under CARP;
 

(d) Issuance, recall or cancellation of Certificates of Land Transfer
(CLTs) and CARP Beneficiary Certificates (CBCs) in cases outside
the purview of Presidential Decreee No. 816, including the
issuance, recall or cancellation of Emancipation Patents (EPs) or
Certificates of Land Ownership Awards (CLOAs) not yet
registered with the Register of Deeds;

 

x x x x (Emphasis ours)
 

In the disputed July 2, 1995 Order, then DAR Secretary Garilao cancelled the award
to Padua of Lot No. 90, thereby declaring the latter not qualified to acquire the
property as an agrarian reform beneficiary.[35] Said Order was therefore issued by
Sec. Garilao in the exercise of his power under Section 50 of R.A. No. 6657 and
Section 2 (b) of Administrative Order No. 06-00.

 

Padua insists, however, that his status in relation to Lot No. 90 was no longer that of
a mere potential agrarian reform farmer-beneficiary but a civil law vendor dealing
directly with the LBP in the payment of amortizations on the property.[36] That view


