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y Note J!uj Foreciosure Sale and Damages with an

i ot the Issuance of a Temporary Restroining Order and/or
Writ of Preliminar {rs;u_nclro:‘; '3'~_=01@ the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of
Malolos, Bulacan, against petitioner Land Bank of the Philippines (Land
Ban:{)."

in their Complaint, the spouses D2 lecus prave d for tlwe dﬁciauculm ol
nuility of the subject real estate inorigages and promissery notes thev executed
in {favor of Land Bank, as well as the foreciosure pro t,ed ngs m!imed by the
latier.” They likewise sought the issuance sc-i a lemporary restrainiog order
(TRO) and/or a writ of preliminury injunciion against the bank to provent it
“from consolidating its ownes mlp over the properties.’ ‘ccm‘ding to them,
consolidation was impending since o Certiticate of ‘:n’a was already issued in
Pand Bank’s favor and the sume was already registered with the Registry of
Deeds of Malolos, Bulacas.
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The RTC further ordered the resetting of the hearing due to Atty. Latosa’s
demise.'” It conducted the preliminary conference on July 19, 2011 and set
the presentation of the couple’s evidence on June 26, 2012 and August 7,
2012." '

On May 22, 2012, the bank, through its new counsel, filed an Entry of
Appearance and Manifestation®® stating (hat it will proceed to consolidate its
ownership constdering that the one-year redemption period already lapsed
without the spouses redeeming the properties, and because the period for
issuing the writ of preliminary injunction, which was the duration of Atty.
Latesa’s comimitment not to consolidate, lapsed without the RTC issuing the
same.?!

On June 5, 2012, the spouscs De Jesus liled a Counter-Manifestation and
Motion,** arguing that Land Bank may not consolidate its ownership in view
of Atty. Latosa’s commitment not to consoiidate for the duration of the main
case, and not for the period for the issuance of a writ of preliminary
injunction, as claimed by the bank.”® They explained that it was precisely
because of such commitment that they no longer pursued the application for
TRO.** Since Land Bank was supposedly threatening to violate such
commitiment, they prayed for an otrder setting the case for hearing on the
issuance of a writ of preliminary injunction and requiring Land Bank to
maintain sfafus guo by not proceeding with consolidation.”

Ruling of the Regional Trial
Court:

In its August 22, 2012 Order.”® the RTC denied the spouses De lesus’
motion for a stutus quo order after finding that consclidation became a matter
of right on the part of the bank when the one-year redemption period lapsed
without them redeaming the properties.” Further, the trial court held that a
stutus quo order cannot be granted as the same would be tantamount to an
injunction order which it cannot grant without a hearing.”®
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The dispositive portion of the August 22, 2012 Ovder reads:

WHERFTFORE, the motion {or the issuance of a stalus gquo order is
hereby DENILD based o the aloresnid reasens.
Lel. therelore. the hiearing set on Gelober 20 2012 at 8:30 10 the morning,

X
proceed as previously scheduled.
Notify partics of this Order.

SO ORDERED

The De Jesus couple filed a motion for reconsideration™ which was,
however, denied for lack of merit by the RTC in its November 29, 2012
Order.’! Ience. their Petition for Cerfiorari’ before the CA.

Ruling of the Court of Appeais:

In its assailed Decision, the CA held that the RTC commited a grave
abuse of discretion when it denied the motion for the issuance of a srafus quo
order, considering that no hearing was cver conducted on the spouses De
Jesus’ application for preliminary injunction.” The appellate court opined that
the spouses De Jesus must first be heard before Land Bank can consolidate.™
Accordingly, the appellate court remanded the case to the trial couit for the
hearing on the appiication for preliminary injunction.”

The dispositive portion of the assailed Decision reads:

WHEREFORE. premiscs considered. the petiion is GRANTED. The
August 22, 2012 and November 29, 2012 Orders of the Public Respondent the
Hlon. Virgilita B. Castillo, Presiding Judge of Branch 6 of the Regional frial
Court of Malolos. Bulacan in Civil Casc No. 669-M-2009 entitled Spouscs
Milu and Rosalina De fesus vs. Land Bank of the Philippines, Office of the
Clerk of Court — Ex-Oiticio Sheriff and the Register of Deeds of Bulacan are
REVERSED and SET ASIBE and the case is REMANDED to the RTC for
[urther and immediate proceedings on the application for the issuance of ¢ Wil
of Preliminary Injunciion pleaded Yor by the Peationers.

SO QRDIIRE

O |d. at 182,
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Land Bank moved for reconsideration,’” arguing that the spouses De
Jesus should already be deemed to have abandoned their application for
preliminary injunction for two reasons: firsz, they moved for the pre-trial of
the case to be held on December 9, 2009, instead of proceeding with the
presentation of the evidence for their application for preliminary injunction as
originally scheduled; and second, because it took them two years to move for
the hearing on their application for preliminary injunction.*®

In its assailed Resolution, the CA denied Land Bank’s motion for
reconsideration after finding that there was nothing on record to show that the
RTC construed the spouses De Jesus’ metion to set the case for pre-trial as an
abandonment of their application for preliminary injunction.*” The appellate
court further held that Land Bank infringed on the spouses De Jesus’ right to
procedural due process when it consolidated its ownership over the properties
even before the RTC could have rendercd a ruling on their motion for
reconsideration of its August 22, 2012 Order.?

Hence, this Petition, where Land Bank maintains that the De Jesus couple
should already be deemed to have abandoned their application for preliminary
injunction, as clearly manifested in their actions.*! Land Bank points out that
the spouses” act of [iling a motion to set the main case for pre-trial is
inconsistent with their application for preliminary injunction, as such course
of action shows that there is no “urgent necessity” for its issuance which Is
essential to the grant of injunctive relief.** Thus, Land Bank posits that the
RTC did not commit any grave abuse of discretion when it refused to conduct
a hearing on the spouses” application for preliminary injunction.™

Land Bank further argues that the CA’s assailed Decision was in the
nature of an injunction order granted without the benefit of a hearing,
preventing as it does Land Bank's consolidation, and consequently violates its
right to due process.

Finally, Land Bank argues that the application for preliminary injunction
bad already become moot and academic in light of the ongoing trial on the
merits and its subsequent consolidation of cwnership over the properties.*
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in their Comment,* the De Jesus couple argue that their fatiure to move
for the hearing of the l']‘l.J.llC"l()‘1 for two years may not be nterpreted as a
waiver of the right to procecd with the inii.,,nction, as 1t resulled {rom an
agreement voluntarily entered into by the parties.*” They point out that that the
withdrawal of thelr motion for the issuance of TRO was conditioned on Land
Bank’s supposed commitment nat to conseiidate nending resolution of the
main case."?

They further areue thet the fact that the CA's August 220 2012 Order was
in the nature of a statis qrm Uld"" d“u; net justitfy its reversal.”” They posit
that unlike an injunction order which needs a hearing, a stafus guo order can
be issued without a hearing.™ Thus, there was allegedly no violation of Land
Bank’s right to due process.”

In its Reply,” Land Bank maintains that the spouses De Jesus’ filing of a
motion setting the case for pre-trial, coupled by their inaction or failure to
actively move for the hearing of the said application for more than two years,
arc clear manifestations of abandomment oi their application {or preliminary
injunction.™

Issue

Did the CA ey in reversing the RTC's A ugus st 22, 2012 and November

26, 2012 Orders for supposca]:- peine issued with grave abuse of discretion
amoummg to lau\ or excess of jurisdiction?

{dur Ruling
We rule in the afiirmative.

The CA erred in reversing the
RTC’s August 22, 2012 and
November 29, 2012 Orders.

After a judicious review of the records, We find that the CA erred in
reversing the RTC's August 22, 2012 and November 29, 2012 Orders. The
trial court did wof commit any grave abuse of discretion when it dented the

M
spousas De Jesus” motion for issuance of a starws quo order and when it no
longer conducted the hearing on their application for preiiminary injunction.

d. wt 373380
Id. at 375,
Wid. at 370,

" 1d. at 377-378.
a1 ’d
id.

0d. at U544,
*oAd. at 406,
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Grave abuse of discretion exists when “as

) 1act is (1) done conlrary to the
Constitution, the law or jurisprudence or (2) executed  whimsically,
apriciously or arbitrarily, out of malice, ill will or personal bias.”™ It has

i

egcn described as follows:

oG

“Grave abuse of diseretion” impiicz-; such canricious and whimsical

exereise of judyment ag to be coubvaient o fack or sxcess of jurisdiction: in
other words, power is exercised in zn arhirary or despotic manner by teasnn of
cassien, prejudice, or personal hosulity: and such HErCise (8 30 patent Or so
gross as 16 amount 10 an evasion of a positive duty or to a vivtual refusal either
to perivrm the duty enjoine u or o ael at all in contemplation of law, Mere abuse
ol discretion i not enough.™ (Emphasis supplied)

rlere, the RTC did not act with such caprictous and whimsical exercise of

judgment when it issued its August 22, 2012 Order denying the spouses De
lesus’ motion for a sfaefus que order, and its November 29, 2012 QOrder
denying their motion for reconsideration. On the conirary, 1t acted within its
Jurisdiction and in accordance with the law,

A states  quo  order  wourld
prevent E,-;r nd  Bank  from
consolidation.

A status o order is “in the nature of 2 cease and desist order.™ and is
“imended to maintain the last, ac‘"l‘al, peaceabie and uncoutested state of
things which precaded the controversy.””’ If the RTC nted houses De
fesus” prayer Jor such order, Land Bank w z‘l be prevented from consolidating
its ownership over the properties for the duration o1 such orger.

sy
s

4]

Py
r
b

-

:_\J

i

[,

L

o

e

=
v

UJ

However, We fiod no legal impeaiment to prevent Land Bzmk from
consolidating irs ownership, The RTC is correct that upon the expiration of the
periad Yor -.-:q&“npt:on, without the morigagor or his or her successor-in-
interest redesming the property, consolidation becomes o mater of right:

if i redempiion neried enpires withew! (he merigapsy or his
Fl o
r‘

stccessor-in-interest redeeming the feraciosed property within one vear

from the registradon of ihe saie with the Register of Deeds, the title over
the properiy consofidaies in the purchasen The consolidution conlirms the

purchaser u@ the owner entitled to. the possession of the proveriy wi li‘f‘L‘ Eany

need for hlm o file the bond reguirad under Section 7 of Act Ne. 31332 The
issuance of z writ of possession 10 the purchiser bocomes A atier ot right upon
the consolidation of tidle in his nume. while the mortgagor, by failing to redeem,

M Qeampo v Pupigaes, 798 PLEL 22T (20000 ciing Adnrario v Executive Seovetorr, TH Phit 177, 169

(245130,
M Teiry of Sobrercsie v Cowri of dppedis, GRORe. 286250, Geieber 22, 201
Bank, [neo v Pamesangea Ominibus Dewe ’unmwu‘{‘zmnu:.»f:.-r 545 Phil, 348-377 !“J“ ).
oaon v nsiodio. ':"-“l"\,! il 186202 (3014, citing Careie v Moffca, 372 PRIL 852, 200 (19901

.
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loses all interest in the property.”™ {Emphasis supplied, citations omitted)

Thus, when the one-vear redemption period lapsed without the spouses

De Jesus redeeming the properties, and without any TRO or writ of

preliminary injunction to prevent consolidation, nothing barred Land Bank
from exercising its right.

The only possible hindrance to consolidation in this case is Land Bank'’s
commitment not to consolidate during the hearing on the spouses De Jesus’
application for preliminary injunction. However, We are convinced that the De
Jesus couple already abandoned their application when they moved for the
conduct of the pre-trial of the main casc, instead of proceeding with the
originally scheduled hearing on their application for preliminary mjunction,
and when it took them two years to finally move toz' the conduct of such
hearing. Consequently, to Us, Land Bank’s commitiment not to consolidate
ceased to be effective from the moment the spouses De Jesus abandoned their
apptication for preliminary injunction.

First, it should be clarified that contraty to the spouses De Jesus’ claim
that the commitment not 1o consolidate was for the entire duration of the main
casc, the records are very clear that the same was only for the duration of the
hearing on the preliminary injunction:

COURT: insofar as the evicton is concerned you are admitting all
the exhibits. There being no objection 1o the exhibits
tormally offered by Counsel. the same are hereby

~admilied, Are you presenting any wilness?

AUTY. LATOSA: e, your Honor

COURT: When?
ATTY. LATOSA:  Probably on the first week of “October, your tionor.
COURT: This is TRQ. it should he this afternoon, or the latest

would be tomorrow because the Court will decide
immediately on this case, The Court will resobve the
‘Temperary Restraining Order, as to whether the Court
will grant or not. Unless the Bank will commit itself
not to go on with the alleged eminent eonsolidation.

ATTY. LATOSA: Ve, your ilener, that is my word in Court. We will not
make any conselidstion wp o ke pext heacirg, vour
Honow Tedav is Seprember 23, nterrapicd.

COURT: Tt iy iheir own lookout. Anvwayv, they are the ones whe arc
poing o make the necessary move on the consolidation.

ATTY. Weli. with that, vour Honor, we submit to the Court.
MANULL

COURT: Tais will be 2lready an srdinary hearing on that case.
There will be no more TIRQ but on_the preliminary

W panited Coconut Planters Bank v Lumbo, 723 Phil 31433217013}
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MANUEL:

ATTY. LATOSA:

COURT:

ATTY. LATOSA:

ALTY.
MANUEL:
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tnjunctien.

Yes, your Hanon
fn deference o the Honorable Courl. your Honor, | will
make it on record.

You arc still suppose (sic) to submit your answer within
fiftcen (15) days from receipi.

Yes. your Honor,

So we have to withdraw the offer that we made, vour
Honor, because we have to present other witnesses for
the injunction.

COURT: Yes.

ATTY. Yes, your Honor,

MANUEL:

COURT: So we will no longer hear the TRQO but on the
preliminary injunction.

ATTY. Well, with that assurunce on ihe pari ol the defense

MANUIL: counscl that they will not do anything while the casc is on
going.

COURT: Status quo.

ATTY. Yes, ou the issue of injunction.

MANULEL:

COURT: That 1s the commitment ol counsel.

ATTY. LATOSA:

COURT:

ATTY. LATOSA:

COURT:

ATTY. LATOSA:

Yes. your Honor, That is a2 commitment to the Honorabie
Court.

Let it be on record.

Yes. your Honor, please.

So katlan? After the filing of the answer.
Yes, vour Honor.

AITY. Your Honor, {or the record. Just Tor the information ol the

MANLUEL: defense connscl. We intend 1o make some corrections on
the Complaint that we have. So. considering that the
amendment of the Complaint is a matter of right before
the tiling of an Answer, we would manifest that (o the
delense counsel so they would not be filing yet thewr
ANISWOT,

COURT: They wiil be amending their Complaint.

ATTY. Yes. your Honor, [ will wait for that.

MANUEL:

COURT: Thank vou. vowr Honor,

~Order-

13

After the completion of the testimony ol witess Rosalina de Jesus,

nliantif1s” (ste) counsel o

i

atly oltered their exhibits. There being no objection

;
on the offer, the Court roded to adanii the satd Fxhibits, Bince the Counsel for

the defendant-Bank made 2 commitment o the Ceoet that the Bank will
not make any coasoiidation of the e in s name, and fo maintain the
status quo during the beaving, the Plantii™s Counsel manifested that he is
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foregoing with his motion lor issuapce of Temporary Restraining Order, i
view of such commitment.

WIHEREFORI:, the Motion for fssuance of Temporary Restraming
Order is. therelore, withdrawn. Lei the ceontinuation of the presentation of
the plaintiff’s evidence for the prelinviinary_injunction as well as the main
casc be held on October 28, 2009 at 10:3¢ in the morning,.

The plaintilf-spouses Milu and Rosaling De Jesus and their Counsel
Ally.. (sic) Andres Manuel, Jr. and counsel for defendant-Bank, Atty. Napoleon
. Latosa. arc notiticd of this sctting in open courl.

SO ORDERED.

As can be gleaned above, after the preseniation of the spouses De Jesus’
witness, Judge Virgilita Bautista Castillo asked Atty. Latosa if Land Bank
would be presenting any witness.”” Atty. Latosa replied that it would present
its witness on the first week of Qctober.”! However, the judge said that
because the hearing was for the issuance of a TRO, Atty. Latosa should
present Land Bank’s witness “this afternoon, or the latest would be tomorrow
because the Court will decide immediately on this case.”

The presiding judge added that the. RTC will resoive the application for
TRO unless Land Bank would commit not to procecd with the consolidation.®
Thus, Atty. Latosa agreed not to proceed with consolidation “up to the next
hearing.”** Becausc of such commitinent, the spouses De Jesus withdrew their
prayer for the issuance of TRO.” and the RTC accordingly set the hearing on
their application for preliminary injunction.®

r

Based on the foregoing, it cannot be denied that Atty. Latosa’s
commitment not 1o consolidate was only {or the period cf the hearing on the
application for preliminary injunction, and not for the entire duration of the
main case as claimed by the spouscs De Jesus, it is for such reason that the
latter withdrew their motion for the issuance ‘of TRO and not for preliminary
injunction. }f Land Bank’s commitment not to consotidate was for the duration
of the main case, there would no longer be any reason to conduct the hearing
on the application for preliminary injunction. Cbviously, the same would be
superfluous in view of the bank’s commitment not to consolidate.

O CA rolle, pp. 332-355.
HUold at 352

o
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Second. given that the trial court alrcady ordered the spouses De Jesus to
present their evidence in support of their application for preliminary
injunction, considerably in view of the limited duration of Land Bank’s
commitment not to consolidate, then they should have complied with the
same. Instead. they moved to set the main case for pre-trial. Such an act
constitutes a clear case of abandonment of their application for preliminary
injunction. It goes against the very nature of preliminary injunction — a
remedy resorted to “when there is a pressing neeessity to avoid injurious
consequences that cannot be redressed under any standard of compensation.”®’

Time and again, We have repeatedly emphasized the importance of an
urgent or pressing necessity in the grant of injunctive relief, consistent with its
preservative nature:

A preliminary injunction is an order granted at any stage of an action or
proceeding prior to the judgment oi final order requiring @ party or a court, an
agency, or a person to refrain from a particular act or acts. Iis essential role is
preservative ol the rights of the parties in order to protect the ability ol the court
to render a meaningful decision. or in order to guard against a change of
circumstances that will hamper or prevent the granting ol the proper reliel after
the trial on the merits. Another essential role 1s preventive of the threats 10
cause irrcparable harm or injury to a party before the litigation could be
resolved. In Pahilu-Garrido v Tortogo, we have explained the preservative or
preventive character of injunction as a remedy in the course of the
litigation. viz.:

Generally, injonction, being 2 preservative remedy for
the protection of substantive rights or interests, is not a cause of
action in itself but merely a provisional remedy, an adjunct to a
main suit. [t is resorted to enly when there is a
pressing necessity to avoid injurisus conscquences that cannot
be redressed under any standard of compensation. The
controlling reason for the existence of the judicial power (o issue
the writ of injunciionis that the court may thereby prevent a
threatened or continwous irrerpadiable injury to some of the partics
hefore their claims can be thoroughly investipated and advisedly
adiudicated. The application for the writ resis upon an alleged
existence of an emergencey or of 2 zpecial reason for such an
order to issae before the case can bz regularly heard, and the
cssential conditions for sranting such temporary injunctive relief
are that the complaint aileges facts that appear 1o be sufficient to
constitute a cause of action tor injunction and that on the entire
showing from both sides, it appears. in view of all the
circumstances. that the injunction is reasonably necessary to protect
the lega! rights of plaintil' pending the litigation.®® (Emphasis
supplied. citations omitied)

" Cine of Hoilo v Horredo, GR.Ne, 160299, December 9. 2013, citing Patita-Garrido v. Tortogo, 671 Phil.
320-343 (2000
5.
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By moving for the ore-trial of the main case, insiead of proceeding wiih
the hearing on preliminary mjunction as originaily scheduled, the spouses De
Jesus revealed the lack of urgency in obtaining injunctive relief, which is
precisely the basis of their prayer therefor. Without any pressing necessity or
emergency, the trial court 1s duty-bound to proceed with trial on the merits,
consistent with the policy of courts to “avoid issuing a writ
of preliminary injunction which would in eftect dispose of the main case
without trial;"®

Jurisprudenee dictaies that courts should aveld granting injunctive reliels
that conscquently  dispose of the nuin caze without trial. Olhcrwik;c it will
result in the prejudement of the main case and o reversal of the rule on ihe
bllidtl] 0: nroof as it would adopt she allegations which petitioners ought 1o
prove.””

Thus, Land Bank cannot be fauited lor construing the spouses De Jesus”
motion to set the main casc for pre-trial as an abandonment of their
application for preliminary injunction. Afer wil, the bank’s commitment not to
consolidate was only for the duratien of the hearing on the application for
nreliminary injunction, a fimited period which cannot be extended by
indefinitely delaying the hearing on the application for preliminary injunction.

There was no violation of the
spouses De Jesus® right to due
process.

in reversing the RTC’s August 22, 2012 and November 29. 2012
Orders, the CA held that the spouses De Jesus’ right to due process was
violated when the wrial court no longer conducted a hearing on their
application for preliminary injunciion.” However, the trial court was not duty-
bound to conduct a hearing o their application since it construed the spouses’
motion to sel the main casc for pre-trigl as an abandonment ot their
application for preliminary injunction. This is due to the RTC’s subsequent
dential of their motion to conduct the hearing two vears after it was originally
scheduled.

1

in any event, a hearing is not even required should the trial court deny
an application for preliminary injunction

While Rule 38, Scction 4 i vequires that the trial court conduct a
summary  hearing o every  appiication for lempocary  restraining order
regardless of a prant or demal, Rule 580 Section 5 reguires a hearing only i an
application for prelimipary injunciion is gresded. Thus, Scetion 3 siates that
“njo preliminary infunction shall be granted without hearing and prior notice 1w

¥ad, citing Seerth Copmmtoditios Corpo v Corvd of Appeeds, G NoL 647220, March 31, j002.

W Chipuce v Office of the Ombudsman, GR. No. 239416, July 24, 2009, eiting Repebhiic. v Spouses Luzo,
743 Phil. 367, 401 (2014,

T Roflo, pp. 10-11.
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the party or person soughl to be enjoined.” Inversely stated. an application
for preliminary injunction may be denied even without the conduct of a
hearing scparate tfrom that of the summary hearing of an application for
the issuance of a temporary restraining order.” (Emphasis supplied. citation
omiliced)

Hence, even if the RTC s August 22, 2012 Order may be construed as a
denial of the spouses De Jesus® application for preliminary injunction, the CA
would still be incorrect in holding that their right to due process was violated
for lack of any hearing on their application.

On the other hand, a sratis guo order, if issued by the RTC, would be
tantamount to an injunction order issued w1th0ut the benefit of a hearing.
contrary to the express reqguiremeni of Se s.tior' 5. Rule 58 of the Rules of
Court that “[n]e preliminary injunction shali he granted without hearing and
prior notice to the party o persen sought to be enjoined.™ Clearly, the RTC
may not grant the spouses Do Jesus’ inotion for srarus gue order without
running afoul of such express proseription.

The CA’s remand of the case to
the RTC fer the hearing on the
application  for  preliminary
injunction has become moot and
academic.

In any case. We find that the CA’s remand of the case to the RTC for
hearing on the preliminary injunction has hecome moot and academic. Land
Bank had alrcady consolidated its ownership over the properties even before
the spouses De Jesus filed their Petition for Certiorari before the appellate
court,” consistent with its righl to do so absent any TRO or writ of
preliminary injunction issued by the trial court. Consequently, the remedy of
injunction, specifically to prevenr Land Bank from consolidation, could no
langer be entertained by the appellate court. The act sought to be enjoined had
long become fuit accompli.

In fine, We hind that the CA erred n reversmyg ihe RTC's August 22,

2412 and November 29, 2012 Orders, as the same were 1ssued within the trial
court’s jurisdiction and i accordance > with the law.

WHERLEFORE, the Peition is lwerchy HZRANTED. The Court of
Appeals’ April 28, 2015 Deciston und Ceiober 20, 2015 Reselution in CA-
G.R.SP No. 128480 are REVERSED and SET ASIDE, and the Regional
Trial Court’s August 22. 2012 ana No‘wm et 29, 2612 Orders in Civil Case
No. 669-M-2009 are REIMSTATED.

T

P Cransertictivns aned Developmen: Corn, s ol Rodf Forming Seles Corpe, GURC No. 207938, October
L2007,
Beidfen, p 2T
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SO ORDERED.

G.R. No. 221133

WE CONCUR:

o :/ R f
SV e T -
) /f' i ;/f:-/";/j S
// " J ‘//

7 MARVIC M. V. F. L-EON@N
) Associate Justice
Chatrperson

-~ Q/
HENRI JEAN UL B. INTING EDGARDO L. DELOS SANTOS

Assoctate Justice Associate Justice

JHOSE;%%@ZOPEZ

Associate Justice









