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Before Us is a Petition for Review on Certiorari* under Rule 45 of the
Rules of Court filed by petitioner Lapuy Battalion Employees Agrarian
Reform. Beneficiaries Cooperative (LABEARBCO), assailing the
Decision? and Resolution® of the Court of Appeals (CA), which annulled and
set aside the Orders* of the Provincial Agrarian Reform Adjudicator

The Facts

Manuel P. Babao (Manuel), the predecessor-in-interest of herein
respondents Enrica O. Babao (Enrica), Julius Antonius Babao Co, Maria
Rosalie Babao Co, Maria Conception Babao Co, Josephine Babao Co, Maria
Elena Babao Co, Anthony Cris Co, Enrico Tajanlangit, Ana Rica C. Cacho,
Mar Vince Emmanuel C. Reyes, and Johnlee Vincent C. Reyes (Enrica et al.),
was the registered owner of two parcels of land embraced in Transfer
Certificate of Title (TCT) No. T-1460 and TCT No. T-561 with an area of
413,439 and 210,025 square meters, respectively. Both parcels of land are

situated in Lapuy, Tigatto, Davao City (subject properties).®

When Manuel died on July 10, 1984, the subject properties were
transferred to his wife, Rosa Ong Chua (Chua), and daughter, Enrica.®

Sometime in 1989, the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) Davao

City sent a notice to Chua informing her that the subject properties will be

“covered by the' Cornprehensive Agrarian Reform Program (CARP).

Thereafter, Chua immediately applied for a deferment of the coverage for a

period of 10 years, which was favorably acted upon by the DAR. Thus, Chua
was granted a 10-year deferred period, set to expire on June 15, 1998.7

On June 10, 1996, Chua died intestate, leaving Enrica as the sole heir
of the subject properties. When the deferred period expired on June 15, 1998,
the DAR, through the Municipal Agrarian Reform Officer (MARO) of
Buhangin District, Davao City, sént a new Notice of Coverage to Enrica
informing her that the land covered by TCT No. T-561 will be placed under

Rollo at 48-61. .

*  Id. at 62-75. The December 11,2013 Decision in CA-G.R. SP No. 04191-MIN was penned by Associate
Justice JhosepuY. Lopez (now a Member of this Court) and concurred in by Associate Justices Edgardo
A. Camello and Henri Jean Paul B. Inting (now a Member of this Cowrt) of the Twenty-Second Division,
Court of Appeals, Cagayan De Oro City.

3 Id at 76-82. The September 23, 2014 Resolution in CA-G.R. SP No. 04191-MIN was penned by

_ Associate Justicei p@mi Jean Paul B. Inting (now a Member of this Court) and concurred in by Associate
- Justices Edgardo A. Camello and Pablito A. Perez of the Special Former Twenty-Second Division, Court
of Appeals, Cagayan De Oro City.

“  Id at99-102, 105-109, 110-113. The Januvary 12, 2011, February 14, 2011, and March 22, 2011 Orders
in DARAB Case No. XI-2057-DC-08, respectively, were pemmed by Regional Agrarian Reform
Adjudicator Norberto P. Sinsona of the Office of the Provincial Agrarian Reform Adjudicator,
Department of Agrarian Reform Adjudication Board, Davao City.

> Id at63.

5 Id

TId
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the CARP. On October 12, 1998, another Notice of Coverage was sent to
Enrica, placing the land covered by TCT No. T-1460 under the CARP.%.

On March 3, 1999, Enrica executed a Deed of Extrajudicial Settlement
of the Estate of Manuel, adjudlcatlng and d;stnbutmg the subject properties
in favor of Enrica and her children.’

The execution of the aforesaid deed prompted the DAR to file a
complaint (2003 case) before the DARAB Office of the Provincial
Adjudicator against Enrica et al. for annulment of the extrajudicial settlement
of estate, docketed as DARAB Case No. XI-1783-DC-2003. Enrica et al.
opposed the complaint and assailed the jurisdiction of the DARAB. They
maintained that the Regional Trial Courts (RTC) had jurisdiction to nullify
the extrajudicial settlement of estate and cancel the resultant titles thereto.'®

After due proceedings, the PARAD rendered a Decision'! on
September 5, 2003 (PARAD Decision), declaring,the Deed of Extrajudicial .
Settlement by the heirs of Manuel null and void. The PARAD likewise
directed the Register of Deeds, Davao City to reinstate TCT No. T-561 and
TCT No. 1460 in the name of Manuel, and to cancel all its derivative titles."?

Enrica et al. failed to appeal the same; hence, the PARAD Decision
became final and executory. The DAR then filed a Motion for Execution
before the PARAD, which granted a Writ of Execution to implement its
decision. !

On April 9, 2008, the PARAD Sheriff reported that the Register of
Deeds failed to act on the Writ of Execution due to the uncertainty of the
certificates of title to be cancelled.!*

On May 14, 2008, the DAR filed a Motion for the Issuance of an Alias
Writ of Execution, specifying therem the denvatwe titles to be cangcelled
pursuant to the PARAD Decision. " :

On May 22, 2008, the PARAD denied the DAR’s Motion on the ground
that the derivative titles issued to other persons, which were not parties to the
case, could not be cancelled without a direct proceeding instituted for that

LI /]

?  ]d at 63-64.

¥ Id at 64,

11 Net attached to the rollo or records of the case.
2 Rolio, p. 64.

13 ]ai
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purpose.'® The DAR filed a Motion for Reconsideration, which the Regmnal
Agrarian Reform Adjudicator (RARAD) denied."’

This prompted the DAR to file another case before the PARAD against
Enrica et al., Jaime Babado, Gunie B. Comnelio, Gloricsa Vicera, Gerino
Macrohon, Manuel Co, Jesus Enrie Co, Lorenzo T. Ng, and the Register of
Deeds of Davao City, docketed as DARAB Case No. XI-2057-DC-2008 for
the cancellation of the derivative titles of TCT No. 561 and TCT No T-1460
(hereinafter referred to as the 2008 case).'®

Enrica et al. reiterated their opposition, claiming that only the RTCs can
effectively nullify the extrajudicial settlement of estate and cancel its
derivative titles.?

On January 12, 2011, the RARAD issued an Order®® (January 12, 2011
Order) directing the consolidation of DARAB Case No. XI-1783-DC-2003
with DARAB Case No. XI-2057-DC-2008, and the implementation of the
September 5, 2003 PARAD Decision.?’

Aggrieved, Enrica et al. filed a Notice of Appeal on February 9, 2011.7

On February 14, 2011, the RARAD issued an Order denying the Notice
of Appeal due to Enrica et al.’s failure to send copies of the Notice to the
DARADB, as requ1red under the DARAB Rules of Procedure.??

Upon receipt of the Order, Enrica et al. immediately furnished the
DARAB with copies of the notice of appeal, and at the same time filed an
Omnibus Motion?* with attached appeal memorandum® before the RARAD,

... to set aside and reconsider the Order.?

On March 22, 2011, the RARAD issued the second assailed Order
denying Enrica et al.”’s Omnibus Motion.*’

Aggrieved, Enrica et al. filed a Petition for Cerfiorari®® under Rule 65
of the Rules of Court before the CA, where they alleged that the RARAD

16 [ar_

17 1d at 103-104.

18 1d at 64-55.

9 Id at 65,

20 J1d at 105-109.

21 ]d

2 1dat67. o
2 fdoat110-1157 "
% fd at114-116.

% Id at 117-132.

% jd at67.

W T4 at99-102. il -

B 4 at 83-98.
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acted without or in excess of its jurisdiction when it denied their Notice of
Appeal without appreciating the grounds relied upon in their Omnibus
Motion, and when it took cognizance of the case for annulment of the
extrajudicial settlement of the estate of Manuel notw1thstand1ng its lack of
jurisdiction thereon.? ‘

On December 11, 2013, the CA issued the assailed Decision granting
Enrica et al.’s petition. The dispositive portion of which reads:

- WHEREFORE, the petition for certiorari is GRANTED. The
[January [2], 2011, [February 14, 2011] and [March 22], 2011 Orders of
the Provincial Agrarlan Reform Ad_} udlcatlon Board is hereby annulled and

set aside. 1 [ o o

SO ORDERED.*

The CA ruled that in acting on the second case filed by the DAR for the
cancellation of the derivative titles of TCT No. 561 and TCT No. T-1460, the
RARAD issued an’ Order directing the implementation of the September 5,
2003 Decision and declared the said derivative titles null and void without
giving the other respondents the opportunity tobe heard.’!

In so doing, the RARAD in effect treated the second case as a mere
motion to imp]ement the final and executory September 5, 2003 Decision
without giving the other respondents who were not 1mpleaded in the same
decision the opportumty to be first heard.>

The RARAD assumed jurisdiction over the second case filed by the‘
DAR for the cancellation of the derivative titles 1ssued in the name of Enrica
et al. notwithstanding the fact that it has no Jlll‘lSdlCthIl to annul certificates
of title issued in the name of the other respondents, smce this will constitute a
collateral attack on the title 3

LABEARRBCO filed a Motion for Reconsideration, maintaining that the
RARAD did not gravely abuse its discretion when it denied the Notice of
Appeal based on the DARAB Rules. This was denied by the CA in the second
Assailed Resolution.>* Hence, this Petition.

The petitioner contends that there was no grave abuse of discretion on
the part of the RARAD when it issued the Order dated February 14, 2011
denying respondents Notice of Appeal for their failure to furnish copies of

2 Jd at §9.
0 Jd at7s. : o . e o
A g et 7071, .
2 1d at 72,
B Id at 74.
M 14 ar 7680,



. . the same was not assailed in the Petition for Certiorari.
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the same becatise the devial was v»arramed under Rule XIV, Section 1 of the
2003 DARAB Rules of Proceduare. The petitioner further asserts that the CA

erred when it set aside the Order dated January 12, 2011 despite the fact that
36

In a Resolution, the Supreme Court required the respondents to file a
~ Comment on the Petition.’” In their Comment,’® the respondents substantially
reiterated the findings of the CA. In its Reply,” the petitioner merely
reiterated the arguments in its petition.

The Court’s Ruling

We affirm the Decision and Resolution of the CA.

“In Pascual v. Burgos, et al.,**

We defined grave abuse of discretion in
this wise: '

- FOR -

By g‘rave abuse of dlscretlon 18 meant ‘such ¢ capnc1ous and Wh.tmsmal

exercise of Judgment as 1s equwalent to lack of Junsdlctlon The abuse of

* discretion must be grave as where the power 1s exercised in an arbitrary or

despotic manner by reason of passion or personal hostility and must be so

patent and gross as to amount to an evasion of positive duty or to a virtual

: refuual to perform the duty enjoined by or to act at all in contemplation of
taw. ! .

Based on the foregoing, the CA correctly ruled that the RARAD acted
with grave abuse of discretion as there were apparent and obvious flaws in the
conduct of the pI'OL eedmgb

- Without giving the other respondents in the 2008 case, DARAB Case
No. XI-2057-DC-2008, who were not impleaded in the 2003 case, DARAB
Case No. X1-1783-DC-2003, the opportunity to be heard, the RARAD ordered
on January 12, 2011 the consolidation of the two cases and directed that the
1 Septem_bei‘ 5, 2003 PARAD Decision be implemented and that the derivative
titles of TCT No. T-561 and TCT No. 1460 be declared null and void.

The RARAD, in effect, ireated the second case as a mere motion to
implement the September 5, 2002 PARAD Decision without giving the other

B id oat 55,

36 Id

o Id at 137-i34.

B fd at 139-144.

30 ) at318-320. ‘ g i
40 776 Phil. 167 (20186) i"?esi Leonen, Sceond Livisiond.

1 Jd at 185,
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respon&enfs', who were not impleaded in the decision, the opportunity to be
firstheard. - - : .

Settled is the principle that a person cannot be pre'j.udiced by a ruling
rendered in an action or proceeding in which they were not made a party, as
ruled in Green Acres Holdings, Inc. v. Cabral:*

The principle that a person cannot be prejudic':e'd by a ruling rendered
in an action or proceeding in which [they were] not made a party conforms
to the constitutional guarantee of due process of 1aW In Munoz v. Yabut, Jr.,
this Court ruled: ‘

An action for declaration of nullity of title and
- recovery of ownership of real property, or re-conveyance, is
' a real action but it is an action in personam, for it binds a
particular individual only although it concerns the right to a
tangible thing. Any judgment therein is binding only upon

the parties properly impleaded.

Since they were not 1mpleaded as parties and given
the opportunity to participate in Civil Case No. Q-28580, the
final judgment in said case cannot bind BPI Family and the
spouses Chan. The effect of the said judgment cannot be
extended to BPI Family and the spouses Chan by simply
issuing an alias writ of execution against them. No [person]
shall be affected by any proceeding to which he is a stranger, )
and strangers to a case are not bound by ‘any judgment
rendered by the court. In the same manner, a writ of
execution can be issued only against a party and not against
one who did not have [their] day in court. Only real parties
in interest in an action are bound by the judgment therein
and by writs of execution issued pursuant thereto®
(Emphasis in the original, citations omitted)

The RARAD assumed jurisdiction over the 2008 case filed by the DAR
for the cancellation of the derivative titles issued in the name of respondents
notwithstanding the fact that the same amounts to a collateral attack on the
said titles.

In Hortizuela v. Tagufa,* this Court differentiated a direct attack from
a collateral attack on a title, to wit:

The Court is not unmindfiil of the principle 'of indefeasibility of a ™ v
Torrens title and Section 48 of P.D. No. 1528 where it is provided that a -
certificate of title shall not be subject to collateral attack. A Torrens title
cannot be altered, modified or cancelled except in a direct proceeding in
accordance with law. When the Ceurt says direct attack, it means that the
object of an action is to anmil or set aside such judgment, or enjoin ils

42 | 710 Phil. 233 {2013} [Per J. Villarama, Jr., First Division]
4 1d ar250-251.
4 754 Phil. 499 (2015) [Per J. Mendoza, Second Division].
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enforcemem On the other hand, the attack is indirect or collateral when, in
an action to obtain a different relief, an atrack on the ]udgmenr or
proceeding is nevertheless. made as an incident thereof* (Emphasm
supplied) '

To recall, the 2003 case sought the annulment of the extrajudicial
settlement of estate of Manuel, which adjudicated and distributed the
properties in favor of Enrica and her children. The PARAD annulled the
extrajudicial settlement of estate in its September 5, 2003 Decision, and

" directed the Reglster of Deeds, Davao City to reinstate TCT No. T-561 and

TCT No. 1460 in the name of Manuel, and to cancel all its derivative titles.
This Decision became final and executory due to the respondents” failure to
timely appeal the same.

On the other hand, the 2008 case filed by the DAR was a response to
the PARAD’s denial of its motion to implement the September 5, 2023
Decision since the derivative titles issued to other persons, who were not
parties to the 2003 case, could not be cancelled without a direct proceeding
instituted for that purpose. Thus, the DAR sought the cancellation of the
derivative titles of TCT No. 561 and TCT No. T-1460 and 1mp1eaded the
respective owners of the derivative titles.

However, instead of deciding the 2008 case on the merits, the RARAD,
in its January 12, 2011 Order, ordered the consolidation of the two cases and

likewise directed the implementation of the September 5, 2023 Decision. The

RARAD treated the 2008 case as a mere motion to implement the September
5, 2023 Decision. '

As correctly observed by the CA, the practical effect of the RARAD’s
Order was the annulment of the derivative titles of other persons who were
never impleaded in the 2003 case. This constituted a collateral attack on their
titles since the relief sought in the 2003 case was the annulment of the
extrajudicial settlement of estate and not the cancellation of the said derivative
titles. '

From the foregoing, the RARAD gravely abused its discretion. As
correctly ruled by the CA, the RARAD has no jurisdiction to entertain the
action for cancellation of certificate of titles issued to third persons. Hence,

~all proceedings rendered in DARAB Case No. X1-1783-DC-2003 are declared
VOld 46

ii:

&CC@REENGLY, the Petition for Review on Certiorari is DENIED.
The December 11, 2013 Decision and September 23, 2014 Reselution of the
Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 04191-MIN are AFFIRMED.

4 Id at 506.
% Rollo, p. 74.
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SO ORDERED.

RICA, '. M & ROSARIO
Assé c1ate Justice

WE CONCUR:

On official leave

ALEXANDER G. GESMUNDQ
Chief Justice

a P. MARQUEZ
Associate Justice

ATTESTATION

I attest that the conclusions in the above Decision had been reached in
consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the
Court’s Division.

Actmg Chaarperson
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CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Article VIII, Section 13 of the Constitution and the Division
Acting Chairperson’s Attestation, [ certify that the conclusions in the above
Decision had been reached in consultation before the case was assigned to the
writer of the opinion of the Court’s Division. |

Actmg Chief Justlce
(Per Special Order No. 3223 dated
September 15, 2025)




