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Republic of the Philippines
Supreme Court
Manila

SECOND DIVISION

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES, G.R. No. 200773

Petitioner,
Present:
- versus - PERALTA,*
BERSAMIN,”
DEL CASTILLO,
Acting Chairperson,”
MENDOZA, and
ANGELINE L. DAYAQOEN, LEONEN, JJ.
AGUSTINA TAUEL, " and
LAWANA T. BATCAGAN, Promulgated:
Respondents. 08 JuL 201
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DECISION
DEL CASTILLO, J.:

This Petition for Review on Certiorari® seeks to set aside the February 23,
2012 Decision® of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. CV No. 92584
affirming the September 11, 2008 Amended Decision’ of the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) of La Trinidad, Benguet, Branch 63 in LRC Case No. 03-LRC-0024.

Factual Antecedents

As determined by the appellate court, the facts are as fOHOWW

Per Special Order No. 2088 dated July 1, 2015.
Per Special Order No. 2079 dated June 29, 2015.
* Per Special Order No. 2087 (Revised) dated July 1, 2015.

™™ Or Taule.

' Rollo, pp. 21-86.

2 Id. at 88-99; penned by Associate Justice Japar B. Dimaampao and concurred in by Associate Justices
Michael P. Elbinias and Agnes Reyes Carpio.

> Id. at 100-116; penned by Presiding Judge Benigno M. Galacgac.
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Appelees Angeline Dayaoen (Angdine), Agustina Taule (Agusting) and
Lawana Batcagan* (Lawana) filed an Application for Registration® of three
parces of land located in Barangay Tabangaoen, La Trinidad, Benguet,
described asLots 1, 6 and 7, each with an area of 994 square meters, 390 sg. m.,,
and 250 sg. m. respectively, or, atota of 1,634 sg. m. under Survey Plan Psu-1-
002413°

The subject parcels of land were origindly owned and possessed since
pre-war time by Antonio Pablo (Antonio), the grandfather of Dado Pablo (Dado),
hushand of gppdlee Angdine. In 1963, Antonio gave the parcels of land in
question to appellee Angeline and Dado as a wedding gift. From that time on,
they continuoudy occupied and possessed the properties. In 1976 and 1977,
appellee Angeline sold Lots 6 and 7 to co-gppellees Agudiina and Lawana,
pursuant to an Affidavit of Quitclaim and a Deed of Absolute Sale of a Portion of
Unregistered Land, respectively. Since 12 June 1945, gppellees and their
predecessor-in-interest have been in public, open, exclusve, uninterrupted and
continuous possession thereof in the concept of an owner. Appellees declared
the questioned properties for taxation purposes. There was no mortgage or
encumbrance of any kind whatsoever affecting the said parcels of land. Neither
did any other person have an interest therein, legd or equitable, or was in

possession thereof.

On the scheduled initid hearing, appellees adduced pieces of
documentary evidence to comply with the jurisdictional requirements of notices,
posting and publication. Appelee Angdline testified on the continuous, open,
public and exclusive possession of the landsin dispute.

Tria on the merits ensued. In a Decision’ dated 6 November 2007, the
court a quo granted gppellees gpplication for regidration. Unflinching, the
Office of the Solicitor Genera (OSG) moved for reconsideration but failed to
attain favorable relief as its Motion was denied by the court a quo in its Order
dated 11 September 2008. On even date, the court a quo rendered the assaled
Amended Decison finding appellees to have the regigtrable title over the subject

properties®

LRC Case No. N-453

Previoudy, or in 1979, herein respondents Angeline, Agustina and Lawana

filed agmilar gpplication for registration of the herein subject property which was
docketed as LRC Case No. N-453 before the RTC La Trinidad, Branch 8. The
Republic opposed the application. After trid on the merits, a Decision® dated
December 26, 1994 was rendered dismissing the gpplication on the ground that
respondents failed to prove that they or their predecessors-in-interest have been in
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Herein respondents.

Rollo, pp. 134-138. Docketed as LRC Case No. 03-LRC-0024 before the Regiona Tria Court, First
Judicia Region, of La Trinidad, Benguet (RTC La Trinidad), Branch 63. The Application was superseded
by an Amended Application dated January 30, 2003 (Id. at 190-194).

The subject property.

Rollo, pp. 238-247; penned by Presiding Judge Benigno M. Galacgec.

Id. at 90-91. Italicsin the original.

Id. at 228-237; penned by Presiding Judge Angel V. Colet.
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open, continuous, exclusive and notorious possession of the subject property under
a bona fide clam of ownership since June 12, 1945 or earlier. Respondents did
not apped the said Decision; thus, it became final and executory.

Ruling of the Regional Trial Court in LRC Case No. 03-LRC-0024

The September 11, 2008 Amended Decision in LRC Case No. 03-LRC-
0024 held asfollows:

Wl settled is the rule that the burden of proof in land regigtration cases
is incumbent on the gpplicant who must show that he is the red and absolute
owner in fee ample of the land being gpplied for. x X X The applicant must
present specific acts of ownership to substantiate the claim and cannot just offer
generd datements which are more conclusion of law than factua evidence of
possession. Simply put, facts condtituting possession must be duly established by
competent evidence. X X X

However, given the foregoing facts, as borne out by competent, religble,
concrete, and undisputed evidence, the Court cannot concelve of any better proof
of gpplicants adverse, continuous, open, public, peaceful, uninterrupted and
exclusive possession and occupation in concept of owners. The Court finds and
concludes that the gpplicants have abundantly shown the specific acts that would
show such nature of their possesson. In view of the totaity of facts obtaining in
evidence on record, the gpplicants had ably complied with the burden of proof
required of them by law. The Court holds that the established facts are sufficient
proof to overcome the presumption thet the lots sought to be registered form part
of the public domain. Hence, they have fully discharged to the satisfaction of the
Court their burden in this proceeding.

Moreover, the Court is mindful of what the Supreme Court sad in
Director of Lands v. Funtillar x x x that “ The attempts of humble people to have
disposable lands they have been tilling for generations titled in their names
should not only be viewed with an understanding attitude but should, as a matter
of policy, be encouraged.” For this reason, the Supreme Court limited the drict
application of the rule stated in Heirs of Amunategui v. Director of Foredtry, X x
X, that “In confirmation of imperfect title cases, the applicant shoulders the
burden of proving that he meets the requirements of Section 48, Commonwealth
Act No. 141, as amended by Republic Act 1942. He must overcome the
presumption that the land he is applying for is part of the public domain but that
he has an interest therein sufficient to warrant regidration in his name because
of an imperfect title such as those derived from old Spanish grants or that he has
had continuous, open and notorious possession and occupation of agricultural
lands of the public domain under a bona fide claim of acquisition of ownership
for at least thirty (30) years preceding the filing of his application.” Thus, in
Director of Lands v. Funtillar, the Supreme Court liberdized the aforecited rule
and stated:

The Regdian doctrine which forms the basis of our land
laws and, in fact, dl laws governing natura resources is a
revered and long standing principle. It must, however, be
applied together with the conditutiond provisons on socid
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justice and land reform and must be interpreted in a way as to
avoid manifest unfairnessand injustice.

Every gpplication for a concession of public land hasto
be viewed in the light of its peculiar circumstances. A drict
goplication of the Heirs of Amunategui vs. Director of Forestry
(126 SCRA 69) ruling is warranted whenever a portion of the
public domain is in danger of ruthless exploitation, fraudulent
titling, or other questionable practices. But when an application
gppears to enhance the very reasons behind the enactment of Act
496, as amended, or the Land Regidration Act, and
Commonwealth Act No. 141, as amended, or the Public Land
Act, then their provisons should not be made to stand in the way
of their own implementation.

In the present case, there is no showing that any “ portion of the public
domain is in danger of ruthless exploitation, fraudulent titling, or other
questionable practices” Ingteed, it is very evident from agpplicants mass of
undisputed evidence tha the present gpplication will enhance socid judtice
consderations behind the Public Land Law and the Land Regidtration Act, in the
light of the incontrovertible fact that applicant Angeline Dayaoen and her three
(3) children have long established their residentiad houses on the land subject of
the application, which is “ the policy of the Sate to encourage and promote the
digtribution of alienable public lands as a spur to economic growth and in line
with the social justice ideal enshrined in the Condtitution” (Republic vs. Court of
Appedls, G.R. No. L-62680, November 9, 1988).

Inthe case a bar, the tracing cloth (Diazo Polyester film) of the gpproved
survey plan of the land embracing the lots subject of the application was adduced
in evidence as Exhibit “H” for the applicants. At its lower |eft hand corner isa
certification. It Sates in part: “x x X.  This Survey is indde the alienable and
disposable areas per Proc. No. 209, Lot-A. The land herein described is outsde
any military or civil reservations. xx X" Asdefrom this certification, it isfurther
certified by Geronimo B. Fernandez, in his capacity as Supervisng Geodetic
Engineer |, “ that this survey is outsde the Mountain Sate Agricultural College
and it iswithin the Proclamation No. 209, Lot-A.” Further scrutiny of the tracing
cloth plan aso reveds that the survey plan was approved by Regiona Director
Sulpicio A. Taeza"“ For the Director of Lands”

The Court takes judicia notice of Proclamation No. 209*° issued by then
Presdent Ramon Magsaysay on October 20, 1955. It provides:

“Upon recommendetion of the Secretary of Agriculture
and Natural Resources and pursuant to the provisions of Sections
83 and 89 of Commonwedth Act No. 141, as amended, |,
RAMON MAGSAYSAY, Presdent of the Philippines do
hereby exclude from the operation of Proclamation Nos. 99, 64,
39, 102 and 698, series of 1914, 1919, 1920, 1927 and 193[4],
respectively, and declare the parcel or parcds of land embraced

10

EXCLUDING FROM THE OPERATION OF PROCLAMATIONS NOS. 99, 64, 39, 102, AND 698,
SERIES OF 1914, 1919, 1920, 1927, AND 1934, RESPECTIVELY, AND DECLARING THE PARCEL
OR PARCELS OF LAND EMBRACED THEREIN OR PORTIONS THEREOF SITUATED IN THE
MUNICIPALITY OF LA TRINIDAD, SUB-PROVINCE OF BENGUET, MOUNTAIN PROVINCE,
OPEN TO DISPOSITION UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THE PUBLIC LAND ACT.
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therein or portions thereof Stuated in the Municipaity of La
Trinidad, Sub-province of Benguet, Mountain Province, open to
disposition under the provisions of the Public Land Act, to wit: X
XX’

Lot A, mentioned in the aforestated certifications in the tracing cloth of
the gpproved survey plan (Exh. “H”), is one of the three (3) lots described in the
aforecited Presidentid Proclamation No. 209 opened to “ digposition under the
provisons of the Public Land Act.”

The categoricad statement of facts in the tracing cloth of the gpproved
survey plan (Exh. “H”), in conjunction with the aforecited Proclamation No. 209,
support the certification that the land subject of the survey is dienable and
disposable.  The certifications therein atesting that the land, which embraced
Lots 1, 6 and 7 subject of the present application, is outside the Mountain State
Agricultural College reservation, that it is within the Proclamation No. 209, Lot-
A; that the land is dienable and disposable — pursuant to the Proclamation No.
209, Lot-A, and that it is outsde any military or civil reservations. [Thig]
gatement of facts in the certifications in the tracing cloth of the approved survey
plan sufficiently contain al the essentid factua and legd bases for any
certification that may be issued by the Department of Environment and Natural
Resources that the lots subject of the present application are indeed dienable and
disposable. More importantly, the tracing cloth of the gpproved survey plan was
gpproved by Regiond Director Sulpicio A. Taeza“ For the Director of Lands.”
As such, the aforecited certifications in the tracing cloth of the approved survey
plan carry not only his imprimatur but adso that of the Director of Lands for
whom hewas acting. Thus, the gpprova of the survey plan wasin effect the act
of the Director of Lands. Necessaxily, the certifications in the gpproved survey
plan were [those] of the Director of Lands, not only of the Supervising Geodetic
Engineer | and Regiona Director Sulpicio A. Taeza. Under Commonwedth Act
No. 141, the Director of Lands is empowered to issue the approved survey plan
and to certify that the land subject thereof is dlienable and disposable (Exh. “H”)
X X X. Thelaw sates the powers of the Director of Lands, asfollows.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture and Commerce
shdl be the executive officer charged with carrying out the
provisons of this Act through the Director of Lands, who shal
act under hisimmediate control.

Sec. 4. Subject to said control, the Director of Lands
shdl have direct executive control of the survey, classfications,
lease, sdle or any other form of concession or dispostion and
management of the lands of the public domain, and his decisons
as to questions of fact shdl be conclusive when gpproved by the
Secretary of Agriculture and Commerce.

Sec. 5. The Director of Lands, with the gpprovd of the
Secretary of Agriculture and Commerce shdl prepare and issue
such forms, indructions, rules, and regulations consistent with
this Act, as may be necessary and proper to carry into effect the
provisons thereof and for the conduct of proceedings arising
under such provisons.
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Therefore, to require another certification to be issued by the Director of
Lands attesting to same facts dready certified in the tracing cloth of the gpproved
survey plan that the lots subject of the present application for regigtration of titles
are dienable and disposableis a needless ceremony, apure act of supererogation.

It is clear, therefore, that the gpplicants have satisfactorily complied with
their burden of proving “that the land subject of an application for regidtration is
alienable’ congdering that they have established “ the existence of a pogitive act
of the government such as a presidential proclamation or an executive order, an
adminidgrative action, investigation reports of Bureau of Landsinvestigators, and
a legidative act or datute” The certifications categoricdly cited Proclamation
No. 209, Lot-A, as the basis in attesting that the land, which is the subject of the
survey and present application, is dienable and disposable because it isingde Lot
A opened by the presidentia proclamation “to digposition under the provisions of
the Public Land Act.”

The Court finds it ggnificant that the State has not adduced any
evidence, in spite of the fact that it has dl the records, resources, and power inits
command, to show tha the lots subject of the present application are not
dienable and disposable part of the public domain. Having falled to refute the
evidence on the very face of the tracing cloth of the gpproved survey plan (Exh.
“H"), which is a public document and part of a public record, the presumption
that the certifications therein contained, attesting that the lots subject of the
present gpplication for regidration are dienable and disposable, are true and
correct have attained the status of concretefacts.

Hence, the Court now turns to resolve the sole issue of whether or not
[sc] the herein gpplicants are entitled to the confirmation of their titles to the lots
subject of their present application.

It has been well established that since pre-war Antonio Pablo had beenin
possesson and occupation of the land (TSN, Oct. 19, 2005), which is
corroborated by evidence that when the land was verbdly given to gpplicant
Angeline Dayaoen and Dado Dayaoen as a wedding gift, the old man Antonio
Pablo had dready an old hut thereon (TSN, May 29, 1984, p. 14) where the
spouses stayed after their marriage (TSN, Oct. 19, 2005, p. 9), and there were
dready on the land some fruit trees, and some other plants, congsting of guavas
and avocados dready bearing fruits, which he had planted thereon (TSN, May
29, 1984, pp. 12-14). The anterior possesson and occupation of Antonio Pablo
of the land since pre-war should be tacked to the possession and occupation of
gpplicant Angdine Dayaoen, and the latter’ s possession and occupation, in turn,
is tacked to the present possesson and occupation of her co-gpplicants, who
acquired titles from her. Consequently, the applicants are entitled to the benefits
of Sec. 48(b) of C.A. 141, asamended by R.A. 1942, which provides asfollows.

“Sec. 48. The following described citizens of the
Philippines, occupying lands of the public domain or claiming to
own such lands or an interest therein, but whose titles have not
been perfected or completed, may gpply to the Court of First
Insance of the province where the land is located for
confirmation of their claims and the issuance of a certificate of
title therefor under the Land Registration Act, to wit:

XXXX



Decision 7 G.R. No. 200773

(b) Those who by themsdves or through their
predecessors-in-interest  have been in open, continuous,
exclusve, and notorious possesson and occupation  of
agricultura lands of the public domain, under a bona fide clam
of acquigition of ownership, for at least thirty years immediatey
preceding the filing of the gpplication for confirmation of title,
except when prevented by war or force mgeure. These shdl be
conclusvely presumed to have performed dl the conditions
essential to a government grant and shal be entitled to a
certificate of title under the provisons of this chapter.”

This section was amended by Presidentid Decree No. 1073, which took
effect on January 25, 1977 (Republic vs. Court of Appeds, G.R. No. 48327,
August 21, 1991). Section 4 thereof provides:

Sec. 4. The provisons of Section 48(b) and Section
48(c), Chapter VIII of the Public Land Act are hereby amended
in the sense that these provisons shdl goply only to dienable
and digposable lands of the public domain which have been in
open, continuous, exclusve and notorious possesson and
occupation by the applicant himsdlf or thru his predecessor-in-
interest, under a bona fide clam of acquistion of ownership,
snceJune 12, 1945

In the present case, it will be recdled that Antonio Pablo commenced
possession and occupation of the land subject of the gpplication for confirmation
of title since before the Second World War. Thus, gpplicant Angdline Dayaoen
was dready in possession and occupation of the land under bona fide clam of
acquisition of ownership for more than thirty (30) years, including the anterior
possession and occupation of Antonio Pablo, when P.D. 1073 amended Sec.
48(b) if C.AA. 141, as amended by RA. 1942. Applicant Angdine Dayaoen
dready acquired vested right of ownership over the land and, therefore, dready
excluded from the public domain, asit was dready a private property over which
goplicant Angdine Dayaoen has a confirmable title. Republic vs. Court of
Appeals (G.R. No. 48327, August 21, 1991) held:

It is important to note that private respondents
goplication for judicid confirmation of their imperfect title was
filed in 1970 and that the land regidration court rendered its
decision confirming their long-continued possession of the lands
here involved in 1974, that is, during the time when Section
48(c) was in legd effect. Private respondents imperfect title
was, in other words, perfected or vested by the completion of the
required period of possession prior to the issuance of P.D. No.
1073. Private respondents’ right in respect of the land they had
possessed for thirty (30) years could not be divested by P.D. No.
1073.

Even if Sec. 48(b) of C.A. 141 isgpplied in the present case inits textua
form as amended by P.D. 1073, ill the present applicants are qudified
thereunder to have their titles confirmed. They have aready been in possesson
and occupation of the lots subject of their gpplication for confirmation of titles
under bonafide claim of acquisition of ownership for more than thirty (30) years
since before the Second World War (or before June 12, 1945) consdering that
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the possession and occupation of x X x Antonio Pablo, the predecessor-in-interest
of the present gpplicants, should be tacked to their possession and occupation.
Consequently, applicant Angdline Dayaoen had a vested right over the lots
subject of the present gpplication when she conveyed, trandferred and ddlivered
Lots6 and 7, respectively, to her co-gpplicants.

Under Article 541 of the New Civil Code, which squarely applies to
goplicants present application, “ A possessor in the concept of owner has in his
favor the legal presumption that he possesses with a judt title and he cannot be
obliged to show or prove it.” Clearly, therefore, snce the applicant Angeline
Dayaoen and her predecessor, Antonio Pablo, have been in continuous and
uninterrupted possession of the land since before the Second World War and
have been exercisng acts of ownership thereon, it is incumbent upon the State,
and not the gpplicants, to show that the land ill forms part of the public domain.
The State has utterly failed to overcome the presumption with the sole testimony
of Irene Lealio Caayas, which the Court does not even accord any weight and
credence.

The tax declaration of gpplicant Angeline Dayaoen and religious
payment of red property taxes lend strong corroboration to the evidence of the
goplicants. It is the edtablished jurisprudence that “ While it is true that by
themselves tax receipts and declarations of ownership for taxation purposes are
not incontrovertible evidence of ownership they become strong evidence of
ownership acquired by prescription when accompanied by proof of actual
possession of the property” (Republic vs. Court of Appeds, 131 SCRA 533). In
the present gpplication, it has been concretdly and [indisputably] established that
goplicant Angedline Dayaoen and her predecessor Antonio Pablo have been in
actua and continuous possession of the parcel of land embracing the lots subject
of the present application.

In fine, therefore, the present gpplicants are entitled to have their titles
confirmed under Section 14(1) of Presidentid Decree No. 1529. The Court
concludes that the gpplicants have indeed confirmable and regigtrable titles over
the lots subject of the ingtant application for confirmation of titles pursuant to
ather Sec. 48(b) of C.A. 141, as amended by R.A. 1942, or Sec. 48(c) of CA.
141, asamended by R.A. 1942 and P.D. 1073.

WHEREFORE, in view of the foregoing, judgment is hereby rendered
GRANTING the herein Application for Regidration of the parcels of land
described asfollows:

Lot 1, Psu-1-002413, in the name of ANGELINE L.
DAYAOEN, particularly described as a parcdl of land (Lot 1,
Psu-1-002413) Stuated at Brgy. of Tabangaoen, Mun. of La
Trinidad, Prov. of Benguet, Idand of Luzon. Bounded on the
NW., dongline 1-2 by an dley (2.00m. wide); on the NE., dong
line 2-3 by Morris Leafio; on the SE., dong line 3-4 by lot 2 of
the plan; on the SW., dong line 4-1 by Mt. State Agricultura
College, T.C.T. # 7179; Beginning at a point marked “1” on plan
being S. 63 deg. 59'E., 1391.52 m. from Tri. Sta, “TRINIDAD”,
LaTrinidad, Benguet, thence:

N. 45deg. 18'E., 27.25m. to point 2;
S. 40 deg. 37'E., 33.18m. to point 3;
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S. 54 deg. 05'W., 37.44m. to point 4;
N. 20 deg. 50'W., 29.94m. to point of beginning.

Containing an area of NINE HUNDRED NINETY
FOUR (994) SQ. METERS, moreor less.

Lot 6, Psu-1-002413, in the name of AGUSTINA
TAULE, particularly described asaparcd of land (Lot 6, Psu-1-
002413) Stuated a Brgy. of Tabangaoen, Mun. of La Trinidad,
Prov. of Benguet, Idand of Luzon. Bounded on the SW., aong
line 1-2 by Mt. State Agriculturd College, T.C.T. # 7179; on the
NE., dong line 2-3 by Morris Leafio; on the NE., dong line 3-4
by Psu-1-000485; on the SE., dong line 4-1 by lot 7 of the plan,.
Beginning a a point marked “1” on plan being S. 64 deg. 20'E.
1382.57m. from Tri. “TRINIDAD”, La Trinidad, Benguet,
thence:

N. 20 deg. 50'W., 47.27m. to point 2,

S.45deg. 15'E., 16.02m. to point 3;

S.43deg. 38'E., 24.91m. to point 4;

S. 38deg. 20'W., 18.96m. to point of beginning.

Containing an area of THREE HUNDRED NINETY
(390) SQ. METERS, moreor less.

Lot 7, Psu-1-002413, in the name of LAWANA T.
BATCAGAN, particularly described as a parcd of land (Lot 7,
Psu-1-002413) Stuated at Brgy. of Tabangaoen, Mun. of La
Trinidad, Prov. of Benguet, Idand of Luzon. Bounded on the
NW., dong line 1-2 by Psu-1-000485; on the NE., dong line 2-3
by Morris Leafio; on the SE., dong line 3-4 by an dley (2.00 m.
wide); on the SW., dong line 4-5 by Mt. State Agricultura
College, T.C.T. # 7179; on the NW., dong line 5-1 by lot 6 of
the plan. Beginning a a point marked “1” on plan being S. 65
deg. 02 E., 1385.03 m. from Tri. “TRINIDAD”, La Trinidad,
Benguet, thence:

N. 62 deg. 02 E., 3.11m. to point 2;

S. 47 deg. 13'E., 10.58m. to point 3;

S. 44 deg. 47'W., 26.43m. to point 4;

N. 20 deg. 50'W., 10.29m. to point 5;

N. 38 deg. 20'E., 18.96m. to point of beginning.

Containing an area of TWO HUNDRED FIFTY (250)
SQ. METERS, moreor less.

The decree of regidration shal be issued upon atanment by this
judgment of itsfindlity.

This Amended Decision supersedes the Decision earlier rendered by the
Court.
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SO ORDERED.!

Ruling of the Court of Appeals

Petitioner filed an gpped with the CA, which was docketed as CA-G.R.
CV No. 92584. Petitioner essentialy argued that the La Trinidad RTC erred in
granting respondents’ application for registration snce they failed to prove that the
subject property congtitutes alienable and disposable land; that the annotation on
the survey plan that the subject property is adienable and disposable is not
aufficient; and that respondents failed to prove open, continuous, exclusive and
notorious possession and occupation of the subject property.

On February 23, 2012, the CA rendered the assailed Decision affirming the
September 11, 2008 Amended Decision of the La Trinidad RTC, pronouncing
thus:

The Appeal bear sno merit.

Appdlant Republic asseverates that appellees'? failed to comply with the
lega requirement of open, continuous, exclusive and notorious possession and
occupation of the lands applied for snce 12 June 1945 or earlier as required
under Section 14(1) of Presidential Decree (PD) No. 1529.13

Appdlant’ s asseveration does not hold sway.
Section 14(1) of PD No. 1529 provides.

“Sec. 14. Who may apply. — The following persons
may filein the proper Court of First Instance x x x an gpplication
for regidration of title to land, whether persondly or through
their duly authorized representatives:

@ Those who by themsdves or through ther
predecessors-in-interest have been in open,
continuous, exclusve and notorious possession
and occupdtion of dienable and digposable lands
of the public domain under a bonafide clam of
ownership anceJune 12, 1945, or earlier.”

By the same token, Section 48(b) of Commonwedth Act (CA) No.
141'* which took effect [in] November 1936, amended by Section 4 PD No.
1073, provides:

“Sec. 4. The provisons of Section 48(b) and Section
48(c), Chapter V111 of the Public Land Act are hereby amended

' Rollo, pp. 109-116. Itdicsin the origindl.
2 Herein respondents.

13 THE PROPERTY REGISTRATION DECREE.
¥ THEPUBLICLAND ACT.
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in the sense that these provisions shdl apply only to dienable
and disposable lands of the public domain which have been in
open, continuous, exclusve and notorious possesson and
occupation by the applicant himsdlf or thru his predecessor-in-
interest, under a bona fide clam of acquistion of ownership,
snceJune12, 1945

The proceedings under the Property Regidration Decree (P.D. No.
1529), and Section 48 of the Public Land Act (C.A. No. 141 asamended by P.D.
No. 1073), are the same in that both are againg the whole world, both take the
nature of judicia proceedings, and both the decree of registration issued is
conclusive and find. Both proceedings are likewise governed by the same court
procedure and law of evidence.

There are three obvious requistes for the filing of an goplication for
regidration of title under Section 14 (1) — that the property in question is
dienable and disposable land of the public domain; that the applicants by
themsdlves or through their predecessors-in-interest have been in continuous,
open, exclusve and notorious possesson and occupation, and; that such
possession is under abona fide clam of ownership since June 12, 1945 or eaxrlier.

Withad, gppellees must present specific acts of ownership to substantiate
ther clam and they cannot just offer genera datements which are mere
conclusons of law than factud evidence of possesson. Jurisprudence dictates
that a person who seeks confirmation of imperfect or incomplete title to a piece
of land on the basis of possesson by himsdf and his predecessors-in-interest
shoulders the burden of proving by clear and convincing evidence compliance
with the requirements of Section 48(b) of C.A. No. 141, asamended.

Parentheticdly, case law teaches us that the determination of whether
clamants were in open, continuous, exclusive and notorious possesson under a
bona fide claim of ownership since 1945 asrequired by law, isaquestion of fact.
Here, Wefind no cogent reason to deviate from the conclusion of the court a quo
that appellees have the registrable right owing to their and their predecessor-in-
interest continuous possession of the subject parcels of land. The foundeation of
such conclusion is primarily factud. Findings of fact of the trid court are
conclusive when supported by substantial evidence on record.

Contrary to gppellant’'s thess, appellees were able to prove by
convincing evidence tha they and ther predecessor-in-interest have been in
continuous, open, exclusive and notorious possession over the subject properties
gnce 12 June 1945 or earlier. Appellee Angdine had persona knowledge that
her predecessor-in-interest, Antonio, owned and possessed them from pre-war
time. She and her husband Dado, tilled and cultivated the lands in question sSince
1963 when it was given to them by Antonio as a wedding gift. This was
corroborated by co-appellee Lavanawho was a co-employee of Antonio in 1961
a the Mountain State Agriculturad College (MSAC), and witness Albert Dimas
(Albert), a resdent of the adjoining lot (MSAC cottage), and witness Victor
Algandro, aneighbor of Antonio in Camp Dangwa.

In the same vein, appellees declared the subject properties for taxation
purposes. Although tax declarations and redlty tax payment of property are not
conclusive evidence of ownership, nevertheless, they are good indicia of the
possession in the concept of owner for no one in his right mind would be paying
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taxes for a property that is not in his actud or at least congtructive possession.
They condtitute at least proof that the holder hasaclaim of title over the property.
The voluntary declaration of a piece of property for taxation purposes manifests
not only one's sncere and honest desre to obtain title to the property and
announces his adverse clam againg the State and al other interested parties, but
aso the intention to contribute needed revenues to the Government. Such an act
srengthens one’ s bona fide claim of acquisition of ownership.

Next, appdlant’'s podulations that the disputed lands were not yet
dienable and disposable and that appellees falled to overcome the presumption
that dl landsform part of the public domain, carry no weight.

XXXX

In the case at bench, gppellees were able to discharge such bounden duty.
The subject properties are no longer pat of public doman. Ther private
character is declared in the annotation of the survey plan approved by the
Depatment of Environment and Naturd Resources through the Bureau of
Lands, Regiond Office No. 1, San Fernando, La Union, viz “ The survey is
indde alienable and disposable areas per Proc. No. 209, Lot-A” ; x x X Theland
herein described is outsde any military and civil reservations. x x X’ The
Supervisang Geodetic Engineer of the same Office likewise certified “x x x this
survey is outsde the Mountain Sate Agricultural College and it is within the
Proclamation No. 209, Lot-A.”

We echo with gpprova the disquidtion of the court a quo which
thoroughly threshed out the issue on the alienable and disposable character of the
chalenged parcds of land —

“In the case a bar, the tracing cloth (Diazo Polyester
film) of the approved survey plan of the land embracing the lots
subject of the gpplication x x X.

The Court takes judicia notice of Proclamation No. 209
issued by then Presdent Ramon Magsaysay on October 20,
1955. x x X

Lot A, mentioned in the aforestated certifications in the
tracing cloth of the gpproved survey plan (Exh. “H”), is one of
the three (3) lots described in the aforecited Presidentia
Proclamation No. 209 opened to “dispodtion under the
provisonsof the Public Land Act.”

The categorical statement of facts in the tracing cloth
of the approved survey plan (Exh. “H”), in conjunction with
the aforecited Proclamation No. 209, support the certification
that the land subject of the survey is alienable and disposable.
The certifications therein attesting that the land, which embraced
Lots 1, 6 and 7 subject of the present gpplication, is outsde the
Mountain State Agricultural College reservation, that it iswithin
the Proclamation No. 209, Lot-A; that the land isalienable and
disposable — pursuant to the Proclamation No. 209, Lot-A, and
that it is outsgde any military or civil reservations. [Thig|
gatement of facts in the certifications in the tracing cloth of the
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aoproved survey plan sufficiently contain[s] dl the essentid
factual and legd basesfor any certification that may beissued by
the Department of Environment and Natura Resources that the
lots subject of the present application are indeed alienable and
disposable.  More importantly, the tracing cloth of the
approved survey plan was approved by Regional Director
Sulpicio A. Taeza “For the Director of Lands” As such, the
aforecited cetifications in the tracing cloth of the gpproved
survey plan carry not only his imprimatur but also that of the
Director of Lands for whom he was acting. Thus, the gpprovd
of the survey plan was in effect the act of the Director of Lands.
Necessaily, the certifications in the approved survey plan were
[thosg] of the Director of Lands, not only of the Supervisng
Geodetic Engineer | and Regiond Director Sulpicio A. Taeza

The foregoing discourse is in congruity with the principle enunciated in
Republic v. Serrano®™® wherein the Supreme Court explicitly pronounced, viz

“While Cayetano failed to submit any certification
which would formally attest to the alienable and disposable
character of the land applied for, the Certification by DENR
Regiond Technicd Director Cdso V. Loriega, J., as annotated
on the subdivison plan submitted in evidence by Paulita,
conditutes subgsantial compliance with the legal
requirement. It clearly indicates that Lot 249 had been verified
as belonging to the dienable and disposable area as early as duly
18, 1925.

The DENR certification enjoys the presumption of
regularity absent any evidence to the contrary. It bears
noting that no oppostion was filed or regigered by the Land
Regidration Authority or the DENR to contest respondents
gpplications on the ground that their respective shares of the lot
are indienable. There being no subgantive rights which
gand to be prgudiced, the benefit of the Certification may
be equitably extended in favor of respondents.

In précis, We discern no reversible error committed by the court a quo.

WHEREFORE, the Apped is hereby DENIED. The Amended
Decision dated 11 September 2008 of the Regiond Trid Court, Firgt Judiciad
Region, La Trinidad, Benguet, Branch 63, in LRC No. 03-LRC-0024, is
AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.®

Hence, the present Petition.

5 G.R. No. 183063, February 24, 2010, 613 SCRA 537, 546-547.
16 Rollo, pp. 92-98. Emphases and italicsin the original.
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| ssues

In a November 25, 2013 Resolution,’ this Court resolved to give due
course to the Petition, which contains the following assignment of errors:

THE COURT OF APPEALS SERIOUSLY MISAPPRECIATED THE FACTS
AS WELL AS MADE HINDINGS WHICH ARE INCONSISTENT WITH,
ORNOT SUPPORTED BY, THE EVIDENCE ON RECORD. LIKEWISE, IT
GRAVELY MISAPPLIED THE LAWS AND JURISPRUDENCE, AS
FOLLOWS:

(@ The land regidration court gravely erred in granting the
goplication for regigration of the three (3) subject lots despite
respondents’ utter failure to prove that the said lots are dienable
and disposable, a mere annotation on the survey plan tha the
sad lots are dienable and disposable being insufficient to prove
dienability;

(b) Respondents evidence is utterly insufficient to prove
open, continuous, exclusve and notorious occupation and
possession by themsdalves and their predecessors-in-interest snce
June 12, 1945, or earlier.’8

Petitioner’ s Arguments

In its Petition and Reply®® seeking reversd of the assailed CA decision and
the dismissal of respondents agpplication for regigtration in LRC Case No. 03-
LRC-0024, petitioner argues that respondents faled to saisfy the legd
requirements relative to proof of the dienability of the subject land and
continuous, open, exclusve and notorious possession thereof. Particularly,
petitioner claimsthat it was erroneous for the trid and appelate courts to consder
as substantial compliance the certification or annotation in the survey plan that the
subject land is dienable and disposable; that respondents did not present in court
the public officids who issued the said certification/annotation in order that they
may authenticate the same; that respondents failed to establish the existence of a
pogtive act of government declaring that the subject land is dienable and
disposable; that respondents failed to secure a government certification that the
subject land congtitutes aienable and disposable land of the public domain; that
the trial court erred in taking judicid notice of Proclamation 209, as the exact
boundaries of the lots covered by said law, as well as that of the subject land, are
not a matter of judicia knowledge; that respondents have not shown that ther
predecessors-in-interest were in continuous, open, exclusve and notorious
possesson of the land for 30 years or dnce June 12, 1945 or ealier; that
respondents possession is not genuine; that the trid court erred in relying on the

17 1d. at 385-386.
8 |d. at 37-38.
19 |d. at 378-383.
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testimoniad evidence taken in LRC Case No. N-453 since the transcripts of
stenographic notes in said case were not submitted to the court; and that
respondents  tax declarations and receipts do not conditute proof of adverse
possession or ownership of the subject land.

Respondents Arguments

In their Comment,° respondents contend that, as correctly found by the
trid and gppellate courts, the annotations and certifications in the approved survey
plan substantialy comply with the lega requirement for a certification as to the
dienability of the subject land. They cite asfollows:

Third. The approved survey plan (Exh. “H”) of the respondents contain
certifications attesting to the fact that the three (3) lots, among others, which are
the subject of their application for title, are within the parcd of land described as
Lot A in Presdentia Proclamation 209 of the late President Ramon Magsaysay
excluded from the Mountain State Agricultura College (now Benguet State
University) and released for disposition; x x x The certifications are found at the
foot of the approved survey plan (Exh. “H"), which, for ready reference, are here
quoted:

Note:

All corners not otherwise described are P.S. cyl. Conc.
Mons. 15x60 cm. This survey is for regigtration purposes and
should not be subject of apublic land gpplication unless declared
public land by a competent court. This survey is clamed by
Irene L. Caaya — representing the Hrs. of M. Leaio. This
survey isingde the dienable & digposable area as per Proc. No.
209, Lot A. Theland herein described is outside any military or
civil regigrations. Tax declaration no. 4317 of red property has
been submitted as part of the survey-returns.

- CERTIFHCATION -

| hereby certify that this survey is outside the Mountain
State Agricultural College and it is within the Proclamation No.
209, Lot A.

(Signed)
GERONIMO B. FERNANDEZ
Superv. Geodetic Engineer - |

In recommending gpprova of the survey plan, Laurentino P. Batazar,
Regiond Chief, Surveys Divison, of the Regiond Lands Office No. 1, Bureau of
Lands, then Department of Natural Resources (now Department of Environment
and Natural Resources), at San Fernando, LaUnion, certified:

2 |d. at 337-366.
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| certify that the complete survey returns of the herein
described survey, which are on file in this Office, were verified
and found to conform with pertinent laws of the Philippines and
with agpplicable regulations of the Bureau of Lands. In view
thereof, gpprovd of the plan is hereby recommended.

(Signed)
LAURENTINOP. BALTAZAR
Regiond Chief, Survey Divison

Sulpicio A. Taeza, Regiond Director, Regiond Lands Office No. 1,
Bureau of Lands, then Department of Naturd Resources (now Department of
Environment and Naturd Resources), at San Fernando, La Union, approved the
survey and plan (Exh. “H”) “For the Director of Lands.”

The survey plan (Exh. “H”) was approved on April 10, 1976.
Subsequent thereto, or on August 18, 1977, the sketch plan of Mr. Edilberto
Quiaoit (Exh. “P’ and Exh. “Z” and series) was prepared. It contains this
certification of Didtrict Land Officer Amador Roxas of the Bureau of Lands a
the foot thereof, to wit:

CERTIFICATION

| hereby certify that this Sketch plan istrue and correct as
plotted from the technical descriptions of Lot 954, GSS-157, &
Lots 1-7, PSU-1-002413 which are on file in this Office.

Issued upon request of Mr. Lawana Bacagan in
connection with Adminisrative Case No. (N) Angdline Dayaoen
etd.vs MorrisLealo et d.

... Bu. Of Lands, Baguio City August 18, 1977

(Signed)
AMADOR P. ROXAS
Didrict Land Officer?

Respondents add that, as correctly held by the trid and appellate courts,
they have satisfactorily proved their continuous, open, exclusive and notorious
possession of the subject land; that their predecessors-in-interest occupied the land
as early as during the Japanese occupation, or clearly prior to June 12, 1945; and

that petitioner’ s evidence should not be believed for being biased.

Our Ruling

The Court grants the Petition.

21

Id. at 346-347.
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Thetrid and appellate courts serioudy erred in declaring that the annotation
in the tracing cloth of the approved survey plan (Exh. “H”) and the certifications
therein conditute subgtantial compliance with the legd requirement on
presentation of a certificate of land classification status or any other proof that the
subject land isdienable and disposable. We cannot subscribe to such notion.

Under the Regdian doctring, al lands of the public domain beong to the
State. The classfication and reclassification of such lands are the prerogative of
the Executive Department. The Presdent may at any time transfer these public
lands from one class to another.?2

While in 1955 the President — through Presidentia Proclamation No. 209 —
declared particular lands in Baguio City as dienable and disposable, they may
have been re-classfied by the Presdent theresfter. This is precisly the reason
why an applicant for registration of title based on an executive proclamation is
required to present evidence on the dienable and disposable character of the land
goplied for, such as a cetificate of land classfication status from the Department
of Environment and Naturd Resources (DENR), which only the Community
Environment and Naturd Resources Officer®® (CENRO) and the Provincia
Environment and Naturd Resources Officer?* (PENRO) are authorized to issue
under DENR Administrative Order No. 38,2° series of 1990 (DAO 38).

In Republic v. Cortez,? the Court made the following pronouncement:

It must be stressed that incontrovertible evidence must
be presented to establish that the land subject of the gpplication is
dienable or disposable.

In the present case, the only evidence to prove the
character of the subject lands as required by law is the notation
gopearing in the Advance Plan dating in effect that the sad
properties are dienable and disposable. However, this is hardly
the kind of proof required by law. To prove that the land subject
of an gpplication for regidration is dienable, an applicant must
edtablish the existence of a pogtive act of the government such
as a preddentid proclamation or an executive order, an
adminidrative action, investigation reports of Bureau of Lands
investigators, and a legidative act or satute. The gpplicant may

22 C.A.No. 141, or the Public Land Act, Section 6.

Sec. 6. The President, upon the recommendeation of the Secretary of Agriculture and Natural Resources,
shdl from time to time classify the lands of the public domain into:(a) Alienable or disposable, (b) Timber,
and (¢) Minera lands, and may at any time and in a like manner transfer such lands from one class to
another, for the purposes of their administration and disposition.

2 For areas below 50 hectares.

% For aress exceeding 50 hectares.

% REVISED REGULATIONS ON THE DELINEATION OF FUNCTIONS AND DELEGATION OF
AUTHORITIES, April 19, 1990.

% G.R. No. 186639, February 5, 2014, 715 SCRA 416, 427-429.
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aso secure a certification from the Government that the lands
goplied for are dienable and digposable. In the case at bar, while
the Advance Plan bearing the notation was certified by the Lands
Management Services of the DENR, the certification refers
only to the technical correctness of the survey plotted in the
said plan and has nothing to do whatsoever with the nature
and character of the property surveyed. Respondentsfailed to
submit a certification from the proper government agency to
prove that the lands subject for regidtration are indeed dienable
and disposable. (Emphasisintheorigind)

Similarly, in Republic v. Roche, the Court declared that:

Respecting the third requirement, the applicant bears the
burden of proving the status of the land. In this connection, the
Court has hdd that he mugt present a certificate of land
classfication status issued by the Community Environment
and Natural Resources Office (CENRO) or the Provincial
Environment and Natural Resour ces Office (PENRO) of the
DENR. He mug also prove that the DENR Secretary had
approved the land classfication and released the land as
alienable and disposable, and that it is within the approved
area per verification through survey by the CENRO or
PENRO. Further, the applicant must present a copy of the
original classfication approved by the DENR Secretary and
certified as true copy by the legal custodian of the official
records. These facts must be established by the applicant to
provethat the land is alienable and disposable. (Emphasisin
the origina)

Here, Roche did not present evidence that the land she
gpplied for has been classfied as dienable or disposable land of
the public domain. She submitted only the survey map and
technical description of the land which bears no information
regarding the land' s classfication. She did not bother to establish
the status of the land by any certification from the gppropriate
government agency. Thus, it cannot be said that she complied
with al requisites for regidration of title under Section 14(1) of
P.D. 1529.

The annotation in the survey plan presented by Cortez is not the
kind of evidence required by law as proof that the subject property forms
part of the alienable and disposable land of the public domain. Cortez failed
to present a cetification from the proper government agency as to the
classfication of the subject property. Cortez likewise faled to present any
evidence showing that the DENR Secretary had indeed classified the subject
propety as diendble and disposble Having faled to present any
incontrovertible evidence, Cortez’ clam that the subject property forms part of
the dienable and disposable lands of the public domain must fail. (Emphasis

supplied)
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L ater, another pronouncement was made in Fortuna v. Republic,?” stating
thus:

Under Section 6 of the PLA,% the dlassification and the reclassification
of public lands are the prerogative of the Executive Department. The President,
through a presdentid proclamation or executive order, can classfy or reclassfy
aland to be included or excluded from the public domain. The Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) Secretary is likewise empowered
by law to approve a land classfication and declare such land as dienable and
disposable. Accordingly, jurisprudence has required that an applicant for
regigration of title acquired through a public land grant must present
incontrovertible evidence that the land subject of the gpplication is dienable or
disposable by establishing the existence of a positive act of the government, such
as a presdentid proclamation or an executive order; an adminigrative action;
investigation reports of Bureau of Lands investigators, and a legidative act or a
Satute.

In this case, the CA declared that the dienable nature of the land was
established by the notation in the survey plan, which sates:

This survey is indde alienable and disposable area as
per Project No. 13 L.C. Map No. 1395 certified August 7, 1940.
Itisoutsdeany civil or military reservation.

It aso relied on the Certification dated July 19, 1999 from the DENR
Community Environment and Natural Resources Office (CENRO) that “thereis,
per record, neither any public land gpplication filed nor title previoudy issued for
the subject parcd[.]” However, we find that neither of the above documents is
evidence of a positive act from the government reclassfying the lot as dienable
and disposable agriculturd land of the public domain.

Mere notations appearing in survey plans are inadequate proof of
the covered properties alienable and disposable character. These
notations, at the very least, only edablish that the land subject of the
application for regigration falls within the approved alienable and
digposable area per verification through survey by the proper gover nment
office. The applicant, however, must adso present a copy of the origind
classfication of the land into alienable and disposable land, as declared by the
DENR Secretary or as proclaimed by the Presdent. In Republic v. Heirs of Juan
Fabio, the Court ruled that

[t]he gpplicant for land registration must prove that the
DENR Secretary had approved the land classfication and
rdeased the land of the public doman as diendble and
disposable, and that the land subject of the application for
regisration fals within the approved area per verification
through survey by the PENRO or CENRO. In addition, the
gpplicant must present a copy of the origind classfication of the
land into dienable and digposable, as declared by the DENR
Secretary, or as proclamed by the President.

2 G.R. No. 173423, March 5, 2014.
28 pypLIcLANDACT, or CA. No. 141.



Decision 20 G.R. No. 200773

The survey plan and the DENR-CENRO certification are not proof that
the Presdent or the DENR Secretary has reclassified and released the public land
as dienable and disposable. The offices that prepared these documents are not
the officid repositories or legd custodian of the issuances of the President or the
DENR Secretary declaring the public land as dienable and disposable.

For fallure to present incontrovertible evidence that Lot No. 4457 has
been reclassfied as dienable and disposable land of the public domain though a
positive act of the Executive Department, the spouses Fortuna's clam of title
through a public land grant under the PLA should be denied. (Emphasis supplied
and/or inthe origind)

Yet again, in another subsequent decison of this Court in Remman
Enterprises, Inc. v. Republic,? it was held that —

The burden of proof in overcoming the presumption of State ownership
of the lands of the public domain is on the person applying for regigtration, who
must prove tha the properties subject of the gpplication are dienable and
disposable. Even the notations on the survey plans submitted by the petitioner
canot be admitted as evidence of the subject properties dienability and
disposability. Such notations do not condtitute incontrovertible evidence to
overcome the presumption that the subject properties remain part of the
inalienable public domain. (Emphasis supplied)

Thus, while judicial notice of Presidentid Proclamation No. 209 may be
taken, the DENR certificate of land classification status or any other proof of the
dienable and disposable character of the land may not be dispensed with, because
it provides amore recent appraisa of the classfication of the land as dienable and
disposable, or that the land has not been re-classfied in the meantime. The
applicable law — Section 14(1) of Presdentid Decree No. 1529 — requires that the
property sought to be registered is dienable and disposable at the time the
application for registration of title is filed;*® one way of establishing this
materia fact is through the DENR certificate of land classfication status which is
presumed to be the most recent gppraisa of the status and character of the

property.

The ruling in Republic v. Serrano® cannot be controlling.  Instead, We
must apply the pronouncements in Republic v. Cortez, Fortuna v. Republic, and
Remman Enterprises, Inc. v. Republic, as they are more recent and in point.
Besdes, these cases accurately ratiocinate that such notations or certifications in
gpproved survey plansrefer only to the technica correctness of the surveys plotted
in these plans and have nothing to do whatsoever with the nature and character of
the properties surveyed, and that they only establish that the land subject of the
gpplication for regigtration fals within the gpproved dienable and disposable area

2 G.R. No. 188494, November 26, 2014.
%0 Republic v. Zurbaran Realty and Development Corporation, G.R. No. 164408, March 24, 2014.
sl Supranote 14.
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per verification through survey by the proper government office; they do not
indicate at all that the property sought to be registered is alienable and disposable
at the time the application for registration of title is filed.

On the issue of continuous, open, exclusive and notorious possession,
however, there appears to be no reason to deviate from the identical findings of
fact of the trial court and the CA, which are rooted in the testimonies of the
respondents and their witnesses — categorical declarations which petitioner has
failed to refute. We adopt the findings of the trial court, to wit:

It has been well established that since pre-war Antonio Pablo had been in
possession and occupation of the land (TSN, Oct. 19, 2005), which is
corroborated by evidence that when the land was verbally given to applicant
Angeline Dayaoen and Dado Dayaoen as a wedding gift, the old man Antonio
Pablo had already an old hut thereon (TSN, May 29, 1984, p. 14) where the
spouses stayed after their marriage (TSN, Oct. 19, 2005, p. 9), and there were
already on the land some fruit trees, and some other plants, consisting of guavas
and avocados already bearing fruits, which he had planted thereon (TSN, May
29, 1984, pp. 12-14). The anterior possession and occupation of Antonio Pablo
of the land since pre-war should be tacked to the possession and occupation of
applicant Angeline Dayaoen, and the latter’s possession and occupation, in turn,
is tacked to the present possession and occupation of her co-applicants, who
acquired titles from her*

Thus, while respondents have complied with most of the requirements in
connection with their application for registration, they have not sufficiently shown
that the property applied for is alienable and disposable at the time their
application for registration was filed. The Court is left with no alternative but to
deny their application for registration. To be sure, the nation’s interests will be
best served by a strict adherence to the provisions of the land registration laws.*

WHEREFORE, the Petition is GRANTED. The February 23, 2012
Decision of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 92584 and the September
11, 2008 Amended Decision of the Regional Trial Court of La Trinidad, Benguet,
Branch 63 in LRC Case No. 03-LRC-0024 are REVERSED and SET ASIDE.
Respondents’ application for registration in LRC Case No. 03-LRC-0024 is
ordered DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED.
A EneCeeer)
MARIANO C.DEL CASTILLO
Associate Justice

32 Rollo, pp. 112-113.
** See De Melgar v. Pagayon, 129 Phil. 91, 96 (1967).
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WE CONCUR:

DIOSDADO M. PERALTA
Associaté Justice
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dssoeiate Justice

JOSE CA NDOZA
Assddiate Justice

MARVIC M.V.F.LEO
~ Associate Justice
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