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LOPEZ, M., J.:

What more injustice can be caused to a landowner who, up to the time
of their death, was net able to futly enjoy the benefits of the land taken from
them by the government than to shoitchange them with the delay in the
payment of just compensarion.
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difference then between (ne court-determined final amount and the
provisional payment incurs legal interest in line with the constitutional
mandate on eminent domain and as a basic measure of fairness, otherwise, the
compensation would not be “iust.”*

In Republic v. CA** we underscored the need for the prompt payment
of just compensation, including the payment of interest to compensate for any
delay in giving full payment for the land already taken. We ruled:

The constitutional limitation of “just compensation™ is considered
to be the sum equivalent to the market value of the property. broadly
described to be the price fixed by the seller in open market in the usual and
ordinary course of legal action and competition or the fair value of the
property as between one who receives, and one who desires to sell, i[f] fixed
at the time of the actual (aking by the government. Thus, if property is
taken for public use before eompensation is deposited with the court
having jurisdiction over the case, the final compensation must include
interests on its just value to be computed from the time the property is
taken to the time when compensation is actually paid or deposited with
the court, In fine, between the taking of the property and the actual
payment, legal interests accrue in order to place the owner in a position
as good as (but not better than) the position he was in beforce the taking
oceurred.*” (Emphasis supplied)

It is undisputed that Tamparong has not yet been fully paid his just
compensation because the parties are still in disagreement as to the proper
computation of the remaining balance. For this reason, Tamparong is entitled
to the legal interest on the unpaid balance. In Evergreen Manufacturing
Corporation v. Republic,* we emphatically ruled that:

The Government’s initial payment of just compensation does
not excuse it from avoiding payment of intercst on the difference
between the adjudged amount of just compensation and the initial
payment.

(b) In provinces, citics, municipalities and other arcas where there is no zonal
valuation. the BIR is hereby mandated within the period of sixty (60) days
from the date of the expropriation case. fo come up with a zonal valuation for
said area: and

(c) In case the completion of a government infrastructure project is of vtmost
urgency and importance, and there is no existing valuation of the area
concerned. the iniplementing agency shall immediately pay the owner of the
property its profiered value taking into consideration the standards prescribed
in Section 3 hereof.

B Republic v. Mupas, 769 Phil. 21. 195 (2015) {Per J. Brion. En Banc|.
o433 Phil. 106 (2002) [Per ). Vitg, First Division|.

7 fd at 122-123: citations omitted.

317 Phil. 1048 (2017) [Per ). Carpio, Second Division|.
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The Court has consistently applied these rates in expropriation cases,™
and the Republic did not give us any compelling reason to depart from the
established rule.>

At this juncture, we stress that the delayed full payment cannot be
blamed on Tamparong only because he insists on the computation of the
remaining balance based on prevailing jurisprudence. Rather, it is the
Republic’s intransigence that caused the delay, warranting the imposition of
legal interest.

First. The DPWH gave Tamparong a specious computation. At first
blush, the letter to which the DPWH computation was attached would seem
to embody the final and executory judgment of the RTC, Br. 20 on the proper
amount of just compensation. A careful scrutiny, however, proves otherwise.
The DPWH letter is reproduced below for proper context:

RE: Full Payment of Just Compensation in Civil Case No. 99-074
(Republic of the Philippines vs Casimire Tamparong Jr. for
Expropriation}

Sir:

Pursuant to the judgment dated January 21, 2010, rendered by
the Regional Trial Court of Cagayan de Oro City, Branch 20 and the
suhsequent issuance of the Amended Writ of Exeeution on September
13, 2013, attached herewith is a revised copy of our computation as stated
in the Statement of Payment as of Deeember 11, 2013 for the full payment
of just compensation for the above-titled case.

We would like to advise you that per our computation, the remaining
amount payable for just compensation as of December 11, 2013 is
SEVENTEEN MILLION TWO HUNDRED FIFTY[-]THREE
THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED NINETY[-[SIX AND 76/100 (PHP
17,253,596.76) PESOS. Kindly signify your conformity and approval by
signing on the space provided below the Statement of Payment and return
the same 1o us at the soonest possible time.™ (Emphasis supplied)

National Transmission Commission v. Religions of the Virgin Murv. G.R. No. 245266, August 1. 2022
[Per J. Leonen. Second Divisionl: Repubiic v. DPWH, G.R. No. 2441135, February 3, 2021,
<https://elibrary.judiciary.gov.ph/thebookshelf'showdoes/1/67365  [Per ). Delos Santos, Third
Division]: Republic v Sitvestre, id.: Curata v Philippine Ports duthority. 608 Phil. 9 (2009) {Per J.
Velasco, Jr., £n Bapcl: Philippine Ports Authorine v Rosales-Bondoc. 357 Phil, 737 (2007) [Per I
Sandoval-Gutierrez, First Division]: Land Bunk of the Philippines v. Imperial, 544 Phil. 378 (2007) [Per
J. Quisumbing. Second Division|: Republic v. €4, 494 Phil. 494 (2005) [Per J. Carpio, First Division]:
Land Bank of the Philippines v Weoco, 464 Phit. 83 (2004) [Per 1. Ynares-Santiago, First Division]:
and Reves v National Housing Authorite, 443 Phil 603 (2003) [Per J. Puno, Third Division].

See National Transmission Connmission v. Religiouy of the Virgin Marv, G.R. Nao. 245266, August |,

2022 [Per . Leonen. Second Division|.
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SO ORDERED.

WE CONCUR:

MARVIM M.V.E. LEGNEN
Senior Associate Justice

AMY|C. LAZARO-JAVIER JHOSE} PEZ
Associate Justice Associate justice

o il
RAONT ™. (10, JN
Associate Justice ,
ATTESTATION
I attest that the conciusions in the above Decision had been reachzd in

consuitation before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the
Court’s Division.

Senior Associate Justice
Chairperson, Second Division

CERTIFITATION

Pursuant o Section 13, Articie Vil of the Constitution, and the
Divizsion Chelrperson’s Attesigiien, | cerafy that the conclusions in the above
Decision had been reached i consulatton before the case was assigned to the

-

writer of the opinion of the Court’s Dvision.

CoOGESMUNDO

Miat Justice

Al



