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Title:
Republic of the Philippines vs. Manosca et al., on Eminent Domain for National Historical
Landmark Designation (322 Phil. 442)

Facts:
Alejandro Manosca, Asuncion Manosca, and Leonica Manosca, the petitioners, inherited a
492-square-meter parcel of land located in Taguig, Metro Manila. The National Historical
Institute (NHI), pursuant to Presidential Decree No. 260, declared this land as a national
historical landmark as it was the birthsite of Felix Y. Manalo, the founder of Iglesia Ni
Cristo. The declaration was approved by the Minister of Education, Culture and Sports on
January  6,  1986.  Following  an  inquiry  on  the  legality  of  acquiring  the  land  through
expropriation, the Secretary of Justice affirmed that the NHI could initiate condemnation
proceedings.

Consequently, the Republic of the Philippines, represented by the Office of the Solicitor-
General, filed a complaint for expropriation, claiming the land was needed for a public
purpose, and filed an urgent motion to take immediate possession of the property. The trial
court set provisional property values and permitted the Republic to take possession upon
deposit of the determined sum.

The petitioners moved to dismiss the complaint,  challenging the public purpose of  the
expropriation and alleging violations of the constitutional prohibition against using public
funds for the benefit of a religious entity. The trial court denied the motion and subsequent
motion for reconsideration. The Court of Appeals dismissed the Petitioners’ recourse for
certiorari  and prohibition,  citing the availability  of  appeal  as an adequate remedy and
finding no grave abuse of discretion by the lower court.

Issues:
1. Whether the “public use” requirement for eminent domain was satisfied in the attempted
expropriation of the property.
2.  Whether  the  expropriation serves  a  public  purpose,  despite  potentially  benefiting a
particular religious group, in violation of the constitutional separation of church and state.
3.  Whether  the  petitioners  were  denied  due  process  in  the  fixing  of  the  property’s
provisional value.

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court denied the petition, affirming that the “public use” requirement was
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met. The Court ruled that the term should be understood in the broad sense of meeting a
public need or exigency, not limited to traditional uses or actual use by the public.
2. The Court determined that the primary purpose of setting up the historical marker was to
recognize Felix Manalo’s contributions to Philippine culture, rather than to commemorate
his  religious  role.  The  Court  deemed  any  incidental  benefits  to  the  Iglesia  Ni  Cristo
subgroup to be secondary.
3. The Court found no due process violation, noting that opportunities had been provided to
address the property value during the proceedings.

Doctrine:
The Court reaffirmed a broad interpretation of “public use” for eminent domain purposes,
extending it to include activities that meet a public need or exigency and are beneficial to
the general welfare rather than confined to traditional or actual use by the public. It also
reiterated the principle that incidental benefits to specific groups do not undermine the
public nature of a government project.

Class Notes:
– Eminent Domain: The inherent power of the state to seize a citizen’s private property,
expropriate property, or rights thereinto, without the owner’s consent, for public use in
exchange for just compensation.
– Public Use: A concept that includes a vast array of public benefits and purposes, not
restricted to physical use by the public but extends to broadly serve the public welfare or
public exigency.
–  Just  Compensation:  A  requirement  under  the  constitution  that  ensures  that  the
government provides fair  payment to the owner for the property taken under eminent
domain.

Historical Background:
The case highlights the dynamic interaction between state power and individual property
rights in the context of the Philippines’ evolving jurisprudence on Eminent Domain. It is
exemplary of the balance between public interest and private rights, a legal theme that can
be traced back to principles of governance and the role of the state dating from the earliest
civilizations to modern societies. The designation of a historical landmark as a matter of
public use emphasizes the importance placed on culture and historical recognition within
the fabric of Philippine society.


