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### Title:
National Power Corporation vs. Spouses Igmedio and Liwayway Chiong and The Heirs of
Agrifina Angeles

### Facts:
The National  Power Corporation (NPC),  a government-owned corporation authorized to
exercise the power of eminent domain, filed a complaint for eminent domain with the RTC of
Iba, Zambales, on February 19, 1998. This action was to acquire an easement of right-of-
way over agricultural lands owned by the Spouses Chiong and the Heirs of Agrifina Angeles
for its Northwestern Luzon Transmission Line Project. The Heirs of Agrifina Angeles, in
their answer, did not dispute the purpose but highlighted NPC’s previous occupancy and
sought compensation. NPC’s motion for the issuance of a writ of possession was granted by
the trial court.

During the pre-trial, it was agreed the case would be limited to determining the land area
taken and just compensation. Commissioners were appointed to assess the value, which led
to differing reports. The majority recommended P500.00 per square meter, while a minority
recommended significantly less. NPC was dissatisfied with the trial court’s decision based
on the majority recommendation, leading to a challenge through CA-G.R. SP No. 60716. The
appellate court, however, dismissed NPC’s petition, and a motion for reconsideration was
also denied.

### Issues:
1. Was NPC deprived of due process?
2. Did the Court of Appeals err in upholding the RTC’s Order by dismissing NPC’s petition
for certiorari?
3. Was the valuation and just compensation determined by the courts in accordance with
legal standards?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petitioner’s (NPC) plea. It established that NPC was not
denied due process as it  was given ample opportunity to object to the commissioners’
reports,  which it  failed to do.  The Court  also found no error in the Appellate Court’s
affirmation of the RTC’s decision. The valuation of the affected land at P500.00 per square
meter was deemed fair, emphasizing the property’s characteristics at the time of taking and
the consequential benefits and damages properly considered.



G.R. No. 152436. June 20, 2003 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

### Doctrine:
The decision reiterated the principle of just compensation in eminent domain proceedings,
emphasizing the market value of the property at the time of taking as the primary criterion.
It also highlighted that due process in such cases does not necessarily require a formal
hearing as long as the parties are given a fair and reasonable opportunity to be heard.

### Class Notes:
– **Eminent Domain**: The government’s right to expropriate private property for public
use with fair compensation.
– **Just Compensation**: The market value of the property at the time of taking, considering
the nature and character of the land.
– **Due Process in Eminent Domain**: Parties must be given a fair opportunity to be heard,
which does not always require a formal hearing.

### Historical Background:
This case reflects the balance between state development initiatives and the property rights
of individuals. It underscores the importance of adhering to due process in eminent domain
proceedings and establishes benchmarks for determining just compensation, considering
both the constitutional mandate and the specifics of the case at hand.


