











DECISION =
CuTehs CASE N0 1348

-’-

property as shown by the ecovering tax declarstions
in foree as of the death of the decoased should
be considered as the falr market walue, It is
alleged that the examiners had po porgonal know
ladge o the condition and value of the property
in guestien st the time of the doath of the dece~
dent. On the other hand, respondent maintains
that the valmation given by the axanisers of the
Bureau of Interzal “‘eveoue represents the fair
mxvitgt value at the Ciwe of the decedent's desth
or as of six sonths thersafter,

An exguination of ihe records shows that
respondant sppraised ibe real property in question
higher than the assessof values appearing in the
tax rollss In the detormination of the felr
@arkot value of the real property, various factors
wore taken into consideraiien by ~espondent, g3
xig: the time of fdeatd of Jose Cestille y “efuersoj
iovestijution and oculur inspection of the propere=
¥ by respondent’s agents to ascertain the kind,
location, condition and nature 'hereofy and the
prices of lands near or sdjoining the preperty in
uuestion, a8 gathered from representative deeds
of secured froe notaries publie.

There being svicence that the assessed walue
of the reml property in guestion as shown by the
tax rolls dosa nol represent tie fair market value
thereel, we find respondent’s detersination to
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be the correot fair market valus. Unhder Sectiom
91 of the Bevaume Code. the real property is
reguired to bo appraised at ‘ta falr mavket value
and the assessed value thereof ghall be cwmsi
dered as the falr market walus cnly when evidence
to the contrary has not been showm. (See Coll. wve.
Plshar, G.R, Nos. 1~11622 and 1L-11688, Jan. 20,
1961). It has been cleerly showm in this case
that the sssessed value of sald real property
does not ropresent its folr market valus,.

But petitioner challenges tho competency
of the sxaminers in appraising the real property
of the deteased and tried to disoredit the valus-
tion madd by them. That the exaniners have no
persanal imovledge of the condition and value
of the property at the time of death of the dece~
dent is not sufficient evidence to show the ine
curroetness of the valustion in the absence of
proof that the appreisal is wnreasctulle.

Respondent, hovover, agreed to delete the
amount of P5,000.00 as deductible item from the
perscbal property of the decedent. Similarly,
respondent sgrecd that the amount of ¥1,800.00,
Pepresenting the value of the redeemed San Miguel
Brewery stoeks, be considered only omoe

With respect te the amount of P25,000.00 due
from the spouses Francisco Senltes. Jr and Angela
Vargas, it is not disputed that the promissory note
for P5,000,00 executed by Mrs  Aingela Benitez is
the paraphernal property of the vidow, 'ra. Beatriz






