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This is an appeal frew the decisien of respoadent
Collector of internal Hevenue requiriag petitioners,
all legai heirs of the decessed Vicenta Salamanca, who
died on June 16, 1948, to pay deficiency estats and
inheritance taxes on Lhe trensaission of the estate
of said deceased to petitioners, plus surcharge and
interest, and the inheritance tax, plus surcharge
and intezest, on the trecswissioa of the estate leit by
Agusda Monserrat, who died on June &, 1932, leaving
as sele heir Vicenta Selamenca,

it appeasxs thet when Agueds sonserral died on
June &, 1932, she left en estate valued at 4,210,
Her only heir was her wother, Vicenta Salamanca,
whe failed to file the necessary intaritance tax
retuzn or to pay the corresponding tax due. The
matter was discovered im 1902 and an aseessaent of
£84,.20 as inheritance tax wos made by the turesu of
Internal devenue on the trensfer of the estate of
the deceased, Agueda Monserrst, to her mother, Vi~
centa Salamanca, And since Vicenta salamanca died
on June 16, 1948, the assessment vas aade against
her heirs, the petitioners herein. In additlion te
the inheritance tax, petitioners have also been re-
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quired to pay a surcharge of 25K of the tax amounte
ing to $21.05, and interest at the rate of 125 per
annum, which amount to §176,02, cosputed fros Decem-
ber 7, 1932 to August 31, 19594, Fetitioners do mot
question the legality of the assessment of the tax,
but they seintain that the isposition of the surcharge
end interest is not proper,

With respect to the estate of Vicents Salamanca,
it appears that upen her death on June 16, 1948, she
left 19 parcels of land and personsl property with
Mufmmtctmn.Mutuou-
tate and inheritance tax return filed by the heirs,
of #18,320,00, In the said return, deductions amouni=
ing to 714,580,000 were claimed, leaving 2 net estate
valued at #3,770.00 subject to tax, On the basis of
said return the heirs were exewpt from the inheritance
tax, but they paid an estate tax of ¥138,1C, plus a
compromise of #5.,00 for failure to give notice of
death, or & total of 7143,10,

Upon investigation, however, an examiner of the
Sureau of Internal Revenue found that the aggregate
fair market value of the 19 parcels of land in gues-
tion at the time of death of Vicents Salamenca was
#83,189.12, while personal properties were worth
$2,100, or a total of #85,289.12, The deductions
claimed in the return were disallowed, except the
sum of rl,IlUB,%C, representing funerel expenses,
leaving 2 net taxable estate valued at #84,180,62,
Accordingly, & deficiency estate tax and inheritance
tax were assessed on the basis of the fair market
value of the estate as determined by respendent,
upon recommendation of an internal revenue examiner.

~ il
- 97



IS

The deficiency estate tax and imheritance tax, tog~
other with the surcharge of A and interest st the
zotes of 1/2x and 14 per menth, axe itemized below:

l”“tu----«...-l l.b&.u
1,3‘ interest from

?/‘g' t0.8423/%4.08 »
PL 0.0 & s ¢ s s » s & » 292,14

1% mo, interest frem ¥17/49
to B/31/54 on #1, 425,05 , o 171.00

9 surcharge 0000005-__M
T't‘l.co‘-o-.o."zuﬂ';?.“

Leas amount pald ., o ¢ o » t___m

Deficlency estate tax, surchacge
m{“t '..’D.I.......’lm-“

Inberitance tax . . =« ¢« s » o ¥ 2,004,

/2% me, interest fro=

&/17/49 %0 B/2U02 o o o » o 380,89
1% mo, ilnterest from B/27/52

to 8/3L/5%4

> % B B P - @ .m

S surcharge .-.:.000__M

r.t"l‘o'ltolbb!"toiilm

Total deficiency estate tax, in-
heritance tax, surcharge and
m due as of Mgnt

m:m-summ:mummwm

of the fair wazkel value of the 19 parcels of land

in questlon ls nol correcty that the disallowance of
certain deduciions is not properg and that the luposi-~
tion of the surchasge and intevest is illegal,

Upon the evidence susaiited oy ihe parties, three
issues have Deen raised for detezrmination oy this
Court, to wit: (1) whathexr the determination by
respondent of the {air market velue of the 19 parcels
of land left by the deceased Vicenta Salamance is
correcty (2) whether ' certain deductions claimed
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by petitisners in the estate and inheritance tax
return covering the estate of Vicenta Salamanca are
allowable; and (3) whether the imposition ef the sur-
charge and interest on the estate and inheritance
taxes assessed on the estates left by Vigcenta Salame
anca and Agueda Monserrat is in accordance with law,

In regard to the first issue, the petitioners
claim that the reassessment made in 1948 by the prov-
vincial assessor for real estate tax purpeses should
be considered. At most, the prices fer which certain
parcels of land near the parcels left by the deceased
were sold should be takemn into account in determining
the fair market value of the lands in question.

Section 91 of the Nationsl Lnternal Revenue
Code, which is the law applicable, provides that the
estate of » deceased person "shall be appraised at its
fair market value as of the time of death, er as of
six months thereafter, st the election of the executor
or administrator im the case eof the estate or the heirs
in the case of the inheritance tax., However, for the
purpose of determining the value of real property,
the assessed value as of the time of death, or, at
the election of the executor, administrater or the
heirs, as of six months after death, as shown by the
tax rells shall, be considered as the fair market
value, unless the contrary is shown,” The term
“market value" has been defined thus)

“The term *market value® is not an
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exact as to asthematicsl cer-
tainty. ly, however, the market . '
of s the price which

value property pr

it will bring when it is offersd for /
sale one who desires, but 1is met

obli to sell it, and ie bought by
one who is under ne necessity of having

s of Mern ! . :
» D Fhil, 2002 Aanils Sallwey ©
‘Bple, 17 FPhil, 20c: ssnile Rajlroad
s Yo Alsng st 21, 36 Phil, WOz kanil:
adlresd Co, v, Velsscusz, 3= Phll, <8¢
danila Hajlrpad Cg, ¥. “alicpiban, XVI

511, Gaz, 1945, Ssb 2130 iewls o
ainent Damain [2d), ssc. 470, ane

"3y market value we amean the
fixed by the buyer and the seller
the open market Ly the usual and ordi-
nary course of trade and competitiong
the price and value established or shown

public or private; ia the er-
zllry;w of Mli:ﬁ; the fair value of
desires

the property as between one who
sell and one who desires tg purchase;

the genersl or ordi-
o ] -i'-‘" h may be
R T
1la Railway v, Fadie, 17 Phil, 206.)

/ It is well settled, and counsel fer petitioners
apparently makes no pretensions to the m that
assesaments for real property tax purposes de not
represent the sctual or fair market value of the
propexty assessed. We shall, therefore, discard the
assessments made by the provincial or city ossessor
in this case and proceed to consider which of the twe
appraisals, the cne made by respondent and the ore
subnitted by petiticners, spproxinates the fair market
value of the property here invelved as provided in
Section 91 of the Hevenue Code. |

Counsel for petitioners submitted evidence pure-
porting to show that certsin parcels of land near the
lands involved herein were seld at or sbout the time
of the death of Vicenta Salamanca, and the selling
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prices of the former should be considered in deter-
wining the fair market wvalue of the latter., The

rule is that the price for which a nearby partel of
land has been sold may be taken as a roesscnable basis
in determining the fair market value of 2 property,
provided that the conditions eor circumstances of both

H - - 1 = 3 rysi e _1;,.. Lk
MR, 15453 LIty of Sanila v, CSLrads
‘hil, #0F Lily 0f “anils v, f@al, 3
rhidl, 7. ormillc “OMBSNCAT |

/rmuumﬂmthmuuemm
of the parcels of land sold were similar to the parcels
of land the value of which is In Issue in this case,
We have carefully searched the record and found nothing
which might give any indication that the nature and
character of the lands involved were similar to the
neacby parcels sold, We are, therefore, constralned
to ect the appraisal submitted by petitioners,

On the other hand, the appraisel made by responde
ent on the basis of the report of an internal revenue
examiner appesxs to have been srrived at after taking
into account various factors determinative of the ap=-
proximete fair merket value of the propertys] Gounsel
for respondent has given us a detailed account of



value, In the case of ricelands it will
be noted that the class thereof (1, 14,
2, 24, otC.,) and Lhe fact that the same
is irrigeted or unirrigated ceunsiiluted
the prlaary bases, Likewise, the proxi-
mity of each parcel of land to the roads
and highways and the center of comsercial -
activity were taken into account, with
| respect Lo parcels of land planted Lo co-
conuts, lanzones, and/er other fruite
bear trees, steps were #lso Laken to
detera the number of such fruit=bearing
trees planted therein, their gndu:tivi.w
and proximity to the center of trade amd
Commerce. As the t himself{ owns pro-
perties in the locality it is indeed safe
to assert that his es te of the cost
of each plant, whether lanzones or coco=-
nuts, wam free from arbitrariness, #As ree-
gards residential lots the agent toof inte
g sgcount their utility and worth after cone
sidering their sreas and locations, Come
merciel lots, on the other hand, were
valued conservatively after considering
thelr usefulness to comagrcial demands
of the particular cemmunity wherein they
are found, In the deteramination of the
falr warket value of all the preperties
lecated in the province of Laguna, the
investigator did not overlook the -
and order conditlons in sald place
during the year 1948,*" ARng-
randus for Hespondent, November 10, 1993, )

/'!'Iun is no doubt in our minds that respondent
- has taken great care In the deterainatlon of the falr
market value of the real property left by the deceased
Vigent2 Salamanca, we are, therefore, of the opine
don, upon the facts of record, that the valuation
plaged upon said property by respondeant is Lhe curzent
faizr market value thereof for estate and inhwritance
tax purposes, |
We now come to the gquestion of deductibllity from
the gross estate, in determining the net taxaple es-
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tate, of certain amounts ¢claimed as deductions in -
the estate and inhexitance tax return., in the estate
and inheritance tax return, the following deductions " d
were claimed: i
1. Funeral exponses . ¢« « « » » o o F1,108,%
2, Judicial expenses of the tees-
oottt o PSS |
Claims against the estete , . . 1,535,00

. 4, Claims against insolvent :
POTBONS . o o « o » = v s o 2,848,00 i

5 Losses during the settlement |
of the estate from casualties

not compensated for by ine q
surance or otharwise and not
deducted im any income tax
BOVUER 5 ¢ s 5 o« 5 o 5 0 0 8 & 4,50 |

€. Vanishing deductions (propert
: !erﬂﬂ).;..f.m

TCTAL DIDUCTIDHHW
Respondent disallowed all the deductions claimed in
the return, except the sum of #1,100,%C for fumeral ;
expenses,
The stand of counsel for petitiomers on the quese
tion of deductions is guite incomprehensible, 1In the
petition for roview, the only deductions being claimed i
azre: (1) "For expenses in court, including attorney's
fees 'in comnection with the intestate procesdings on
these properties vefore the Court of First Instance
of Laguns - #2,300," and (2) “"For funeral expenses -3
incurred by the deceased Vicenta Salamanca - #1,600.° i
(Page 6, Petition fer Raview.) And the prayer states i
*that the amount of #3,900.00, covering the latestate i
3
q
|
{

e e —— i e, -____..__-‘

o

proceeding in the Court of First lnstance of Laguna
and funeral expanses, be deducted en the yross estate,”

T
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(Pp. 89, id.)
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Buring the hearing of the case and

in his memorandum dated August 26, 19955, counsel for
petitioner sought to establish the deductibility of
#7.,064,65, itemized as follows:

de

F

b w
® .

Funeral expenses -

(a) Receipt of Dr. Cruz
llh-ﬂ].......'n.m

() Receipt of Fr. Atienza _
{hh.ﬂ....... 119.8%

(¢) Receipt of Funeraria
National (Exh, Q). o o1,400,00

(d) Receipt of Zoilo Men- .
m.t ‘Ilho H\j’ - & B lﬁow

Judicial costs including
attorney®s fees , . « ¢« « o o1,5900.00

m m.‘ [ ] L * . L J L - * @ :m.m

For foods during the
mm.oooom

TUT!L-.....-JT.W;“

The only argument advanced by counsel for petitioners
in support of the deductinility of the said amounts
from the gross estate is couched in the follewing

tenor, and we quote:

“That this #1,500.00 was speat in
the court and for attorney's fees, be-
o e R X g m'% 20
First instance of That this
#3,000 was the loaned by the de-
ﬂ'mmn““:.:h
mﬂh!ﬂlmmm-uw
vices because the body of the deceased
Vicenta Salamance was interned at the

3
:
;
:

i
!
i
i

to

the visitors.* (Page 9, & of
counsel for Petitioners.)

Counsel for petitioners made no attempt to explain the
four items constituting the alleged funeral expenses,

2040

*M




1)

except the bare reference te the receipts. Ia fair-
ness to petitioners, we shall consider all the items
being cliimed as deductions in the total smount of
17,064,685,

The funeral expeanses aacunting to ¢],564,8%
axe made up of (1) medical expenses during the last
illness of the deceased Vicenta Salamanca in the
sun of $30,00 (Exh. O}y (2) fees paid to the priest
whe performed the rites snd ceremonies incident te
interwent in the sum of FLl19.85 (Exh, P)3 (3)
smount paid to the funeral parler in the sum of
1,400 (Exh. Q); and (4) amount paid for the burdal
plot in the sum of #15.00 (Exh. R). The sdditionsl
sum of #1,000, allegedly spent for food “"during the
funeral services” will alse be considered under
funeral expenses,

Section 89 of the Wational Internal Revenue Code
allows the deduction frem the gross estate of de=
ceoased persons the funeral expenses which shall, in
ne case, sxcead five per centum of the gross sstate,
The tern *funeral expenses” has Leen held to include

(1) Expenses of intermentg

(2) clothing of the widow
aid © }

(34 i the weke
{ i?hm-“ preceding

(4) Fees and charges for the per-
formance of the rites and
ceremonies incident te intere
ment (Lut not the expenses in=-

after interment, or the

thhr :m y fer the

cére o & Ceuaptery

lot only)y &nd

only) A
2057
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~ $lons Ne, 65, Dept. of F _.}

The medical expenses during the last illness of
the deceased Vicents Salamanca, the fees paid to the
priest who perforsed the rites and ceremoiies during
interment, the amount paid to ihe funeral parler,
ﬂlﬂﬂltolthlhﬂridplltmﬂngh,
#1,564,85 glearly fall within the meening of funoral
expenses as interpreted by the Secretery of Finance
in Section 2 of Regulaticns No. 65, cited above.
As regards the suz of 71,000 spent for food served
te guests during the wake preceding the burisl,
respondent claims that it is not allowable as & de-
duction. Counsel for respondent quoted with spproval
Section 2 of Negulations No. €5 of the Department of
Finance wherein "expenses of the wake preceding the
burial® are considered deductible as funmeral expenses.
We are of the oplaion that the smount spent for food
served to guests duriag the wake faell squarely under
the category of "expenses of the wake preceding the
buzial® and are, therefore, deductible, subject te
the condition that the total thereof, together with
other funeral expenses, shall not excesd 5& of the
gross estate, The total funeral expenses in this
case amounted to #2,964,85, which amount is less then
5% of the gross estate, wr,mnldﬂt
is deductinle in full,

m“drl.mm:ld-l_nlmtlu
represents alleged expenses in connection with the
settlement of the estate of the deceased Vicenta
Salamanca, In the estate and Inheritance tax return
only the sus of F645,00 is claimed as judieial ex-

2Oes
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penses. During the hearing of the case, Concepcion
kgnserrat, the sdministratrix eof the estate, tes-
tified that the expenses incurred in the settlement
of the sstate, including attorney's fees, in the
Court of First Instance of Laguna amounted te mere
than #2,000, GSince only the sum of #1,500 is being
slaimed by counsel for petitioners in his memorandua
of August 26, 1953, the said emgount is horeby allowed
88 8 deduction from the gross estate, Counsel feor
zespondens elleges that the said amouat should metl
be allowsd as a deduction because it was spent in
connection with the apprehension and prosecution of
the alleged robbers who caused the death of Vieeanta
Salamanca, This is erroneous. The evidence shows
that the amount spent for the apprehension and pro-
sssution of the alleged robbers was #1,000, which is
distinct and different frem the sua spent in comneci-
den with the proceedings in court for the settlement
of the estate. '

The sum of #3,000 is being claimed as & deduct~
dea en the ground that it represents bad debts, or
claims by the estate sgainst insolvent persens, The
correst ampunt is #2,048,00 as stated in the estale
and inheritance tax return, Itdnﬂmtmltlrthﬂ
the said sum of 2,948,000 was included as part of the
gross estate of the deceased, The return does not
show it.V In oxder that claims by the estate against
insolvent persons may be 2llowed es deduction, it
ummzm-mnmumwupm
of the groses estate and that the debtors are really
ingapable of paying their ebligations. The in-

o R07 204 .-”I
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capacity of the debtors te psy must be proven, not
serely alleged., 1n this case, the claias of the
estate 2 sinst third persons were not iacluded in
the gross estate of the deceased and no proof has
baen adduced that the deutoxrs are incapavle oi pay-
ing. Consequeantly, the claim for the deduction of
the sun of £2,848,00 1s hereby denied. ]

it having been estadlished to Lhe utilfu;iun
of this Court that the sum of »2,848,0u, representing
claias Oy Lhe estate against Lhixd persens has not
been inclucded in the gross estate of the deceased
Yicenta Salemanca, the sawe should be so included
.ond the assessment of the estate and inheritance
taxes revised accordingly,

The lasti issue reised in this appesl relates to
the legality of the impesition of the surcharge and
interest for late payment of the estate and inheritance
taxes, With respeci te the surcharge, counsel lor
petitioners contends that ac surcharge should be
isposed on the ground that ander Jection 72 of tiwe
Revenus Code, the suzcharge prescribed cheraln is
izmposed only in cese of willful neglect to file &
return or in case a false or frauduleat return or
list is willfully made, The attention of counsel is
drawn to the fact thet the surcharge imposed by Sec-
tion 72 of the Hevenue Gode is applicabls to income
- taxes only, Iin the case of the estate of the de-
ceased Aguedo Monserrat, who died on June &, 1932,
the law applicable is Sgstion 1544 of the ievised
Adainlstrative Code, @s the National Internal Revenue
Gode becans effective only on July 1, 1939, Sectien
1544 of the ievised Administrative Cede provides -

| 2081



tine heselnbofore proscrived, there shall
ore :

8 mbégn of twenty-

an interest at the

The inheritance tax due on the estate of the decessed
Agueda Monserrat not having been paid on time, the
wt;u-famuﬂolthtumu
in oxder.

in the case of the estate of the deceased Vi-
centa Salamanca, who died on June 16, 1948, the law
applicable is Section 10l(¢) eof the Revenue Code,
which provides -

Ay AR

not paid in full within thirty days after

SRRty o STy e e

L T

the unpaid amount,”
The petitioners not having paid the estate and inherit-
ance taxes due on the estste of the deceesed Vicenta
Salamanca within the time prescribed by lew, the
imposition of » surcharge of % is alse in order, ]

With respect to the interest for delingquency |
in the payment of the estate and inheritance taxes,
counsel for petitioners maintains that interest way
be imposed only after the decision of respondent has
become final, or after the case shall have been
finally decided by this Court. We find no law which
would support, even vaguely, the proposition advenced

by counsel for petitionsrs,

/
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The law requiring payment of interest for de-
linguency in the payment of the inheritance tax
wnder the old Internal Revenue Law is Section 1544
of the Aevised Administrative Code, already gquoted
sbove, That section provides that the interest
prescribed therein is to be counted from the date

of delinquency, or in case the return 1s not filed

filed, until paid. There is nothing in that law
which authorizes the Collecter of luternal Revenue

to require payment of interest only from the date
the decision of the Collector becomes final or from
the date a final decision ls rendered by a coupetent

7““%1“1““. the
time from which interest on the sstate and inheritance
taxes is to be computed is specifically provided,
Section 99 provides that the interest of 6 per annum
imposed by that section on the tax shown oa the re-
tura, if payment is exteonded, is to be collected from

in the
lﬂdlhfm“rtu.unwh;xw-
interest at the same rate, is collected for the peried
of the extesnjon. “here & deficlency tax is sssessed,
Section 100 provides that interest dlso at the rate -
of G per annus must be collected fzom the dye date

of the tax to the date the deficlency 15 assessed.
In case the estate and inheritance taxes are not

paid on the due date of the taxes, Section 10l provides

- 219 27
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that interest on the unpaid sascunt st the rate of
1k a moath sust be collected from the due date until
it is vaid. vhere an extansion for the payment of
the taxes has been grented, the same section provides
that upon failure of the taxpayer to pay prior te
the expiration of the periecd of the uiml-:l.m. L=
terest at the rate of 1% & wonth sust be collected

on the unpaid awount from the date when the soms -
mes origioally due gotil iL is pald. Howheve in
Sections 79, 10 ana JO1 of the Revenue Code may be

found any prcﬂliuﬁ sutherizing the colliectex of Ine=
ternal deveaue to ¢ellect interest on the esiate and
inheritence taxes oaly from the date the decision of
the Cellecter u: & contasteo assessmont Lecowes fimal,
Neither has this court any power to extend the applica-
tion of the law beyond the clear and unequivessl preo=
ﬁl&mthﬂntq

in vesulié, we are of the opinion (1) that the
fair market vealue of the 19 paxcels oi lanc left by
the deceaseu Vicents salamenca, for purposes of the
estate and inheritance texes, haes bLeen correctly
determined by respondent; (2) that o the deductions
from the gross estate of the decsased Vicents Salae-
aanca, only the sums af »2,9%4,.8D, as 1uneral expenses,
and 51,500, s jucicisl expenses in connection with
the settlewment of the estate, ave properly deductible;
(3) that the objection of petitioners to.the imposi-
tion of the surcharge and iaterest u-l.thut-ntt'
ml#lwmmwmmuﬂ-u
thizd persens in the sum of #2,848,00 are part of
the gross astate of the decessed Vicents Salasanca,
and the same having been omitted therefrom in the

i \
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assesssent of the trensfer taxes by respendest, sdid
assessment should sccoxdingly be revised. 1
Certaln suounts are sought to be collected by
respondent from petitioners by way of compromise for
late payment of the estate and inheritance taxes
and for fellure to jive notice of death, These
ampunts sre notl contested by petitioners. ¥e nake
20 pronguncesent in regard to the said smounts for
the reason that couprosises for vielations of the
Natienal Internal Reverue Code ere matters felling |
exuclusively within the province of the Collector
of Intarcal Revenue and the taxpayers concerned
which can net be interferred with by this Court.
(See Brifas v, Collecter of Internal Revemue, €, T, A,
Ne. 7, Seplesber 14, 199%.)
WHEARFORL, the decisien sppealed from is heredy
aodified in line with the foregoing epinion, and
respondent is hereby directed te revise the assess~
meat of the astate and inheritance taxes in question f
in sccordance with the computatisn shown below:

- 12/1/32 te .
J,z,@u and from 3/1/46
“ VWH’ SR ENEASEERB RIS 1570“, »
Ik me. int. from 10/1/%2 teo

BOSOESABRAR I AT IO 1*'31

255 surchazge for late ,
e _M !
tal inheritante 18X U@ .sececesess P 282,07

Il, ESIATE OF VICENTA SALAMANCA
} § qt; *83,189.12

of

Personal

Ill-_huli.h-
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18
Gross estal@.cescess FAS, 137,12
Less Deductions -
Judicial ex-

PENSOS ....."2,564,08%5
Funeral exe !

Net taxable estate feo. ¢
t0 tax due LhOTOON cescsnsssnse i’]-'mv't'
mo. int. from 3/17/49 teo
ﬂfﬂlﬁ - ! "1.421 96 FEarAsEesNGeR m.%
18 mo, interest from 8/27/%2
to B/WH Qn Fl.,m.'iﬁ sEsansPee 3‘?593 p
Sk surcharge on #1 ,421.96 ..ccosee
ut#ﬂiooonﬁ.'-.-:oto'nq.lionla i‘n:m
“ FRsErRARERRSREE RSN 9,
Estate tax still oue (insluding
interest os of and surcharge) .....72,130.94

T eaRets saeeces 794,072.37
rebEiE A

Less estate tax ....
Pm'l 2Lt E sane H .

for ® heirs 2 2
Net share oif each

heir :njut to

inhsritance tax .. W
Inheritance tax due ..cscccceses i'ﬂ.i;m.‘-’io
V% me, interest izom &/1I/49

w  FE T EE N R RN RS BE N RN m.FJT

u Wo, st from J/27/52

“ A R AR S R E RN TR NSNS EES ] m&é

5% Surcharye on i W ses0es
Total inheritance tax due .......:ﬂz‘“
TOTAL DEFICIENCY ESTATE TAX

INHERLITAnE T
AD TNTRREST A5'OF AUGUST 31, 1954 .......[S.aT0.1

m petitioners are alse liable to the corresponding
iaterest on the urpelid estate and MLtlm tanes
from Septosber 1, 1994 (¢ the date the taxes are ’
sctually peid, i ith ceosts against petitieners,

S0 CRDERED,

Manilas, December 28, 1905, '
&

Lsseclinte Judge

i congurs

Presiding Judge -



1 hereby certify that Judge Augusto X, Luciang
voted in faver of and concurs ia this
decision.




