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**Title: Astrid A. Van de Brug, Martin G. Aguilar, and Glenn G. Aguilar v. Philippine National
Bank (PNB)**

**Facts:**
Petitioners—the late spouses Romulus and Evelyn Aguilar—were borrowing clients of PNB
with sugar crop loans obtained between the late 1970s and early 1980s, secured by real
estate  mortgage  over  four  parcels  of  land.  Due  to  non-payment,  the  mortgage  was
foreclosed in 1985, with the property titles consolidated under PNB.

With the enactment of RA 7202, the “Sugar Restitution Law,” Romulus Aguilar sought
reconsideration  from  PNB  for  their  account.  Following  his  death,  Evelyn  Aguilar
corresponded with PNB and attempted to comply with PNB’s requirements to arrange and
implement  restructuring,  signify  conformity  to  account  computations,  and  submit  crop
production records. PNB provided statements reflecting the account’s balance post-audit by
the Commission on Audit (COA).

The Aguilars and PNB interacted over the accounts, with Glenn Aguilar, one of the Aguilar
children,  taking the helm for  the family  after  Evelyn’s  death.  He cited a  similar  case
(Pfleider  vs.  PNB)  where  PNB  compromised  despite  consolidation,  requesting  similar
treatment. By September 2000, PNB negated any obligation to return excess proceeds or
the non-agricultural property.

Due to persisting conflicts over the benefits that the Aguilars were entitled to under RA
7202 and PNB’s alleged failure to comply, Glenn Aguilar, on behalf of his siblings, initiated
the case for implementation of RA 7202. PNB countered that the Aguilars forfeited their
rights under RA 7202 due to non-compliance.  The RTC ruled in favor of  the Aguilars,
prompting PNB to appeal to the CA, which reversed the RTC’s decision and dismissed the
case. The Aguilars’ subsequent motion for reconsideration was denied by the CA.

**Procedural Posture:**
The case began as a complaint by the late spouses Aguilar’s heirs at the Regional Trial
Court,  which ruled in  their  favor.  PNB appealed to  the Court  of  Appeals  (CA),  which
reversed the RTC’s decision and dismissed the complaint. When the Aguilars’ motion for
reconsideration was denied, they elevated the issue to the Supreme Court via a petition for
review under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.

**Issues:**
1. Does the CA err in not including DAR’s (Department of Agrarian Reform) payment to PNB
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for the Aguilars’ properties in the computation of the account pursuant to RA 7202?

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court affirmed the CA’s decision, ruling that the Aguilars’ position regarding
the inclusion of DAR payments cannot be justified under RA 7202 and its implementing
rules. It found no excess payment made by the late spouses Aguilar that would require
restitution  to  the  Aguilars.  The  Court  also  addressed  the  Aguilars’  comparison  to  the
Pfleider case, stating that PNB was within its rights to treat different cases distinctly, and
the Aguilars  did not  establish that  PNB acted in bad faith to  constitute the award of
damages.

**Doctrines:**
– Under RA 7202, sugar producers are entitled to reconduct their loan accounts to reflect a
12% interest rate per annum, a condonation of interest in excess of the stipulated rate,
penalties,  and surcharges,  and to apply any excess payments against  outstanding loan
obligations.
– The general principle that legal obligations can arise from law, contracts, quasi-contracts,
acts or omissions punished by law, or quasi-delicts.

**Class Notes:**
1. Legal Right or Duty: The existence of a legal right or duty is a prerequisite for any cause
of action.
2. Good Faith: Good faith is presumed in the exercise of rights, and bad faith must be
proved by the alleging party.
3. RA 7202 (Sugar Restitution Law): This law provides benefits for sugar producers who
suffered losses due to government actions, allowing for the recomputation of loans and
condonation of interest in excess of 12% per annum.
4. Foreclosure: Foreclosure of loan collaterals resulting in full payment under RA 7202 does
not  entitle  sugar  producers  to  restitution  unless  there’s  an  excess  payment  after
recomputation based on RA 7202’s IRR.
5. Doctrine of Abuse of Rights (Article 19, Civil Code): To hold someone liable for the abuse
of rights, there must be (a) a legal right or duty, (b) exercised in bad faith, (c) with the sole
intent of prejudicing or injuring another.

**Historical Context:**
The  case  is  deeply  rooted  in  the  context  of  the  struggles  of  sugar  producers  in  the
Philippines who were adversely affected by government policy. RA 7202 was a legislative
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response to recognize and provide reparative measures for their losses during a specific
economic crisis in the sugar industry, highlighting the government’s attempt to revive the
economy in sugar-producing areas. This case exemplifies the challenges of implementing
social  legislation  and  the  judicial  interpretation  of  restitution,  loan  restructuring,  and
government accountability.


