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**Title**: Spouses Juico vs. China Banking Corporation: A Case on Interest Rate Validity and
Unilateral Modifications in Loan Agreements

**Facts**:
Spouses Ignacio F. Juico and Alice P. Juico (petitioners) secured a loan from China Banking
Corporation (respondent) documented by two Promissory Notes on October 6, 1998. These
were backed by a Real Estate Mortgage over their property in Quezon City. Following their
failure to meet the monthly amortizations, the respondent demanded full payment of the
accrued balance. Through an extrajudicial foreclosure sale conducted on February 23, 2001,
the respondent acquired the mortgaged property, but the sale proceeds failed to cover the
total debt, resulting in a deficiency. On May 2, 2001, the petitioners were informed of this
deficiency and were demanded to settle it. The respondent subsequently filed a collection
suit in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Makati, which ruled in favor of the respondent. This
decision was upheld by the Court of Appeals (CA), leading to the petitioners’ appeal to the
Supreme Court under Rule 45 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure.

**Issues**:
1. Whether the interest rates imposed by the respondent bank were valid.
2. The principle of mutuality of contracts vis-à-vis escalation clauses in loan agreements.
3. The requirement of a mutually agreed-upon modification for interest rates according to
the contracts’ mutuality principle.

**Court’s Decision**:
The Supreme Court partially granted the petition, modifying the CA’s decision. It was held
that while the interest variance in the loan agreements could track prevailing market rates,
such  adjustments  must  be  mutually  agreed  upon and not  unilaterally  imposed  by  the
creditor. The escalation clause was deemed void due to its grant of power to the bank to
impose  an  increased  rate  of  interest  without  written  notice  to  and  consent  from the
petitioners. Consequently, any interest rate exceeding 15% was considered invalid, and the
total deficiency amount recalculated.

**Doctrine**:
1.  Principle  of  Mutuality  of  Contracts:  Interest  rates  modification  in  loan  agreements
requires  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties,  ensuring  the  contract’s  validity  and
compliance cannot rest solely on one party’s will.
2. Escalation Clauses: Though not inherently void, escalation clauses allowing unilateral
adjustments  by  creditors  without  the  debtor’s  consent  are  invalid  as  they  violate  the



G.R. No. 187678. April 10, 2013 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

principle of mutuality of contracts.

**Class Notes**:
– Mutuality of Contracts: A contract binds both parties equally, and its terms cannot be
altered without mutual consent. (Article 1308, Civil Code)
– Escalation Clauses: Valid if and only if they include provisions for mutual agreement on
interest rate adjustments, ensuring that changes are not left to one party’s sole discretion.
– Unilateral Modifications: Any changes in the contracted interest rates or other significant
terms require the expressed agreement of both parties, ideally documented in writing to
maintain contract validity.

**Historical Background**:
The case underscores the evolving judicial stance on interest rate adjustments within loan
contracts in the Philippines, emphasizing consumer protection against potentially onerous
bank  practices.  Following  the  deregulation  of  bank  rates,  the  Supreme  Court  has
consistently  highlighted  the  necessity  for  fairness,  mutuality,  and  transparency  in
contractual  relations,  especially  in  financial  dealings.  This  decision  aligns  with  the
jurisprudential direction towards balancing the interplay between market freedom and the
need to safeguard against the exploitation of borrowers by lenders.


