G.R. No. 205206. March 16, 2016 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**Bank of the Philippine Islands and FGU Insurance Corporation vs. Yolanda Laingo**

### Facts:

This case revolves around a dispute concerning an insurance claim following the demise of
Rheozel Laingo, the son of Yolanda Laingo. On 20 July 1999, Rheozel opened a “Platinum 2-
in-1 Savings and Insurance” account with the Bank of the Philippine Islands (BPI), where
depositors were automatically covered by an insurance policy from FGU Insurance
Corporation (now BPI/MS Insurance Corporation), with Yolanda Laingo named as the
beneficiary.

Rheozel tragically passed away in a vehicular accident on 25 September 2000. Following his
death, Yolanda, through her secretary, inquired about his savings account to cover funeral
expenses, leading to a withdrawal of P995,000. It was not until January 2003 that Rheozel’s
family discovered the Personal Accident Insurance Coverage Certificate, prompting Yolanda
Laingo to file a claim, which FGU denied due to the filing being beyond the stipulated 90-
day period.

The case escalated through various legal stages. Initially dismissed by the Regional Trial
Court for being filed beyond the prescribed 90-day period, Yolanda Laingo appealed the
decision. The Court of Appeals reversed the trial court’s ruling, leading to this petition for
review.

### Issues:
1. Is Yolanda Laingo, the named beneficiary unaware of the insurance contract, bound by
the three-month claim filing deadline from the time of the insured’s death?

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court held that the petition lacks merit, affirming the appellate court’s
decision. The Court reasoned that as a beneficiary unfamiliar with the insurance policy’s
existence due to no fault of her own, Yolanda Laingo could not be expected to comply with
the filing deadline. Since BPI failed to inform Laingo about the insurance policy tied to her
son’s savings account immediately after his demise, it was deemed negligent. Consequently,
BPI and FGU Insurance are responsible for compensating Laingo for the actual damages
and attorney’s fees, alongside the insurance proceeds with interest.

### Doctrine:
This decision reiterates the principle of agency and the duties of an agent towards the
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principal and third parties. Specifically, it emphasizes that agents must act in good faith and
with due diligence to avoid causing harm to the principal or third parties. Furthermore, it
underscores that contractual stipulations must be communicated to all parties affected,
especially in cases where benefits might be claimed posthumously.

### Class Notes:

- **Agency**: Represents a relationship where one party (the agent) is authorized to act on
behalf of another (the principal).

- **Fiduciary Duty**: The duty of an agent to act in the best interests of the principal,
including the obligation of good faith and loyalty.

- **1844 & 1887 of the Civil Code**: These articles cover the basis of agency obligations,
emphasizing the agent’s duty to fulfill the agency’s goals and to act in accordance with the
principal’s instructions or, in their absence, with the care and diligence of a good father of a
family.

### Historical Background:

This case exemplifies the evolving nature of banking and insurance integration in the
Philippines, particularly how savings accounts coupled with insurance policies have
introduced complex legal and ethical situations. It depicts the judiciary’s role in balancing
contractual obligations with fairness and equity, especially when dealing with unaware
beneficiaries of insurance contracts.
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