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### Title:
Victorias Planters Association, Inc. et al. vs. Victorias Milling Co., Inc.

### Facts:
This  case centers  around a dispute between sugar cane planters  from the districts  of
Manapla, Cadiz, and Victorias in Negros Occidental, and the Victorias Milling Company,
Inc., concerning the interpretation and duration of their milling contracts. The contracts
initially crafted from 1917 to 1934 set the terms under which the company would mill the
planters’ sugar cane.

The North  Negros  Sugar  Co.,  Inc.  and Victorias  Milling  Co.,  established by  Miguel  J.
Ossorio, were the original entities involved, with the former not reconstructing its mill post-
liberation. Consequently, all sugar cane from the planters began to be milled exclusively by
Victorias Milling Co., Inc.

Post-war, the planters believed their 30-year contracts, based on the language found within
these agreements,  had expired.  Repeated attempts to negotiate new terms considering
contemporary circumstances of the sugar industry were made by the planters but were
refused by the Company, which interpreted the contracts as binding for 30 “milling years”
rather than calendar years, implying extensions due to non-operation periods during World
War II and subsequent reconstruction.

### Issues:
1. Whether the term “30 years” within the contracts refers to calendar years or milling
years.
2.  Whether  the  fortuitous  events  (World  War  II  and  reconstruction  period)  justify  an
extension of the contract term.
3. The entitlement of either party based on the contracts and the implications of force
majeure.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court sided with the planters, affirming the trial court’s judgment that the
contracts’ term of 30 years refers to calendar years, not milling years. It held that the
contracts expired after the completion of the stipulated period, and the company was not
entitled to an extension due to the non-operation caused by war and reconstruction. The
Court iterated that obligations impossible to perform due to force majeure cannot demand
later fulfillment—thus, the planters were not obligated to deliver sugar cane for six more



G.R. No. L-6648. July 25, 1955 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

years to compensate for the war period.

### Doctrine:
The decision reaffirms the doctrine that the interpretation of contractual terms should be
clear and unambiguous, and the stipulated period refers to consecutive calendar years
unless expressly stated otherwise. It highlights that force majeure, including events like war
and  reconstruction,  relieves  parties  from  their  contractual  obligations  during  the
occurrence but does not extend the contract’s  term unless such extension is  explicitly
provided for within the agreement.

### Class Notes:
– **Interpretation of Contractual Terms:** Contractual obligations are taken as per the
literal meaning unless ambiguity demands interpretation.
– **Contract Duration:** A stipulated period refers to calendar years unless expressly stated
otherwise within the contract.
– **Force Majeure:** Events beyond the control of the parties (e.g., war, natural disasters)
relieve parties from obligations during their occurrence but do not automatically extend the
term of the contract.
–  **Doctrine Applied:**  *Nemo tenetur ad impossibilia*  –  No one is  obliged to do the
impossible. This principle applied, meaning the planters could not be compelled to fulfill
impossible obligations during the war and reconstruction period.

### Historical Background:
Set against the backdrop of post-World War II reconstruction in the Philippines, this case
illustrates the challenges in reviving agricultural productivity and the negotiation dynamics
between agricultural producers and processing companies evolving legal interpretations of
contracts formed in significantly different economic and social circumstances.


