G.R. No. 114427. February 06, 1995 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Armando Geagonia vs. Country Bankers Insurance Corporation
### Facts:

Armando Geagonia, owner of Norman’s Mart located in San Francisco, Agusan del Sur,
obtained fire insurance policy No. F-14622 worth P100,000 from Country Bankers Insurance
Corporation effective from December 22, 1989, to December 22, 1990. The policy covered
stock-in-trade, including dry goods and other items related to his business, and declared a
co-insurance with Mercantile Insurance Co., Inc. for P50,000.

Geagonia had a total inventory worth P392,130.50 insured, which was destroyed in a fire on
May 27, 1990. Upon filing a claim, Country Bankers denied it due to undisclosed existing
policies Geagonia had with Philippines First Insurance Co., Inc. (PFIC), totaling P200,000
coverage, also for fire insurance.

Geagonia filed a complaint against Country Bankers with the Insurance Commission,
asserting unawareness of the policy condition requiring disclosure of existing insurances
and claimed the total insured amount was below the actual value of his loss. Country
Bankers responded by emphasizing the violation of the policy condition.

The Insurance Commission ruled in favor of Geagonia, citing his lack of knowledge of the
PFIC policies, procured by a creditor, as justifiable. Country Bankers’ motion for
reconsideration was denied, leading to an appeal to the Court of Appeals (CA-G.R. SP No.
31916). The Court of Appeals reversed the Insurance Commission’s decision, citing
Geagonia’s letter, which admitted awareness of the PFIC policies, thus proving his
knowledge contrary to his claims.

### Issues:

1. Did Geagonia violate the policy condition by not disclosing the existing PFIC insurance
policies?

2. Is Geagonia precluded from recovering from the policy due to said violation?

3. Were the Court of Appeals’ considerations on evidence and reversal of the Insurance
Commission’s findings justifiable?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted Geagonia’s petition, reinstating the Insurance Commission’s

decision. It clarified that:
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- The policy condition on disclosure of other insurances does not apply to non-double
insurance situations. The policy of PFIC did not cover the same interest as Country
Bankers’, indicating no double insurance.

- The clause allowing recovery when the total insurance at the time of loss does not exceed
P200,000 indicated the insurer’s acceptance of co-insurance up to that amount, meaning
Geagonia’s nondisclosure did not breach the policy conditions warranting denial of claim.

- Legal precedents and principles dictate that insurance policies should be interpreted to
favor the insured to avoid forfeitures.

### Doctrine:

A prohibition against undisclosed other insurances applies only to cases of double
insurance. Policies are to be interpreted liberally in favor of the insured and strictly against
the insurer. Conditions leading to forfeitures are to be construed against those for whose
benefit they are incorporated. Insurable interests of a mortgagor and mortgagee on
mortgaged properties are distinct, allowing for separate insurances without constituting
double insurance.

##4# Class Notes:

- ¥Insurance Policy Interpretation**: Favor the insured, strictly construe clauses against
the insurer especially regarding forfeitures.

- ¥**Double Insurance**: Exists when the same person is insured by several insurers
separately in respect to the same subject and interest. Separate interests (mortgagor vs.
mortgagee) do not constitute double insurance.

- **Disclosure Requirement**: Non-disclosure of other policies may lead to forfeiture of
claims if it constitutes double insurance and exceeds insurer’s accepted co-insurance limit.

- **Insurable Interest**: Mortgagors and mortgagees have separate insurable interests,
allowing for separate but simultaneous insurance policies.

### Historical Background:

This case examines the intricacies of fire insurance policies, especially concerning the
obligation to disclose other existing insurances. It highlights the specific legal
interpretations and principles regarding insurance contracts, the insured’s duty of
disclosure, and the interests of mortgagors and mortgagees. Through its conclusion, the
Supreme Court not only resolved the dispute but also reiterated substantial legal doctrines
guiding insurance law in the Philippines, especially in cases involving nondisclosure and
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double insurance.

© 2024 - batas.org | 3



