
G.R. No. 175514. February 14, 2011 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

**Title**: Philippine Bank of Communications v. Spouses Jose C. Go and Elvy T. Go

**Facts**:
This  case  involves  the  Philippine  Bank of  Communications  (PBCom) filing  a  complaint
against Spouses Jose C. Go and Elvy T. Go for the collection of unpaid loans. On September
30, 1999, Jose C. Go obtained two loans from PBCom supported by two promissory notes
and two pledge  agreements  involving  shares  of  stock  in  Ever  Gotesco  Resources  and
Holdings,  Inc.,  intended  as  security.  The  market  value  of  the  pledged  shares  later
plummeted,  prompting  PBCom to  renounce  the  pledges  and  demand payment  for  the
defaulted loans totaling more than P117 million as of May 2001. Despite PBCom’s claims of
repeated demands for payment, the spouses countered that the loans were not yet due, that
they had made substantial payments, and that there was no proper demand for payment.
Following a motion for summary judgment by PBCom, the Regional Trial Court (RTC) ruled
in  favor  of  PBCom. However,  the  Court  of  Appeals  (CA)  reversed the RTC’s  decision,
resulting in PBCom’s petition to the Supreme Court.

**Issues**:
1. Whether the CA erred in determining there were genuine issues of material fact despite
the spouses’ alleged admissions in their pleadings.
2.  Whether  the  CA  improperly  identified  issues  regarding  default,  the  amount  of  the
obligation, and prior demand.

**Court’s Decision**:
The Supreme Court denied PBCom’s petition, agreeing with the CA that there were genuine
issues to be resolved during a trial. It pointed out that the alleged admissions by the spouses
in their answer to the complaint did not negate the existence of material factual issues
regarding default, demand, and the amount owed. The Court emphasized the importance of
specific  denials  and  how  the  overall  context  of  the  spouses’  Answer,  including  their
affirmative defenses, did indicate a dispute over material facts which necessitated a full
trial, rather than summary judgment.

**Doctrine**:
This case reiterates the doctrine that summary judgment is only appropriate when there are
no genuine issues of material fact warranting a full trial. A “genuine issue” refers to a
factual dispute requiring evidentiary support, which cannot be resolved through a summary
judgment. The case demonstrates that pleadings must be considered in their entirety to
determine whether genuine issues exist, rather than relying solely on isolated admissions or
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denials.

**Class Notes**:
– **Summary Judgment**: Applicable only when no genuine issue of material fact exists and
a party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
– **Genuine Issue**: A dispute over facts that might affect the outcome of a case, requiring
evidentiary support beyond pleadings.
– **Specific Denial**: A requirement under the Rules for a party to directly refute a material
fact alleged by the other party, categorically or by stating lack of knowledge sufficient to
form a belief.
– Relevant Legal Provision: Rules of Civil Procedure, particularly on summary judgment
(Rule 35) and on how pleadings must contain specific denials (Rule 8, Section 10).

**Historical Background**:
In the Philippine legal system, the mechanisms for accelerated or summary judgment are
designed to streamline the judicial process by disposing of cases without a trial when there
is no genuine dispute over any material fact. This case illustrates the cautious approach
taken by Philippine courts in applying these mechanisms, ensuring that litigants are not
deprived of their right to a full trial when substantial issues are present. It underscores the
judiciary’s  commitment to procedural  fairness and the thorough examination of  factual
disputes.


