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**Title**: Beltran vs. People’s Homesite & Housing Corporation, 139 Phil. 635 (1969)

**Facts**:

– **1953**: Plaintiffs began occupying housing units in Project 4, Quezon City, under lease
from People’s Homesite & Housing Corporation (PHHC).
– **1958**: Plaintiffs were promised they could purchase their units after five years of
continuous occupancy.
–  **February  21,  1961**:  PHHC  announced  Project  4  would  be  transferred  to  the
Government Service Insurance System (GSIS) to settle PHHC’s debts.
– **March 27, 1961**: PHHC informed tenants that payments post-March 31, 1961, would
count as installment payments towards buying their units.
– **May 16, 1961**: PHHC instructed its Project Housing Manager to accept payments from
tenants as installments on the purchase price.
– **September 1961**: PHHC started forwarding collections from tenants to GSIS.
–  **December  27,  1961**:  Formal  turnover  agreement  between  PHHC and  GSIS  was
executed.
–  Subsequently,  PHHC’s  new  Chairman-General  Manager,  Esmeraldo  Eco,  refused  to
recognize previous agreements with GSIS, while GSIS insisted on enforcing them.

**Procedural Posture**:

– **August 21, 1962**: Plaintiffs filed an interpleader suit in their behalf and on behalf of all
residents, requesting the court to resolve the claims between PHHC and GSIS.
– **August 23, 1962**: The trial court designated People’s First Savings Bank to receive the
plaintiffs’ payments.
–  **August  29,  1962**:  Defendants  PHHC and  GSIS,  represented  by  the  Government
Corporate Counsel, filed a motion to dismiss the complaint for failure to state a cause of
action.
– **September 6, 1962**: Trial court dismissed the complaint, stating there was no cause of
action for interpleader as the plaintiffs did not face conflicting claims from PHHC and GSIS.
– **October 24, 1962**: Conference held in trial court with managers of PHHC and GSIS
reaffirming their positions.
– **November 20, 1962**: Trial court denied plaintiffs’ motion for reconsideration.
– **Appeal**: Plaintiffs appealed to the Supreme Court, asserting issues raised required a
trial and that confusion as to whom payments should be made warranted the interpleader
suit.
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**Issues**:

1. Whether the trial court erred in dismissing the interpleader suit for lack of a cause of
action.
2. Whether the plaintiffs faced conflicting claims regarding monthly payments, necessitating
an interpleader suit.
3. Whether there were unresolved issues concerning the ownership and final commitments
requiring trial.

**Court’s Decision**:

1.  **Interpleader Suit’s Validity**:  The Supreme Court affirmed the dismissal.  Rule 63,
Section 1 of the Revised Rules of Court requires conflicting claims against the plaintiff.
Here, both PHHC and GSIS agreed payments should be made to PHHC, eliminating the
requisite conflict.

2. **No Conflicting Claims**: The court found that the alleged conflicts between PHHC and
GSIS did not involve claims against the plaintiffs. Both corporations assured that payments
credited to PHHC would be respected by GSIS, which negated any basis for an interpleader
suit.

3.  **Additional  Unresolved Issues**:  The court  noted that  the  plaintiffs’  further  issues
regarding  ownership  and  prior  commitments  could  be  resolved  in  a  suit  for  specific
performance or other applicable actions, not via interpleader.

**Doctrine**:

– **Interpleader Suit Requisites**: An interpleader action requires conflicting claims against
the plaintiff  involving the same subject matter.  Without such claims, the action cannot
proceed.
–  **Protection  Against  Double  Vexation**:  The purpose  of  interpleader  is  to  protect  a
stakeholder from multiple legal actions over the same obligation, not merely to resolve
disputes between third parties.

**Class Notes**:

– **Interpleader Requirements**: The stakeholder must face conflicting claims from multiple
parties regarding the same property or obligation.
– **Relevant Statutes**: Revised Rules of Court, Rule 63, Section 1.
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– **Application**: Interpleader suits are actionable only when conflicting claims are made
directly against the party seeking relief.

**Historical Background**:

– The case reflects administrative challenges in the post-war era when the government
undertook significant housing projects to accommodate a growing population, leading to
contractual and administrative disputes among government agencies and beneficiaries.


