
BATAS.ORG · PHILIPPINE LAW LIBRARY

DECISIONS / SIGNED RESOLUTIONS · SPECIAL SECOND DIVISION · SEPTEMBER 3, 2009

ASSOCIATED BANK (NOW UNITED OVERSEAS BANK [PHILS.]),
PETITIONER, VS. SPOUSES RAFAEL AND MONALIZA
PRONSTROLLER, RESPONDENTS.

G.R. No. 148444. September 03, 2009

Ponente: NACHURA, J.

Read online (full-text search, related cases, audio case brief): https://batas.org/library/g-r-no-148444/

NACHURA, J.:

For resolution are the Motion for Reconsideration[1] filed by petitioner Associated Bank (now United Overseas
Bank [Phils.]) and Motion for Leave to Intervene[2] filed by Spouses Eduardo and Ma. Pilar Vaca (spouses
Vaca).

After a thorough examination of petitioner's motion for reconsideration, together with its voluminous attachments,
it is readily apparent that no new issues are raised and the arguments presented are a mere rehash of what have
been discussed in its pleadings, all of which have been considered and found unmeritorious in the July 14, 2008
Decision.[3]

Be that as it may, we would like to reiterate that the second letter-agreement modified the first one entered into by
petitioner, through Atty. Jose Soluta, Jr. (Atty. Soluta). In previously allowing Atty. Soluta to enter into the first
letter-agreement without a board resolution expressly authorizing him, petitioner had clothed him with apparent
authority to modify the same via the second letter-agreement.[4]

As early as June 1993, respondents already requested a modification of the earlier agreement such that the full
payment should be made upon receipt of this Court's decision confirming petitioner's right to the subject property.
Instead of acting on the request, the Board of Directors deferred action on it. It was only after one year and after
the bank's reorganization that the board rejected respondents' request. We cannot, therefore, blame respondents for
believing that the second letter-agreement signed by Atty. Soluta was petitioner's action on their request.[5]

We also would like to stress that the first letter-agreement was not rescinded by respondents' failure to deposit in
escrow their full payment simply because the date of full payment had already been modified by the later
agreement. Neither was the second letter-agreement rescinded by respondents' new offer because the offer was
made only to demonstrate their capacity to purchase the subject property.[6]

In our Decision, we affirmed the factual findings of the Court of Appeals (CA) because they were amply
supported by the evidence on record. Well-established is the rule that if there is no showing of error in the
appreciation of facts by the CA, this Court treats them as conclusive. The conclusions of law that the appellate
court drew from those facts are likewise accurate and convincing.[7]

Hence, we deny with finality petitioner's motion for reconsideration. No further pleadings will be entertained.

After the promulgation of the July 14, 2008 Decision, spouses Vaca filed a Motion for Leave to Intervene alleging
that they are the registered owners of the subject property and are thus real parties-in-interest. They add that they
stand to be deprived of their family home without having been given their day in court. They also contend that the

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 1 of 4

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



Court should order petitioner to reimburse the spouses Vaca the amount received from the latter.

The Motion for Leave to Intervene must be denied.

Section 2, Rule 19 of the Rules of Court, provides:

SEC. 2. Time to intervene. - The motion to intervene may be filed at any time before rendition of judgment by
the trial court. A copy of the pleading-in-intervention shall be attached to the motion and served on the original
parties.[8]

Obviously, the spouses Vaca's motion for leave to intervene before this Court was belatedly filed.

The purpose of intervention is to enable a stranger to an action to become a party to protect his interest, and the
court, incidentally, to settle all conflicting claims.[9] The spouses Vaca are not strangers to the action. Their legal
interest in the litigation springs from the sale of the subject property by petitioner in their favor during the
pendency of this case. As transferee pendente lite, the spouses Vaca are the successors-in-interest of the
transferor, the petitioner, who is already a party to the action. Thus, the applicable provision is Section 19, Rule 3
of the Rules of Court, governing transfers of interest pendente lite. It provides:

SEC. 19. Transfer of interest. - In case of any transfer of interest, the action may be continued by or against the
original party, unless the court upon motion directs the person to whom the interest is transferred to be
substituted in the action or joined with the original party.

In Natalia Realty, Inc. v. Court of Appeals,[10] citing Santiago Land Development Corporation v. Court of
Appeals,[11] we have ruled that:

[A] transferee pendente lite of the property in litigation does not have a right to intervene. We held that a
transferee stands exactly in the shoes of his predecessor-in-interest, bound by the proceedings and judgment in
the case before the rights were assigned to him. It is not legally tenable for a transferee pendente lite to still
intervene. Essentially, the law already considers the transferee joined or substituted in the pending action,
commencing at the exact moment when the transfer of interest is perfected between the original
party-transferor and the transferee pendente lite.[12]

That the Certificate of Title covering the subject property is in the name of the spouses Vaca is of no moment. It is
noteworthy that a notice of lis pendens was timely annotated on petitioner's title. This was done prior to the sale of
the property to the spouses Vaca, the cancellation of petitioner's title, and the issuance of the new Transfer
Certificate of Title in the name of the spouses. By virtue of the notice of lis pendens, the spouses Vaca are bound
by the outcome of the litigation subject of the lis pendens. Their interest is subject to the incidents or results of the
pending suit, and their Certificate of Title will afford them no special protection.[13]

Lastly, the spouses Vaca's claim for reimbursement, if any, must be ventilated in a separate action against
petitioner. To allow the intervention would unduly delay and prejudice the rights especially of respondents who
have been deprived of the subject property for so long.

IN LIGHT OF THE FOREGOING, we deny petitioner's motion for reconsideration and the Spouses Vaca's
Motion for Intervention.

SO ORDERED.

Ynares-Santiago, (Chairperson), Chico-Nazario, Brion,[*] and Peralta, JJ.,[**] concur.

[*] In lieu of Associate Justice Ruben T. Reyes (retired) per Raffle dated March 25, 2009.
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[**] In lieu of Associate Justice Ma. Alicia Austria-Martinez (retired ) per Raffle dated August 3, 2009.

[1] Rollo, pp. 1316-1340.

[2] Id. at 1278-1285.

[3] Id. at 1258-1276.

[4] Id. at 1270.

[5] Id. at 1270-1271.

[6] Id. at 1272-1273.

[7] Heirs of Pael v. Court of Appeals, 423 Phil. 67, 70 (2001).

[8] Emphasis supplied.

[9] Natalia Realty, Inc. v. Court of Appeals, 440 Phil. 1, 27 (2002); Santiago Land Dev. Corp v. CA, 334 Phil.
741, 747-748 (1997).

[10] Supra.

[11] Supra note 9.

[12] Citations omitted.

[13] Seveses v. Court of Appeals, 375 Phil. 64, 71 (1999).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 148444. September 03, 2009

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 148444. September 03, 2009

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org


