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### Title:
**Union Bank of the Philippines vs. Edmund Santibañez and Florence Santibañez Ariola**

### Facts:
1. **Initial Loan Agreements:**
– **May 31, 1980:** First Countryside Credit Corporation (FCCC) and Efraim Santibañez
entered into a loan agreement for Php 128,000 to purchase a Ford 6600 Agricultural All-
Purpose Diesel Tractor. Efraim and his son, Edmund, executed a promissory note for this
amount.
– **December 13, 1980:** Another loan for Php 123,156 was secured to pay for more
agricultural equipment, and another promissory note was executed.

2. **Death and Probate:**
– February 1981: Efraim Santibañez died, and probate proceedings commenced in Iloilo City
RTC, Branch 7.
– April 9, 1981: Edmund Santibañez was appointed special administrator of the estate.

3. **Joint Agreement:**
– **July 22, 1981:** Edmund and Florence executed a joint agreement to divide the tractors
among themselves and assume the corresponding debts.

4. **Assignment and Assumption of Liabilities:**
– **August 20, 1981:** FCCC assigned its assets and liabilities to Union Bank via Union
Savings and Mortgage Bank.

5. **Collection Attempts and Litigation:**
– February 5, 1988: Union Bank demanded payment from Edmund and Florence.
–  Court  action  ensued  when  responses  were  inadequate,  initially  targeting  both,  but
ultimately focusing on Florence due to lack of service to Edmund.

6. **Florence’s Defense:**
– Florence argued lack of liability due to non-approval of the joint agreement by the probate
court and not being a signatory to the original loan documents.

7. **Lower Court Rulings:**
– RTC dismissed the complaint, stating the joint agreement was invalid without probate
court approval.
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8. **Court of Appeals:**
– Affirmed RTC, emphasizing the necessity of probate court approval and the lack of clear
assignment of liabilities from FCCC to Union Bank.

### Issues:
1. **Was the joint agreement partitioning the estate valid without probate court approval?**
2. **Can the heirs be held liable for the deceased’s debts without filing a claim in probate
court?**
3. **Did Florence waive her right to challenge the non-probate filing by participating in the
litigation?**
4. **Are the respondents jointly and severally liable with the deceased under the continuing
guaranty and promissory notes?**
5.  **Did  the  petitioner  establish  its  standing  as  the  successor-in-interest  to  FCCC’s
liabilities?**

### Court’s Decision:
1. **Validity of Partition:**
– The court held that any partition of the estate (including the joint agreement) was invalid
without  probate  court  approval.  The  probate  court  had  primary  jurisdiction  over  the
decedent’s properties, including the tractors.

2. **Liability Assumption by Heirs:**
– The heirs’ assumption of liabilities was contingent on a valid partition, which was not the
case here. Thus, the heirs, including Florence, did not assume the decedent’s debts.

3. **Waiver of Probate Filing:**
– Florence did not waive her right to require claims to be filed in probate court. Active
participation in the case did not equate to waiver.

4. **Solidary Liability of Respondents:**
–  The  promissory  notes  and  continuing  guaranty  agreements  bound  only  Efraim  and
Edmund. Florence was not proven to have executed any binding document imposing such
liability on her.

5. **Union Bank’s Standing:**
– Union Bank’s standing was questioned since there was no sufficient proof it was the
successor-in-interest of Union Savings and Mortgage Bank. Therefore, the court found that
Union Bank lacked the capacity to sue.
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### Doctrine:
1. **Probate Court Approval:**
– No valid partition among heirs can occur until the will is probated.
– Claims against the estate must be filed with the probate court to be enforceable.

2. **Heir Liability to Decedent’s Debts:**
– Heirs do not automatically assume the debts of a decedent unless it is explicitly laid out in
a valid, legally approved partition.

### Class Notes:
1. **Heirship and Debt Assumption:**
– Heirs may inherit liabilities subject to a valid partition approved in probate court.
– Unauthorized partition agreements are unenforceable.

2. **Probate Court Jurisdiction:**
– Probate courts have original  jurisdiction to determine estate administration including
partitions, asset determination, and debt settlements.

3. **Mandatory Filing in Probate Court:**
– Section 5, Rule 86 of the Revised Rules of Court: All claims against a decedent’s estate
must be filed within probate proceedings to be enforceable.

4. **Doctrine of Estoppel in Probate Proceedings:**
– Participation in civil litigation does not necessarily imply waiver of rights unless explicitly
stated or proven otherwise.

### Historical Background:
The case highlights the principles governing the administration of estates in the Philippines
and the  strict  requirements  for  creditor  claims and heirs’  liability.  It  underscores  the
essential  role  of  probate  courts  in  settling  decedents’  estates  and clarifies  that  heirs’
obligations to deceased relatives’ debts must be seen within the legal framework ensuring
equitable distribution and creditor protection.


