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### Title:
Pastor D. Ago vs. The Hon. Court of Appeals et al.: A Jurisprudential Discourse on Judgment
Notification and Execution

### Facts:
In 1957, Pastor D. Ago acquired sawmill machineries from Grace Park Engineering, Inc.,
securing the payment balance with a chattel mortgage. Ago defaulted, and in 1958, Grace
Park initiated foreclosure procedures. To prevent this, Ago filed Special Civil Case No. 53 in
the Court of  First Instance of Agusan. Both parties reached a compromise, which was
verbally dictated in open court by Judge Montano A. Ortiz on January 28, 1959.

Ago defaulted again, prompting Grace Park to successfully petition for execution in August
1959. Notably, Ago claims to have sold the machineries to Golden Pacific Sawmill, Inc. in
February 1959. The sheriff proceeded with auctioning the machineries on December 4,
1959, despite a subsequent Court of Appeals injunction that was issued too late.

Ago appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  claiming no  formal  notice  of  the  judgment  or
execution order was received, making the writ and auction void. The Court of Appeals
dismissed his petition, finding that the judgment notice given in open court sufficed.

### Issues:
1. Whether verbal judgment notification in open court satisfies the requirement for formal
judgment notification.
2. The legality of the execution and auction process, particularly given claims of no formal
notice.
3. The classification of the sawmill machineries and equipment as movable or immovable
property.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court overturned the Court of Appeals decision, setting critical precedents:
– The court clarified that a judgment is deemed rendered only upon a written document,
signed by the judge,  and filed officially.  Thus,  verbal  proclamation does not constitute
formal notice.
– It invalidated the writ of execution and subsequent auction sale due to the lack of official
judgment  notification  to  Ago.  It  highlighted  that  procedural  due  process  in  judgment
notification is sacrosanct.
– In addressing the nature of the sawmill machineries, the Court deemed them immovable
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property, as they were essential and permanent fixtures of the sawmill, thus invoking Article
415(5)  of  the  Civil  Code.  Consequently,  their  sale  required  specific  public  notification
procedures which were not met, rendering the sale void.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterated two critical doctrines:
1. Formal Judgment Notification Doctrine: A judgment is considered rendered and effective
only  upon  the  proper  filing  of  a  written  and  signed  copy  with  the  clerk  of  court,
necessitating formal notice to the concerned parties either personally or via registered mail.
2. Immovable Property Classification under Article 415(5) of the Civil  Code: Machinery
installed permanently for industrial operations on land transforms into real estate by virtue
of its purpose and installation, subjecting its sale to the rules governing real property.

### Class Notes:
– **Formal Judgment Notification**: Required for a judgment to be effective; involves the
physical filing and personal/registered mail notification.
– **Article 415(5) of the Civil Code**: Classifies machinery intended for industry carried out
on a piece of land as immovable property.
– Application: Sawmill machinery installed for operation in a building becomes immovable,
altering the legal requirements for its sale or execution.

### Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  evolving  jurisprudence  on  procedural  due  process  in  the
execution of judgments and the classification of properties in the Philippines. It highlights
the judiciary’s meticulous adherence to the procedural requirements set forth in the Rules
of Court and the Civil Code, ensuring that rights to property and due process are properly
safeguarded.


