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### Title
Francisco de la Cruz et al. vs. Mamerto Roxas et al.

### Facts
In July 1945, respondent Judge Mamerto Roxas ordered petitioners led by Francisco de la
Cruz to vacate the premises at No. 1135 Avenida Rizal, Manila, by October 1945, pursuant
to an agreement with respondent Eugenio Quesada. Due to the Manila housing crisis post-
World War II, petitioner Agustin Alonzo sought a delay in the execution of this judgment to
locate alternative housing. Despite the plea, Roxas issued a writ of execution. Quesada
refuted the request for delay, highlighting a prolonged opportunity (over seven months)
given to the petitioners to vacate and the commercial lease of the property’s basement to
Chinese merchants. The respondent also stressed the urgent need to use the property for
his chemical business and to house Dr. Joaquin Marañon’s displaced family. The Supreme
Court dismissed the petitioners’ claims, emphasizing the illegitimacy of Alonzo’s occupancy
and the breach of the gentleman’s agreement to vacate.

### Issues
1. Whether respondent Judge committed grave abuse of discretion by ordering execution
despite the housing crisis in Manila.
2.  Whether  petitioners’  prolonged possession  of  the  property  after  agreeing to  vacate
constituted a violation of legal and moral principles.

### Court’s Decision
The Supreme Court found no merit in the petitioners’ claims. It held that:
1. The respondent Judge did not commit grave abuse of discretion by adhering to the terms
of the agreement between the petitioners and Quesada.
2. Petitioner Alonzo, being merely a house guest of de la Cruz (the original tenant), had no
legal basis to remain on the property after de la Cruz vacated. The Court emphasized the
importance of adhering to the gentleman’s agreement and rejected the idea of supporting
its violation, upholding legal and moral principles vital for societal order.

### Doctrine
This case reiterated two key legal doctrines:
1. The sanctity of contractual agreements – highlighting that agreements freely entered into
must be honored.
2. The limited protection against eviction offered to individuals who are not parties to a
lease agreement.
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### Class Notes
– **Gentleman’s Agreement**: An informal and legally non-binding agreement between two
or more parties. It is usually oral, but it can be written as well. Such an agreement is upheld
by the honor of the participants, not by legal mechanisms.
– **Writ of Execution**: A court order granted to enforce a judgment of possession or
monetary judgment.
– **Grave Abuse of Discretion**: A situation wherein a public official or tribunal acts in a
capricious or whimsical manner in a judgment relating to a case.

Legal principles applied or interpreted:
–  Parties are bound by the terms of  their  agreement.  Non-compliance due to external
circumstances, such as housing shortages, does not automatically absolve parties of their
obligations.
– The distinction between primary tenants and secondary occupants (e.g., house guests) in
eviction proceedings: secondary occupants have limited to no legal standing in disputes
concerning property they do not formally lease.

### Historical Background
This case was adjudicated amidst the aftermath of World War II, specifically addressing the
acute housing crisis in Manila. The destruction wrought by the war significantly strained the
city’s housing resources, leading to disputes over property rights and occupancy. The legal
principles and moral considerations invoked in this decision reflect the judiciary’s attempt
to balance compassion for those affected by the housing shortage with the enforcement of
private agreements and property rights.


