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### Title: Seno v. Mangubat and Others: A Case of Reformation of Instrument and
Annulment of Subsequent Sale

### Facts:
Crisanta  F.  Seno,  and her  children,  initiated a  legal  battle  against  Marcos  Mangubat,
Francisco Luzame and Vergita Penaflor, Andres Evangelista, and Bienvenido Mangubat,
stemming from a questionable transaction back in 1961. Crisanta Seno sought to mortgage
her property in Barrio Dongalo, Paranaque, Rizal, to pay off an existing debt. Mangubat, a
lawyer, and Seno agreed to a mortgage of PHP 15,000 at 2% interest per month. However,
Mangubat ostensibly prepared a Deed of Absolute Sale instead, under the guise of this
representing the agreed mortgage, deceiving Seno into signing it for PHP 5,000.

Mangubat  acquired  title,  further  consolidating  his  claim  by  buying  out  co-vendees
Evangelista and Mangubat. Despite Seno’s continued interest payments, she was sued for
ejectment by Mangubat in 1963 for alleged non-payment of ‘rentals.’ Later, in January 1969,
she discovered that Mangubat sold the property to the Luzame spouses for PHP 10,000,
despite their alleged knowledge of Seno’s claim. This prompted Seno to initiate legal action
seeking reformation of the instrument and annulment of the sale to the Luzames.

Procedurally, the case navigated through the legal system beginning with the Court of First
Instance of Rizal, which initially dismissed the claim against all defendants. This dismissal
prompted an appeal to the Court of Appeals, which, noting the legal nature of the questions
involved, certified the appeal to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether Andres Evangelista and Bienvenido Mangubat were indispensable parties to the
case.
2. Whether the action against Evangelista and Mangubat had prescribed under Article 1144
of the Civil Code.
3.  Whether  the  dismissal  of  the  case  against  Evangelista  and  Mangubat  justified  the
dismissal against all defendants.
4. Whether the dismissal without a hearing on the merits was legal.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court delved into these issues individually, concluding that:
1. Evangelista and Mangubat were not indispensable but were necessary (proper) parties as
their participation was crucial to completely resolve the controversy.
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2. The action against Evangelista and Mangubat had indeed prescribed, being filed more
than ten years after the Deed of Sale’s execution.
3. The dismissal of Evangelista and Mangubat on prescription grounds did not necessitate
the dismissal against the remaining defendants since these latter defenses were distinct.
4. The Supreme Court further analyzed the concept of laches, determining that Seno’s
significant  delay  in  asserting  her  rights,  spanning  nearly  nine  years,  equated  to
acquiescence,  barring  her  claims  on  these  grounds.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reaffirmed the doctrine of laches: the unreasonable delay in pursuing a
right or claim in a way that prejudices the opposing party. Additionally, it clarified the
distinction between indispensable and proper parties in litigation, noting the impact of each
on the disposition of a case.

### Class Notes:
–  **Prescription Period for  Written Contracts**:  Under Article  1144 of  the Civil  Code,
actions upon a written contract must be initiated within ten years from when the right of
action accrues.
– **Indispensable vs. Proper Parties**: Essential understanding of who must be part of a
lawsuit for a court to adjudicate fully and justly.
– **Doctrine of Laches**: Explains how failing to timely assert one’s rights can lead to those
rights being forfeited.
– **Good Faith in Purchases**: The presumption of good faith benefits purchasers relying on
the face of a Torrens Certificate of Title unless there’s evidence to the contrary.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the complexities arising from transactions not properly documented or
where deceit is implied in contractual agreements. It emphasizes the importance of clarity
in agreements, the consequences of delays in seeking redress, and the rigorous analysis
courts undertake in distinguishing between various parties’ roles and responsibilities in
legal disputes.


