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**Title**: J.R.S. Business Corporation v. Imperial Insurance, Inc.

**Facts**:
– On July 12, 1961, Imperial Insurance, Inc. (plaintiff) filed a complaint for a sum of money
against J.R.S. Business Corporation (defendant corporation) in the Court of First Instance
(CFI) of Manila, Civil Case No. 47520.
– After the defendants submitted their Answer, both parties entered into a Compromise
Agreement on March 16, 1962. The agreement stated that defendants acknowledged their
indebtedness of P61,172.32, itemized into principal, interest, liquidated damages, costs, and
attorney fees.
– The defendants committed to pay this amount on or before May 14, 1962, and if they
failed, the plaintiff could move for the execution of the decision without further proceedings.
– The lower court approved the compromise agreement and rendered judgment on March
17, 1962, effectively adopting the terms of the agreement.
– Defendants failed to pay by the due date. On May 15, 1962, Imperial Insurance filed for
the issuance of a Writ of Execution.
– A Writ of Execution was issued on May 23, 1962, leading to Notices of Sale for the auction
of the personal properties of J.R.S. Business Corporation, including their business name and
franchise.
– An auction was set for June 21, 1962. J.R.S. Business Corporation filed multiple motions,
including an urgent petition to postpone the auction and a motion to release levy on their
business name and franchise, arguing these were not subject to levy and sale.
–  The motions were denied,  leading to  the auction on June 21,  1962,  where Imperial
Insurance was the highest bidder for the properties at P10,000.00.
–  The  business  name,  franchise,  and  other  assets  were  levied  and  sold  to  Imperial
Insurance, which then took possession and began to operate the business.
–  J.R.S.  Business  Corporation  appealed  the  decision,  contesting  the  inclusion  of  their
business name, franchise, and capital stocks in the auction.

**Issues**:
1. Whether the respondent Judge committed grave abuse of discretion in denying the motion
for postponement of the auction sale.
2. Whether the business name, franchise, and capital stocks of J.R.S. Business Corporation
could be subject to levy, execution, and sale.

**Court’s Decision**:
1. **Grave Abuse of Discretion**: The court determined that the respondent Judge did not
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exhibit grave abuse of discretion. The issuance of the Writ of Execution and the subsequent
actions taken by the lower court were within its jurisdiction and discretion. There were no
grounds  for  certiorari  as  any  errors  committed  were  errors  of  judgment  rather  than
jurisdiction.
2. **Levy, Execution, and Sale on Franchise and Business Name**: The court ruled that the
lower court erred in allowing the levy and sale of J.R.S.’s franchise, trade name, and capital
stocks.  These  assets  could  only  be  subject  to  execution  if  specifically  decreed  in  the
judgment, which had not been done. Additionally, a trade name or business name cannot be
sold  separately  from  the  franchise,  and  capital  stock  represents  the  interest  of  the
shareholders, which requires specific legal proceedings for deprivation.

**Doctrine**:
1. **Execution of Judgment**: The execution of a judgment must adhere strictly to the terms
decreed in the judgment. Assets necessary for the enjoyment of a franchise cannot be sold
unless specifically decreed in the judgment.
2. **Properties Subject to Execution**: Trade names, business names, and capital stocks
have specific legal protections and can only be levied upon according to procedures outlined
by law.

**Class Notes**:
–  **Execution  and  Garnishment**:  Understand the  procedural  nuances  involved  in  the
execution of judgments, particularly regarding corporate assets.
– **Franchise and Trade Names**: These are protected and cannot be levied upon without
explicit authorization in judgment orders.
– **Corporate Law**: Review provisions under the Corporation Law, particularly Sec. 56,
regarding  the  forced  sale  of  franchises  and  corporate  properties  necessary  for  their
enjoyment.
–  **Jurisdiction  and  Discretion**:  Differentiation  between  errors  of  judgment  and
jurisdiction—an  important  distinction  in  obtaining  remedies  such  as  certiorari.

**Historical Background**:
This case illustrates the legal intricacies involved in the execution of judgments concerning
corporate  franchises  and business  operations  in  the  early  1960s  in  the  Philippines.  It
showcases how corporate assets were protected under the then-existing Corporation Law,
reflecting the judicial  approach to  balancing creditor  rights  with  corporate  procedural
safeguards. The decision reinforced the necessity for specificity in judicial orders involving
corporate asset seizures.


