G.R. No. L-48210. January 31, 1984 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** San Miguel, et al. vs. Elbinias, et al.

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Action:** On January 29, 1969, Cipriano del Carmen (later substituted by
Hermogenes del Carmen) filed an action in the Court of First Instance of Bulacan, Branch V,
against Rosalinda San Juan-Rafols and the estate of Romeo San Juan, seeking possession
and ownership of a 1,300 square meter unregistered residential lot in Marilao, Bulacan.

2. **Trial Court Decision:** On January 16, 1970, the lower court ruled in favor of
Hermogenes del Carmen, ordering the defendants to vacate the property, pay P8 monthly
starting from filing until vacation, P1,000 attorney’s fees, and costs of the suit.

3. ¥*Appeals:**
- The Court of Appeals affirmed the decision on August 22, 1975.
- The defendants petitioned the Supreme Court, which denied it on January 15, 1976.

4. **Writ of Execution:** The case became final and executory, and on March 31, 1976,
Hermogenes del Carmen requested a writ of execution. The court issued it on April 20,
1976, alongside a demolition order.

5. **Third-Party Claims:** Before execution, Ramon Rafols and Crisanto San Miguel filed
claims with the Provincial Sheriff, which Hermogenes opposed. The court disapproved
Rafols’ claim but allowed Crisanto’s and required a P25,000 bond from Hermogenes for
execution to proceed, which he posted.

6. *Subsequent Complaint:** On March 7, 1977, petitioners filed a new case (Civil Case No.
5050), which was transferred to Branch V (Civil Case No. SM-775), seeking to annul the
prior judgment citing a 1935 Supreme Court case (Antonio Bernardino vs. Benito San Juan),
arguing ownership issues with Cipriano del Carmen.

7. **Respondent’s Motion:** The private respondents moved to dismiss and oppose the
preliminary injunction, stating the cause was barred by a prior judgment.

8. *Trial Court Orders:**

- On September 22, 1977, the court denied the dismissal and required petitioners to post a
P50,000 bond for a preliminary prohibitory injunction.

- Petitioners’ motion to reduce the bond to P5,000 was denied on October 18, 1977.

9. **Appeals on the Bond:** Petitioners sought relief via certiorari, prohibition, and
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mandamus from the Court of Appeals, which dismissed their petition on December 12, 1977.
Their motion for reconsideration was denied on April 26, 1978.

10. *Supreme Court Petition:** The petitioners then brought the issue to the Supreme
Court.

**Issues:**
- Did the trial court, through respondent Judge Elbinias, act with grave abuse of discretion
in setting the injunction bond at P50,000 and denying the reduction to P5,0007?

**Court’s Decision:**

- **Assessment of Bond’s Reasonableness:**

- The trial court’s discretion in setting bond amounts is generally respected, provided it is
not exercised arbitrarily or without basis.

- Here, the P50,000 bond was based on market value considerations and potential damages
to respondents from injunction violations.

- **No Grave Abuse of Discretion Found:**

- The Supreme Court agreed with the lower courts’ reasoning that the amount reflected the
property’s market value and additional damages.

- The court highlighted that damages could include more than just rental value but also the
deprivation of ownership and possession.

- **Ruling: The petition was denied, affirming the lower courts’ decisions and bond
requirements.

**Doctrine:**

- **Discretion in Bond Setting:** Courts have broad discretion to determine bond amounts
for preliminary injunctions, provided such discretion is exercised justly and reasonably, not
arbitrarily.

**Class Notes:**

- **Elements of a Preliminary Injunction Bond (Rule 58, Section 4(b) of the Rules of
Court):**

- A bond must be filed by the plaintiff.

- The bond amount is determined by the court.

- Purpose: To cover damages that the enjoined party may sustain if the injunction is
improper.
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- ¥*Key Concepts:**

- **Res Judicata:** Prior final judgment bars re-litigation of the same issue.

- *[njunction Bond:** Secures the defendant from loss or damage due to wrongful
injunction.

- **Abuse of Discretion:** Interference with a lower court’s discretion occurs only when
there is clear arbitrariness or lack of basis.

**Historical Background:**

- **Case Context:** This case occurred during a period when the Philippine judiciary
handled numerous land ownership and possession disputes, reflecting broader
socioeconomic issues related to land tenure and property rights in the country. The long
history and various rulings illustrate procedural complexities and the judiciary’s role in
maintaining property rights and equitable justice.
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