G.R. No. L-28546. July 30, 1975 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Castaneda and Henson vs. Ago and Court of Appeals, G.R. No. L-24757, October 25, 1967

### Facts:

1. **¥Initial Replevin Suit:** In 1955, Venancio Castaneda and Nicetas Henson filed a
replevin suit against Pastor Ago in the Court of First Instance (CFI) of Manila to recover
certain machinery (Civil Case No. 27251).

2. ¥*Judgment and Appeals:** In 1957, the court ruled in favor of Castaneda and Henson.
Ago appealed, and the Supreme Court affirmed the judgment on June 30, 1961. Upon
remand, CFI issued a writ of execution for P172,923.87 against Ago. A levy was made on
Ago’s house and lots in Quezon City, followed by an auction sale on March 9, 1963, in which
Castaneda and Henson emerged as the highest bidders. Pastor Ago filed motions and
appeals to stop the auction and execution but was unsuccessful.

3. *Complaint to Annul Sale:** On May 2, 1964, Pastor Ago and his wife, Lourdes Yu Ago,
filed a complaint in the CFI of Quezon City (Civil Case No. Q-7986) to annul the sheriff’s
sale, alleging that the properties levied were conjugal and should not satisfy Pastor Ago’s
personal obligation.

4. **Legal Maneuvering:** Multiple instances of legal maneuvering ensued, including
motions and petitions for injunctions, writs of possession, certiorari, and prohibition at
various court levels, culminating in multiple dismissals by both lower courts and the
Supreme Court.

5. ¥*Court of Appeals’ Intervention:** The Court of Appeals eventually granted a preliminary
injunction to prevent the enforcement of the writ of possession concerning Lourdes Yu Ago’s
share in the conjugal properties, which led Castaneda and Henson to file for review by the
Supreme Court.

### Issues:

1. Can the conjugal properties of Pastor Ago and Lourdes Yu Ago be levied to satisfy the
personal judgment against Pastor Ago?

2. Did the Court of Appeals err in enjoining the execution of the writ of possession for
properties purported to belong to Lourdes Yu Ago?

3. Was the trial court’s issuance of writs of preliminary injunction and writ of possession
correct?
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### Court’s Decision:

1. **Levy on Conjugal Properties:** The Supreme Court held that laches prevented the Agos
from raising the issue of the non-leviability of conjugal properties. The properties were
advertized, levied, and sold years ago without any valid objection from Lourdes Yu Ago.

2. **Intervention by Court of Appeals:** The Court found that the action by the Court of
Appeals in enjoining the writ of possession was mistaken. It ruled that Lourdes Yu Ago’s
interest in the conjugal properties was inchoate and thus could not legally halt the execution
of the writ.

3. ¥*Procedural Estoppel and Laches:** The Court emphasized that the Agos had ample time
and opportunity to raise objections but failed to act promptly, constituting laches. The
Supreme Court criticized the prolonged and dilatory tactics employed by the Agos and their
legal counsel.

### Doctrine:

1. **Laches:** Failure or neglect to assert rights or raise objections within a reasonable time
can prevent them from being considered, warranting a presumption of abandonment.

2. **Inchoate Interest:** Conjugal property interest is not a legal or equitable estate until it
is partitioned post-liquidation of the partnership.

### Class Notes:

- **Laches:** Defined as the failure or neglect for an unreasonable length of time to do what
could or should have been done earlier, leading to a presumption of abandonment or
declination of rights.

- **Writ of Possession:** A complement to writs of execution issued by the same judge who
executed the sale unless third-party rights have supervened.

- **Conjugal Property:** Only leviable if it is adjudicated that the conjugal partnership
benefited from the obligations.

- **Doctrine of Non-Interference:** A court cannot invalidate the orders of a co-equal court.

### Historical Background:

The case reflects the historical context of strict adherence to procedural rules in the
Philippine judiciary and the importance of timely legal actions in the enforcement of
judgments. It highlights instances where legal proceedings can be prolonged extensively
through persistent, albeit unfounded, legal maneuvers. The case is significant for
illustrating the limits of conjugal liability and the application of laches to prevent undue
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delays in executing judicial decisions.
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