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CONCEPCION, J.:

This is an action for the recovery of unpaid rentals and damages, and the resolution of a contract of lease of Lot
No. 1, Block No. 338 of the Cadastral Survey of the City of Manila, situated in the District of Ermita and more
particularly described in Transfer Certificate of Title No. 21988 of the Register of Deeds for the City of Manila.
The defendants are G. K. Co Bun Kim, the lessee, who had constructed, on said lot, a building of seventeen (17)

The record shows that on February 9, 1950, Rafael Alonso, the original owner of said lot, and Co Bun Kim,
executed the public instrument. Exhibit A, whereby the former leased the aforementioned lot to the latter, for a
period of fifteen (15) years, at a monthly rental of P400. Said deed of lease was, on March 17, 1950, duly
recorded in the office of the Register of Deeds of Manila. On January 9, 1953, Alonso sold and conveyed said lot,
including his rights under said deed, Exhibit A, to plaintiff Jacinta Abella (Exhibit B). The next day, Alonso wrote
to Co Bun Kim the letter Exhibit F, advising him of said conveyance, with the request that the rental of P400 a
month be paid to Mrs. Abella or her representative, beginning from said month of January, 1953.

It appears that prior thereto, or on April 23, 1952, Co Bun Kim had instituted Civil Case No. 16221 of the Court
of First Instance of Manila, against one Natalio Enriquez, for the annulment of a mortgage on the building
aforementioned, constituted by Co Bun Kim in favor of Enriquez subsequently to the execution of and registration
of said Exhibit A. On motion of Enriquez, the Philippine Trust Company was, on October 22, 1952, appointed
receiver of said building. Soon later, or on January 24, 1953, Quirino D. Carpio substituted the Philippine Trust
Company as such receiver, and thereafter collected the corresponding rentals from the lessees of said apartments
or "aecesorias", but did not pay the rentals due under said Exhibit A, for the use of the lot, beginning from said
month. Accordingly, on February 21, 1953, counsel for Mrs. Abella wrote the letter Exhibit G, to Co Bun Kim,
demanding payment of the rentals, which were overdue since January, 1953. This demand was, on March 2, 1953,
reiterated, in vain, in plaintiff's communication to Co Bun Kim, Exhibit G-2. On March 15, 1953, counsel for
Mrs. Abella wrote to Quirino D. Carpio, as receiver of said building, the letter Exhibit I, advising him of the
aforementioned letters to Co Bun Kim Exhibits G and G-2, which were not heeded, and of the default in the
payment of rentals since January, 1953, and demanding payment thereof, but appellant did not make such
payment. Mrs. Abella sought, therefore, permission to intervene in Civil Case No. 16221, for the purpose of
collecting back rentals but, Quirino D. Carpio objected to the intervention, which was denied. Hence, on April 25,
1953, Mrs. Abella instituted the present action. After due trial, the Court of First Instance of Manila rendered
judgment, the dispositive part of which reads as follows :

"Whhjepore, judgment is hereby rendered in favor of plaintiff and against defendants, ordering said defendants
to pay, jointly and severally, to plaintiff the monthly rent of P400 of said land, from January, 1953, up to and
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including this month of January, 1955, plus the further sum of PI,500 as damages, with legal interest thereon
from the date of the filing- of this complaint until fully paid, and to pay the costs.

"Defendant receiver's counterclaim is dismissed."

The case is now before us on appeal taken by defendant Carpio.

It is not disputed that Co Bun Kim had executed the aforementioned deed of lease (Exhibit A) whereby he
undertook to pay monthly the sum of P400 by way of rentals for the use and occupation of said lot, which
formerly belonged to Rafael Alonso; that the latter's interest in the lot, and in said contract of lease, were acquired
by plaintiff-appellee Mrs. Abella on January 9, 1953; and that said rentals have not been paid since January, 1953.
The main issue raised by appellant herein is the propriety of his inclusion as defendant in this case, in his capacity
as receiver of the building aforementioned, without the consent of the court having jurisdiction over said case No.
16221, in which such receiver was appointed.

It appears, however, that said case, like the one at bar, were assigned at Branch V of the Court of First Instance of
Manila, presided over by Hon. Gregorio S. Narvasa, Judge, who denied a motion to dismiss of appellant herein,
predicated, among other things, upon the absence of authority to sue said appellant, as receiver of of the building
belonging to Co Bun Kim, and rendered the decision appealed from, despite the reiteration of appellant's pretense
in his answer and, later on, in his motion for reconsideration of said decision, which was, also, denied. In other
words, the court having jurisdiction over the receivership had, thereby, impliedly, but clearly, given its consent to
the present action against the receiver, and sanctioned the same.

It is claimed that the lower court erred in sentencing the appellant to pay the rentals in question jointly and
severally with Co Bun Kim, for appellant was not a party to the deed Exhibit A, and neither the same, nor the
nature of the contract therein set forth, nor the law, make appellant solidarily liable with Co Bun Kim for the
rentals in dispute.

Obviously, this argument is predicated upon the theory that the receiver represents an interest completely distinct
and separate from that of Co Bun Kim. It overlooks the fact that Co Bun Kim is the owner of the building under
receivership; that the rentals thereof, collected by appellant, belong to Co Bun Kim; that appellant is a mere
custodian of the funds thus collected and held by him; that the judgment against appellant, for the rentals due
under Exhibit A, merely enforces an obligation of Co Bun Kim, to whom said funds belong; and that the liability
of appellant under the decision appealed from is nothing but the very same liability of Co Bun Kim. The rules
concerning joint obligations and solidary obligations (obligaciones mancomunadas y obligaciones solidarias)
require a plurality of subjects (creditors, debtors or both) and have no application when there is only one creditor
and one debtor, even if payment of the debt is to be made by several individuals, representing one and the same
interest or debtor.

Again, the records of case No. 16221 (Exhibit H) show that appellant's brother, Atty. S. D. Carpio—who was
counsel for the defendant herein—knew that the lot in question is merely leased to Co Bun Kim, and that the latter
had bound himself, among other things, to pay rentals therefor, apart from the corresponding taxes on said land.
Moreover, on March 15, 1953, appellant was specifically advised—by virtue of the letter Exhibit I— of said facts,
yet he did nothing about it. He even collected rentals from the lessees of the apartments (accesorias) under
receivership. Thus, aside from not repudiating the lease contract Exhibit A, he thereby indicated willingness to
continue the juridical relation thereby established, under the terms and conditions therein set forth: In other
words,—although subject to the control of the Court, having jurisdiction over the receivership— appellant became a
mere extension of the personality of Co Bun Kim, as regards the liability of the latter under said contract. Indeed,
the constitutional mandate to the effect that "no law impairing the obligation of contracts shall be passed"
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imposed upon the court—and, hence, upon its officer, appellant herein as receiver of said building— aside from
Congress, the duty to respect the contract of lease Exhibit A, it being free from any vice that may affect its
validity.

It is lastly urged that the lower court erred in ordering the execution of its aforementioned decision, during the
pendency of this appeal, for want of jurisdiction and insufficiency of the reasons given therefor. The first ground
assumes that the appeal had been perfected prior to the order of execution complained of, which is not a fact, said
order having been issued on May 12, 1955, whereas the record on appeal was approved on May 19, 1955. In fact,
said order is mentioned in the record on appeal, which would have been impossible had the latter been submitted
and approved prior to said order. The second ground is, also, untenable, it being obvious that this appeal has been
taken merely for the purpose of delay, the default in the payment of rentals being conceded. Worse still, the
property in question is in danger of being sold by the Government for delinquency in the payment of taxes. At any
rate, appellant has no reason whatsoever to complain against the order of execution, he having been exempted
from the operation thereof, by directing the execution of the decision appealed from, insofar only as Co Bun Kim
is concerned.

Wherefore, said decision is hereby affirmed,, with the costs of this instance against appellant herein. It is so
ordered.

Paras, C. J., Bengzon, Padilla, Montemayor, Reyes, A., Bautista Angelo, Labrador, Reyes, J. B. L., Endencia and
Felix, JJ., concur.
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