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OPINION

{*470} {1} OPINION OF THE COURT. This is a suit to quiet title to certain lands in
Santa Fe county, brought by the Security Investment & Development Company, a
corporation, against James W. Norment, the County of Santa Fe, unknown claimants
and unknown owners. The Capital City Bank appeared and filed an answer, containing
a counterclaim, and praying that its lien be declared prior and paramount to the estate
of the plaintiff. The rights of the Capital City Bank, the appellant here, were based upon
an assignment of a certain judgment rendered against James W. Norment, plaintiff's
immediate grantor, the assignment having been made and a copy of the transcript of
judgment having been filed in the office of the county clerk of Santa Fe county prior to
the conveyance of the lands involved from Norment to the plaintiff, the appellee. The
{*471} trial court, upon the motion of appellee, entered an order striking the appearance
and answer of appellant from the files, the ground for such action being that appellant
had no interest in the subject-matter of the litigation sufficient to maintain its defense or
counterclaim. From that action the appellant appealed.

{2} The sole question on this appeal is whether the appellant has sufficient interest in
the subject- matter to maintain its defense and counterclaim. It takes the position that it
has an interest as well as a claim in the premises in dispute by virtue of its lien. The lien
was acquired under section 3079, Code 1915. Section 4387, Code 1915, the statute
under which this suit was brought, provides the following:



"An action to determine and quiet the title of real property may be brought by
anyone having or claiming an interest therein, whether in or out of possession of
the same, against any person claiming title thereto."

{3} Section 4388, Code 1915, provides for the procedure for such suits, and requires
the complaint therefor to contain certain matters, and that certain classes of persons
shall be made parties defendant. The plaintiff is required to set forth the nature and
extent of his estate in the premises, allege adverse claims to the estate on the part of
defendants, and pray for the establishment of his estate against such adverse claims. It
further provides:

"Any or all persons whom the plaintiff alleges in his complaint he is informed and
believes make adverse claim to the estate of the plaintiff * * * and all unknown
persons who may claim any interest or title adverse to plaintiff, may be made
parties defendant. * * *"

{4} If a person having a general lien on the premises in dispute may properly come in
and plead as a defendant and set up that lien interest as an estate adverse to the estate
and title of the plaintiff, and may also plead a counterclaim based upon such lien, then
the contention of appellant must be sustained; otherwise, it must be denied. The
appellant cites a number of cases which it asserts sustains {*472} its contention, chief
among them being the case of Ormsby v. Ottman, 85 F. 492, 29 C. C. A. 295, by
Sanborn, J.; but the decision of the territorial Supreme Court in Stanton v. Catron, 8
N.M. 355, 374, 45 P. 884, 890, controls our decision in this case. In that case the
plaintiff brought a creditor's bill and on appeal attempted to sustain his suit upon the
theory that he could maintain, under the pleadings, a suit to quiet title. The court, in
disposing of this contention, referred to section 2214, C. L. 1884, which is identical with
section 4387, Code 1915. It held that the statute did not contemplate a controversy
between conflicting liens, or between a judgment creditor and a purchaser, and that the
plaintiff must have an interest greater than a lien interest. The court said:

"The bill in this case shows the complainant to be a judgment creditor claiming a
general lien, by virtue of his judgment, upon the lands in controversy. No title to
the property is asserted. What relation does a judgment creditor bear to the land
of the debtor upon which he has a general lien by virtue of his judgment? Not that
of an owner of the property, or one having an interest or right in the title to the
land itself, but simply that of a general lien upon the lands, which confers upon
the judgment creditor the right to levy upon and sell the same to the exclusion of
other adverse interests subsequent to the judgment. The title to the land is not
transferred by the judgment from the judgment debtor to the judgment creditor,
but remains in the judgment defendant. Other judgment creditors may levy upon
the land and sell it. The debtor may sell and dispose of the land and pass title
thereto in any way he sees fit, subject, of course, to the rights of the creditor
under the lien of his judgment. The judgment creditor is simply vested with the
power to make the general lien of his judgment effective in pursuing the remedy
which the law gives in issuing execution, levy, and sale of the land. By following



up diligently the remedy which the law has given him, he may thus vest himself
with a title in the specific land on which therefore he had only a general lien. Until
this is done no title to the land passes to or is vested in him. His judgment is
simply a link in the chain which may be lengthened into a title in his favor. This
view we understand to be sustained by the Supreme Court in the case of Conard
v. Atlantic Ins. Co., 26 U.S. 386, 1 Pet. 386, 433 [7 L. Ed. 189]; Brown v. Pierce,
74 U.S. 205, 7 Wall. 205 [19 L. Ed. 134]; 1 Black on Judgments, § 400, and
cases cited; Young v. Templeton [4 La. Ann. 254], 50 Am. Dec. 563."

{5} The principles set out in that case are controlling here. The appellant in the case at
bar had no standing before {*473} the court in the suit to quiet title, because its right and
interest in the premises was based upon a judgment lien which does not constitute title;
nor is such claim within the purview of the statute. Its counterclaim is likewise without
merit in this suit.

{6} The trial court therefore properly struck its appearance and answer and
counterclaim from the files, and the judgment of the trial court is therefore affirmed; and
it is so ordered.



