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Title: Adelfo Maceda vs. Hon. Court of Appeals and Cement Center, Inc.

Facts: This case revolves around Adelfo Maceda, the petitioner, who leased a property in
San Juan, Metro Manila, from his aunt and uncle, the spouses Arturo Victoria and Maxima
Monserrat,  emigrated to the U.S.  in  1970.  Maceda agreed to repair  and renovate the
property, initially with the approval and promise of reimbursement from the landlords. Over
time,  Maceda made extensive  improvements  costing  over  P240,000,  far  exceeding the
initially agreed-upon renovations. After several changes in ownership and despite multiple
ejectment  cases  filed  against  him,  Maceda  remained  on  the  property,  seeking
reimbursement for his improvements. The current owner, Cement Center, Inc., acquired the
property and sought Maceda’s eviction. The Metropolitan Trial Court (MTC) and later, on
appeal, the Regional Trial Court, heard the case, with the latter eventually ordering Cement
Center to reimburse Maceda for his improvements. However, Cement Center successfully
appealed to the Court of Appeals, arguing that the MTC and by extension, the Regional Trial
Court, lacked jurisdiction over the counterclaim due it exceeding the monetary jurisdiction
of the MTC.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  Metropolitan  Trial  Court  (MTC)  holds  jurisdiction  over  the  lessee’s
counterclaim for the value of improvements exceeding the court’s jurisdictional limit of
P20,000.
2.  Whether  Maceda  can  claim  right  of  retention  over  the  leased  premises  pending
reimbursement for his improvements.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court sided with the Court of Appeals, concurring that the MTC did not
possess  jurisdiction  over  Maceda’s  counterclaim,  given it  surpassed the  P20,000 limit.
Consequently, the Regional Trial Court, hearing the case on appeal, also lacked jurisdiction
over the matter. The Supreme Court decreed Maceda was obliged to pay unpaid rentals
amounting to P32,864.36 from December 1981 to August 1989, with an ongoing monthly
rental  due  until  his  departure  from  the  property.  Maceda’s  petition  regarding  his
counterclaim for the value of improvements and the assertion of his right of retention was
dismissed.

Doctrine:
1. Jurisdictional Limit of Civil Claims: A Metropolitan Trial Court’s jurisdiction over civil
actions for sums of money is confined to demands not exceeding twenty thousand pesos,
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exclusive of interest and costs but inclusive of damages of whatever kind.
2. Right of Retention for Lessees: Lessees, perceived not to be possessors in good faith
concerning improvements made on leased properties, don’t inherently possess the right to
retain possession pending reimbursement for said improvements.

Class Notes:
– Metropolitan Trial Court’s jurisdiction over money claims is capped at P20,000, exclusive
of interest and costs.
–  A  counterclaim beyond  the  MTC’s  jurisdictional  ambit  can  only  serve  as  a  defense
mechanism, not as a tool for obtaining affirmative relief.
– Lessees acknowledging their temporary rights over a property cannot claim good faith
possession, thereby negating the right of retention over unauthorized improvements.
– Agreements for reimbursement for property improvements must be registered to bind
subsequent owners.

Historical Background:
This case highlights the intricate interplay between property rights, lease agreements, and
legal jurisdiction in the Philippines. It underscores the practical limitations faced by lessees
in securing reimbursement for property improvements and the jurisdictional bounds of the
Philippine court system concerning civil claims. The case occurred during a period when
issues around property improvements, possessory rights, and the evolving legal framework
addressing these matters, were gaining prominence, illustrating the ongoing development of
property law and tenant rights in the Philippine legal landscape.


