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### Title:
Francel Realty Corporation v. Court of Appeals and Francisco T. Sycip (G.R. No. 115533)

### Facts:
**1. Execution of Contract:**
– Petitioner Francel Realty Corporation sold Lot 16, Building No. 14 of Francel Townhomes
to respondent Francisco T. Sycip via a Contract to Sell for P451,000.00.
– The contract specified that if the buyer defaulted on two or more installments, the seller
could rescind the contract, reclaim the property, and treat the downpayment as rental.

**2. Default and Demand:**
– Sycip failed to pay the monthly amortization of P9,303.00 starting October 30, 1990.
–  Francel  issued  demands  to  Sycip  to  update  his  payments  and  vacate  the  property,
specifically noted in a letter dated September 26, 1992.
– Due to Sycip’s refusal to vacate, Francel sought legal counsel.

**3. Legal Proceedings:**
– **Unlawful Detainer:** Francel filed a complaint for unlawful detainer in the Municipal
Trial Court (MTC) of Bacoor, Cavite, seeking possession, rental payments from October 30,
1990, attorney’s fees, and litigation expenses.
– **Motion to Dismiss:** Sycip moved to dismiss the complaint on November 9, 1992, which
MTC denied.
– **Answer:** On January 20, 1993, Sycip filed his answer, citing defective construction as
the  reason for  non-payment.  He already  had a  pending complaint  against  Francel  for
“unsound real estate business practice” with the Housing and Land Use Regulatory Board
(HLURB).
– **MTC Ruling:** On February 24, 1993, MTC ruled Sycip’s answer was late but later, on
March 17, 1993, dismissed the complaint citing lack of jurisdiction and awarded Sycip
damages and costs.

**4. Appeal to RTC:**
– Francel appealed the MTC decision to the Regional Trial Court (RTC), which upheld the
MTC decision, highlighting that the HLURB had exclusive jurisdiction over the case as it
involved a real estate transaction.

**5. Petition for Review:**
– Francel took the case to the Court of Appeals (CA), questioning the jurisdiction and the
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damages awarded to Sycip, but the CA upheld the MTC decision.

**6. Motion for Reconsideration:**
– Francel filed for reconsideration, reiterating the jurisdiction issue, but the CA denied the
motion.

**7. Petition to Supreme Court:**
– Francel filed a petition for review with the Supreme Court, questioning the jurisdiction of
the MTC and the damages awarded.

### Issues:
1. **Jurisdiction:** Whether the MTC had jurisdiction over the action for unlawful detainer
and the awarding of damages.
2. **Award of Damages:** Whether the MTC’s award of damages to Sycip was justifiable.

### Court’s Decision:
**1. Jurisdiction:**
– The Supreme Court ruled that the MTC did not have jurisdiction over the complaint.
– The reason was that the case involved a real estate transaction under P.D. No. 957,
dealing with the rights and obligations of buyers and developers, falling under the exclusive
original jurisdiction of the HLURB.

**2. Award of Damages:**
– Given the lack of jurisdiction, the MTC also had no authority to grant the counterclaims for
damages.
–  Even if  jurisdiction were proper,  the procedural  ruling that  Sycip’s  answer was late
effectively nullified his counterclaims.
– Furthermore, the awards lacked justification given there was no evidence of bad faith or
malice on the part of Francel.

### Doctrine:
–  **Primary  Jurisdiction  Doctrine  under  P.D.  No.  957:**  Cases  involving  rights  and
obligations of buyers and developers in real estate transactions fall within the HLURB’s
exclusive jurisdiction.
– **Procedural Compliance:** Timely filing is essential for counterclaims to be considered.
– **Requirement of Basis for Damages:** Awards for damages require concrete justification.

### Class Notes:
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– **Jurisdiction Rules:**
– Summary Procedures under MTC usually cover unlawful detainer.
– P.D. No. 957 mandates HLURB to handle real estate disputes.
– **Motions and Demands:**
– Correct timelines for filing answers/counterclaims are crucial (Revised Rule on Summary
Procedure).
– **Damages:**
– Awards must be rooted in evidence and proper legal grounding (Buan v. Camaganacan).

### Historical Background:
– **Real Estate Regulation:** The case underscores the establishment of specific tribunals
such as the HLURB to handle specialized disputes in the real estate sector.
– **Judicial Efficiency & Specialization:** Reflects judicial steps towards specialization and
efficient resolution of case types requiring particular expertise, reflecting broader trends in
regulatory and judicial reforms initiated in the 1970s.


