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### Title:
**Enrique P. Syquia vs. The Honorable Court of Appeals and Edward Litton**

### Facts:
1. **Initial Lease Agreement**:
– From February 1, 1970, Enrique P. Syquia leased the Dutch Inn Building from Litton
Finance and Investment Corporation, which had subleased it from the Litton co-ownership.
The lease was set to end on January 31, 1979.

2. **Change in Ownership**:
– On August 9, 1976, the Litton co-ownership was dissolved and Edward Litton became the
owner of the Dutch Inn Building. He notified Syquia to remit the rent payments directly to
him from January 1977 onwards, to which Syquia agreed.

3. **Request for Lease Renewal**:
– In a letter dated December 1, 1978, Syquia expressed his willingness to renew the lease.
However, Edward Litton, through his counsel, consistently refused, citing the explicit terms
of the lease contract that did not provide for a renewal or extension.

4. **Demand to Vacate and Subsequent Ejectment Case**:
– Litton’s counsel issued several demands to vacate on December 15, 1978, January 4, 11,
and 22, 1979. Despite these demands, Syquia did not vacate the premises. Consequently,
Litton filed an ejectment case on February 1, 1979.

5. **Trial and Appeal Outcomes**:
– The City Court ruled in favor of Litton, ordering Syquia to vacate and pay P31,781.16 per
month for use and occupation after January 31, 1979, plus P3,000.00 in attorney’s fees.
– On appeal, the Regional Trial Court (RTC) reduced the compensation to P28,000.00 per
month.
– Syquia then petitioned the Court of Appeals, which affirmed the RTC’s decision.

### Issues:
1. **Validity of Verbal Lease Renewal Assurance**:
– Whether the verbal assurances given by Litton’s predecessors for prioritizing Syquia in
lease renewal could stand against the written lease contract.

2. **Interpretation and Application of Parol Evidence Rule and Statute of Frauds**:
– Whether the Court of Appeals erred in applying Article 1403 of the Civil Code and Section
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7, Rule 130 of the Rules of Court, thereby disregarding alleged verbal assurances.

3. **Amount of Reasonable Compensation**:
– Whether the Court of Appeals committed an error in affirming the increased rental or
reasonable compensation set at P28,000.00 per month.

4. **Extension of Syquia’s Stay**:
– Whether the Court of Appeals erred in not extending Syquia’s stay in the premises.

5. **Reimbursement for Improvements**:
–  Whether  the  Court  of  Appeals  erred  in  not  awarding damages  or  compensation  for
Syquia’s investments in the building.

### Court’s Decision:
1. **Validity of Verbal Assurances**:
– The Court affirmed that the written lease agreement, which explicitly expired on January
31, 1979, governs. Verbal assurances cannot override the written terms due to the Parol
Evidence Rule and the Statute of Frauds (Article 1403, Civil Code).

2. **Application of Parol Evidence Rule and Statute of Frauds**:
– The Court held that without written documentation, the alleged renewal assurances are
unenforceable. The lease agreement had a clear termination date, thus no room for implied
renewal exists under the mentioned legal principles.

3. **Amount of Reasonable Compensation**:
–  The  Court  upheld  the  RTC’s  determination  of  P28,000.00  per  month  as  reasonable
compensation  for  continued occupancy  of  the  premises  post-lease  expiration  based on
evidence presented.

4. **Extension of Stay**:
– It was determined based on Article 1687 of the Civil Code concerning leases with no
specified period to be inapplicable as the lease had a fixed term. Thus, there was no basis to
extend Syquia’s stay.

5. **Reimbursement for Improvements**:
– The case was remanded to the RTC for determination of rights under Article 1678 of the
Civil Code for compensation of improvements made by Syquia in good faith.

### Doctrine:
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– **Parol Evidence Rule and Statute of Frauds**: Verbal agreements extending lease terms
are not enforceable against the explicit terms in written contracts.
– **Good Faith Improver’s Right**: Under Article 1678, the lessor must compensate half of
the value of useful improvements made by a lessee in good faith if not retained.

### Class Notes:
– **Parol Evidence Rule (Section 7, Rule 130, Rules of Court)**: Written agreements are
presumed  to  encompass  all  terms  preventing  variance  by  prior  or  contemporary  oral
agreements unless exceptions apply.
– **Statute of Frauds (Article 1403, Civil Code)**: Requires certain contracts, including
those for a period over a year, to be in writing.
–  **Article  1678,  Civil  Code**:  Provides  lessee  rights  regarding  reimbursement  for
improvements made in good faith.

### Historical Background:
The  case  reflects  post-war  property  and  lease  conflicts  in  urban  Philippine  settings,
addressing  improvements  on  leased  properties  amidst  inflation  and  evolving  property
ownership. This highlights the judiciary’s role in reinforcing written legal agreements while
balancing equitable remedies for improvements made in good faith.


