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BENGZON, C.J.

Appea from the decision of the Rizal court of first instance holding that the demand for liquidated damages of
P5,000.00 in a detainer case came within toe jurisdiction of the justice of the peace court, and that the agreed sum
of P5,000.00 as liquidated damages was not unconscionable.

The complaint against above defendant for detainer was filed in June, 1958, in the peace court of Caloocan, Rizal.
It prayed for the recovery of the premises described therein, the unpaid rentals thereof plus the sum of P5,000.00
as liquidated damages, and the issuance of awrit of preliminary injunction first, to prevent defendant from further
collecting the daily rentals from the various stallholders in the said property; and second, to allow plaintiff to take
over the collection thereof. The peace court issued the writ accordingly.

In her answer, defendant advised the court that pursuant to its preliminary injunction, possession of the premises
had been transferred and delivered to Gozon. Then she raised the defense that the court had no jurisdiction over
the claim for the liquidated damages in the amount of P5,000.00.

The case was submitted for judgment on the pleading; whereupon a decision was rendered declaring the
temporary possession by Gozon of the said premises permanent, and rentals due up to July 3, 1958,—when
possession was surrendered—plus P5.000.00 as liquidated damages, and costs.

Barrameda appealed to the Court of First Instance of Rizal insisting that the peace court had no jurisdiction to
award the liquidated damages of P5,000.00; and as an dternative defense, that the amount of P5,000.00 was
unconscionable.

Answer having been filed, that court upon Gozon's motion, rendered the decision now before us, affirming that of
the peace court.

Two questions are at issue: (1) whether or not the justice of the peace court of Caloocan had jurisdiction to award
the P5,000.00 as liquidated damages; and (2) whether or not such amount is unconscionable.

" Relative to the appellant's theory that the said peace court had no jurisdiction over the claim for liquidated
damages in the sum of P5,000.00, it is argued:

In the care filed before the peace court, appellee had joined two actions in one single complaint for unlawful
detainer: one for gectment and the other for collection of liquidated damages. The joinder is improper for the
reasons. (1) that an action for collection of liquidated damages necessitates the filing of an ordinary "action
whereas an gjectment case is summary in nature; and (2) that the amount sought to he recovered in the liquidated
damages is beyond the jurisdiction of the peace court (at that time P2,000.00 only in civil cases). It is true,
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appellant argues, that in action for gjectment, peace courts retain jurisdiction to award damages even beyond P2
000.00. However, such damages refer only to value of the reasonable use and occupation of the premises in
controversy, never to any other kind in damages.

" An dternative grounds of the instant appeal, it is urged that P6,000.00 for liquidated damages is
unconscionable and iniquitous, it appearing that no actual damage aside from the agreed rentals due on the
premises—but unpaid—was suffered by appellee, the use and, occupation thereof having been surrendered to
appellee immediately after the institution of the complaint (i.e. upon the issuance of the writ of preliminary
injunction).

This Court has often stated that inferior courts have 'exclusive jurisdiction over cases of forcible entry and
detainer regardless of the value of damages demanded.[1] It has also ruled that the damages that may be recovered
in actions for gjectment are those equivalent to a reasonable compensation for the use and occupation of the
premises by defendant[2]. Nonetheless, this latter legal proposition is not pertinent to the issue raised in the
instant case because here, the damage sought to be recovered had previously been agreed to by lessee (in the
contract of lease) and imposed by lessor by way of damages. Besides, nobody can affirm that the liquidated
amount of damage stipulated in the lease contract, was not due to occupation or loss of possession of the premises
and non-compliance with the contract.

Furthermore, the act which gave rise to the cause of action in this unlawful detainer case was lessee's
non-compliance with the terms of the lease agreement[3] with lessor. She failed to pay the 4th installment on or
before the scheduled date (of April 20, 1958). As stipulated in the lease contract, failure on the part of the lessee
to pay any of the installments provided therein, confers on the lessor, the right to terminate the lease contract; and
should a court action ensue pursuant to such non-compliance, appellant binds herself to pay appellee the amount
of P5,000.00 as liquidated damages. From that breach of contract—a single cause of action—the appellee derived
severa enforceable rights against appellant. In accordance with the rules prohibiting the split of a single cause of
action,[4] the complaint pronerly included the demand for damages and the peace court correctly issued
jurisdiction over the amount of P5,000.00 as an incident to the gjectment case.

"* * * \Where there is only one delirt or wrong, there is only one delict or wrong, there is but a single cause of
action regardless of the number of rights that may have been violated belonging to one person. And therule is
that all such rights should be alleged in a single complaint, otherwise those that are not therein included cannot
be the subject of subsequent complaints, for they are barred forever. For instance, when one's property is taken
through violence by another, a single delict or wrong is committed consisting of the illegal taking of the
property, and accordingly there is but a single cause of action. This cause of action, however, entitles the
plaintiff to two claims; one for recovery of property, and another for damages for its detention by the
defendant. Under the above stated rule, plaintiff may file only one complaint embracing the two claims. He
may not file two complaints, one for the possession and another for damages, for if he does so, he would be
splitting up a single cause of action into two parts, and the filing of the first complaint would bar the second.*
* * " (Moran, Rules of Court [1963 ed.] Val. 1, p. 95.)

"Only one cause of action as a general rule, arises from a single breach or severa breaches of a single and
indivisible contract, and all the damatres claimed by reason thereof must be secure in a single action." (Moran,
Rules of Court, [1963 Ed.] Vol. I, p. 96.)

Anyway, this issue has become no more than academic, as justices of the peace have power in these days, to
adjudicate claims not exceeding P10.000.00 (Republic Act 3828). As to the damages, we say, considering that the
written contract between the parties contemplated a total amount of P48,000.00 and occupancy for a period of six
years, we can not—without sufficient proof—regard as iniquitous the sum of P5,000.00 awarded by way of
liquidated damages, what with the possibility that the owner could not find a tenant for many months, after the
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defendant shall have |eft the premises, the employment of counsel, etc.

Wherefore, seeing no reason to modify the decision appealed from, we hereby affirm it with costs against
appellant. So ordered.

Bengzon, C. J., Padilla, Bautista Angelo, Concepcion, Reyes, J. B. L., Paredes, Regala and Makalintal, JJ.,
concur.

[1] Tuason vs. Sellner, 30 Phil. 543; Lao Seng Hian, et., a. vs. Hon. Almeda Lopez, et., a., G.R. No. L-1950,
May 16, 1949; City of Manilavs. Ebay, G.R. No. L-15872, April 26, 1961.

[2] F. Castueras, et. d., vs. Hon. F. Bayona, et., a. G.R. No. L-13657, October 16, 1959.
[3] See Annex "A" of complaint.
[4] Sec. 3, Rule 2 of the Rules of Court.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-17473. June 30, 1964

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



