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### Title
**Anama vs. Court of Appeals and Others: The Question of Execution on a Final and
Executory Judgment**

### Facts
In 1973, Douglas F. Anama entered a “Contract to Buy” with Philippine Savings Bank (PSB)
for a property, defaulting later on. PSB canceled the contract, retained the title, and sold
the property to the Co Spouses, who then got the title transferred to their names. Anama
sued PSB, the Co Spouses, and the Register of Deeds, seeking nullification of the sale and
damages. After the trial court upheld the sale’s validity, Anama appealed unsuccessfully up
to the Supreme Court, which on January 29, 2004, affirmed the sale’s validity. The decision
became final on July 12, 2004.

The Co Spouses then moved for the execution of the judgement, a motion granted by the
trial court on November 25, 2005. Anama filed motions for reconsideration, arguing that the
motion for execution had procedural defects, which were denied. Anama then brought the
case to the CA, asserting the motion’s non-compliance with Rules of  Court  procedural
requirements, which the CA dismissed. Anama approached the Supreme Court contesting
the CA’s decision.

### Issues
1. Was the procedural requirement of notice and hearing met in the motion for execution
filed by the Co Spouses?
2. Did the CA err in dismissing Anama’s concerns about the notice of hearing and affidavit
of service?
3. Were Anama’s allegations of fraud and dagdag-bawas operation in the Transcript of
Stenographic Notes material  and significant in the context  of  execution of  a final  and
executory judgment?

### Court’s Decision
The Supreme Court denied Anama’s petition, affirming the CA’s decision. It ruled that:

1. **Notice and Hearing Requirements**: The motion for execution does not strictly require
advance notice to the judgment debtor since the judgment to be executed was already final
and executory. The Co Spouses were entitled to execution as a matter of right, making the
RTC’s duty to issue the writ ministerial.

2.  **Alleged  Procedural  Defects**:  The  court  found  no  merit  in  Anama’s  claim  that
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procedural defects in the motion for execution warranted staying the execution. It pointed
out that, although procedural rules are essential, they are tools to facilitate justice and
should not be applied so rigidly as to defeat substantive justice.

3.  **Claims  of  Fraud  and  Dagdag-Bawas  Operation**:  These  allegations  were  deemed
irrelevant to the case at hand since the decision sought to be executed had long been final
and not subject to change based on these claims.

### Doctrine
– A motion for execution of a final and executory judgment does not require notice and
hearing as it is the court’s ministerial duty to issue the writ of execution.
– Procedural rules are tools designed to facilitate justice and should not be applied strictly
to undermine substantive justice.

### Class Notes
– **Essential Principle**: Execution of a final and executory judgment is a matter of right for
the winning party, and the court has a ministerial duty to issue such execution, barring
exceptional circumstances that make execution inequitable.
– **Procedural Requirement Exceptions**: Mandatory requirements of notice and hearing in
motions do not apply to motions for execution of final and executory judgments.
– **Rule on Technicalities**: Reliance on mere technicalities to delay the execution of a final
and executory judgment can be seen as an abuse of the judicial process.

### Historical Background
The case illustrates the principle that, once legal determinations are made final by the
highest courts, the focus shifts from the reviewability of the case to the enforcement of
judgments.  This  enforcement  phase  underscores  the  judiciary’s  role  in  ensuring  that
resolutions are translated into actionable outcomes, reflecting the finality and stability of
legal judgments. The distinction between the review phase and the execution phase in
Philippine legal practice emphasizes the balance between thorough examination of cases
and the efficient administration of justice.


