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### Title:
**Metro Iloilo Water District v. Court of Appeals, et al., G.R. No. 122282 (1995)**

### Facts:
Metro Iloilo Water District (MIWD), a water district organized under Presidential Decree
No. 198, operates under Conditional Certificate of Conformance No. 71. Between April and
May 1993, MIWD filed nine identical petitions for injunction against multiple respondents,
claiming unauthorized extraction of groundwater in violation of its regulations.

–  **Regulatory  Framework**:  MIWD’s  Board  promulgated  rules  requiring  permits  for
ground water extraction within its jurisdiction, approved by the National Water Resources
Council (NWRC).
– **Allegations**: MIWD alleged respondents were extracting groundwater without required
permits,  thereby  interfering  with  MIWD’s  water  supply  and  violating  both  MIWD’s
regulations and Article XIII of P.D. 1067 (Water Code of the Philippines).

Respondents uniformly denied the allegations. Specific defenses included:
– Lack of jurisdiction – Original and exclusive jurisdiction lies with NWRC.
– Some respondents denied extracting or selling water.
– Others claimed compliance with permit requirements or argued the water extracted was
for personal use and shouldn’t necessitate MIWD’s regulations.

– **Trial Court Ruling (March 17, 1994)**: Dismissed the petitions, holding that NWRC had
original  jurisdiction  over  water  disputes  and  MIWD  failed  to  exhaust  administrative
remedies. Motion for reconsideration was denied.
– **Appeal to Supreme Court**: The case was referred to the Court of Appeals (CA) for
resolution.
–  **CA  Decision  (June  19,  1995)**:  Affirmed  trial  court’s  dismissal  based  on  original
jurisdiction of NWRC over water appropriation disputes. Motion for reconsideration denied.

### Issues:
1.  **Jurisdiction**:  Did  the  Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC)  have  jurisdiction  over  MIWD’s
petitions, or did the NWRC hold exclusive jurisdiction?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the CA decision, asserting the RTC’s jurisdiction.

1. **Jurisdiction Analysis**:
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– The court clarified that although the issues involved water appropriation, the central issue
was enforcement and protection of MIWD’s existing water use rights.
– The case involved judicial determination to interpret current laws and rights regarding
MIWD’s established water permits, making it a judicial question suitable for regular courts,
not solely NWRC.

2. **Judicial Function**:
– The petitions sought to enforce statutory rights of MIWD against unauthorized activities,
necessitating  judicial  intervention  rather  than  administrative  rulings  on  water  rights
initiation.
– Following precedence in *Amistoso v. Ong* and *Santos v. CA*, the court held that regular
courts have jurisdiction over disputes about exercising granted water use rights, not just
initial water rights disputes.

### Doctrine:
1. **Primary Administrative Jurisdiction**: Not applicable when the issue revolves around
the enforcement of  existing legal  rights  rather than initial  determination of  regulatory
compliance or granting of rights.
2.  **Judicial  Review  over  Administrative  Expertise**:  Courts  have  jurisdiction  over
interpreting existing legal rights and statutes, especially when factual scenarios present
judicial questions rather than requiring specialized administrative determinations.

### Class Notes:
– **Essential Elements**:
–  **Primary  Administrative  Jurisdiction**:  Legal  doctrine  requiring  initial  recourse  to
administrative bodies before judicial intervention, except when existing legal rights need
enforcement.
– **Judicial Question**: Issues requiring the determination of legal rights and application of
law by the courts.

– **Statutory Provisions**:
– Article 88, P.D. 1067 (Water Code): Grants NWRC jurisdiction over disputes related to
water appropriation.
– Section 32, P.D. 198: Authorizes water districts to protect their water sources and enforce
rules against interference.

– **Application**: Courts interpret and enforce water district rights when disputes involve
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violations of already established usage rights rather than initial water rights adjudication.

### Historical Background:
This  case  was  set  against  the  backdrop  of  increasing  regulatory  complexity  in  water
management in the Philippines, marked by balancing administrative authority and judicial
oversight  in  resolving  disputes  about  water  resource  utilization  and  rights.  The  case
underscores  the  role  of  judicial  review  in  enforcing  statutory  rights  within  regulated
frameworks, reflecting the dynamic tension between administrative jurisdiction and judicial
intervention.


