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Title: **Daniel A. Villareal, Jr. vs. Metropolitan Waterworks and Sewerage System**

Facts:
The legal dispute began with the Metropolitan Waterworks Sewerage System (MWSS) filing
an unlawful detainer case against Orlando A. Villareal (and others claiming rights under
him) concerning premises in Quezon City.  The Metropolitan Trial  Court (MeTC),  in its
decision dated October 30, 2000, dismissed the case for being prematurely filed and lacking
cause of action. MWSS appealed, and the Regional Trial Court (RTC) Branch 96 reversed
the MeTC’s judgment on September 27, 2002, ordering Villareal and others to vacate the
premises and pay compensation.

The RTC decision became final and executory on December 15, 2002. However, a writ of
execution was only requested by MWSS years later, on May 17, 2004. Orlando Villareal’s
opposition to this request, citing compliance with the Urban Development and Housing Act
of 1992, delayed action further. It wasn’t until July 28, 2014, that the MeTC issued an order
granting the motion for execution, followed by the actual writ of execution on October 26,
2015.

Daniel A. Villareal Jr., acting on behalf of Orlando, then filed a petition for certiorari with
the RTC Branch 215, challenging the delayed execution as violating the five-year rule under
Section 6, Rule 39 of the Rules of Court. This petition was dismissed by the RTC in decisions
dated February 9, 2017, and a following order on May 17, 2017, upholding the writ of
execution.

Issues:
The principal legal issue revolves around the application of Section 6, Rule 39 of the Rules
of Court—specifically, whether the execution request made by MWSS more than twelve
years after the RTC decision became final and executory was valid.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted Villareal’s petition, emphasizing the proper application of rules
concerning the execution of judgments. The Court highlighted a two-fold requirement: for a
writ of execution to be valid, the motion for its issuance must be filed within five years from
the entry of judgment, and the court must issue the writ within the same period. The Court
pointed out that MWSS filed the motion within the required time frame but the execution
(issuance of the writ) took place well beyond the five-year limit, rendering it null and void.

Doctrine:
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The key doctrine reiterated in  this  decision centers  on the execution of  judgments as
outlined in Section 6, Rule 39 of the Rules of Court.  Specifically,  a judgment must be
executed by motion within five years from the entry of  judgment;  beyond this  period,
execution  must  proceed  by  independent  action.  The  case  distinguishes  between  the
responsibilities  of  the  judgment  obligee  and  the  court  regarding  these  timelines,
emphasizing that any execution action taken beyond this period without proper filing for
reviving the judgment is invalid.

Class Notes:
– **Key Components**: Unlawful detainer, writ of execution, Rule 39 of the Rules of Court.
– **Critical Legal Provisions**: Section 6, Rule 39 (Execution by motion or by independent
action),  and the distinctions between direct  execution within five years  versus revived
execution by action after the five-year period and within ten years.
–  **Application**:  This  case  underscores  the  importance  of  timeliness  in  seeking  the
execution of judgment, distinguishing between the obligations of the filing party and the
adjudicating court to act within prescribed time limits. It further emphasizes the nullity of
execution actions taken outside these bounds.

Historical Background:
This  case  reflects  ongoing  challenges  in  the  execution  phase  of  judicial  proceedings,
particularly around property disputes and enforcement of judgments in the Philippines. It
underscores  the  judiciary’s  role  in  balancing  procedural  requirements  with  substantial
justice, illustrating the complexity of cases that hinge on procedural technicalities and the
interpretation of judicial rules and statutes.


