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Title: Bureau of Immigration vs Yuan Wenle: Deportation, Due Process, and the Issuance of
Administrative Warrants in the Philippines

Facts:
Yuan Wenle, along with Zhang Hailong, Xu Chongchao, and Cai Miaoling, was tagged as an
“undocumented foreigner” by the Bureau of Immigration (Bureau) upon the request of the
Chinese Embassy, which sought their deportation for alleged crimes committed in China.
The Bureau issued a Charge Sheet and a corresponding Watchlist Order (WLO) against
them.  Subsequently,  the  Bureau’s  Board  of  Commissioners  (Board)  issued  a  Summary
Deportation Order (SDO) on July 26, 2018, leading to Wenle’s arrest before he could depart
for Hong Kong.

Wenle filed a Petition for Habeas Corpus with the Regional Trial Court (RTC), alleging that
his arrest and detention were illegal and violated his rights to due process since the SDO
was issued without notice and hearing. The RTC ruled in favor of Wenle, prompting the
Bureau to seek a reversal from the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Is a petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 the correct remedy to challenge the
RTC’s decision granting a writ of habeas corpus?
2. Was the SDO issued by the Bureau against Wenle void for violating due process?

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court held that a petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 was a
proper remedy for challenging a decision in habeas corpus cases, grounded on purely legal
questions. It provided that questions of law are to be brought directly to the Court in habeas
corpus cases, invoking its power under the Constitution.

2. The Court affirmed the Bureau’s authority to issue warrants of arrest and the SDO,
holding that the SDO was validly issued following the government’s power to control the
entry and stay of aliens in the Philippines to protect national interests. As such, there was
no due process violation in the SDO’s issuance, and adequate administrative remedies were
available to Wenle that he failed to exhaust.

Doctrine:
A doctrine established in this case is the reaffirmation of the state’s inherent power to
control the entry and stay of aliens, the Bureau’s authority to issue administrative warrants,
and the obligation to follow due process in deportation proceedings. Additionally, the Court
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elaborated on detailed guidelines for the issuance of administrative warrants to ensure due
process rights are protected.

Historical Background:
The Bureau of Immigration exercised its powers under the Philippine Immigration Act of
1940, as amended, which allows the state to regulate the presence of aliens within its
territory.  Wenle’s  case  illustrates  the  intersection  of  state  sovereignty,  the  role  of
administrative agencies like the Bureau in enforcing immigration laws, and the application
of due process principles for aliens in the context of deportation proceedings. The Court’s
decision is reflective of its continuous effort to balance state interests against individual
rights within legal and constitutional frameworks.


