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Title: Baquirin et al. v. Dela Rosa et al.

Facts:
Anna May V. Baquirin, Mary Jane N. Real, Maria Lulu G. Reyes, Joan Dymphna G. Saniel,
and Evalyn G. Ursua, members of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines, filed a Petition for
Mandamus with the Supreme Court. They plead for a writ of continuing mandamus that
directs Philippine National Police Director-General Ronald M. Dela Rosa, Commission on
Human Rights Chairperson Jose Luis Martin C. Gascon, and Department of Justice Secretary
Vitaliano Aguirre II to fulfill their duties under the Constitution, laws, and international
treaties, specifically on the right to life and its investigation and prosecution. This legal
action  stems  from the  spike  in  killings  of  suspected  drug  personalities  linked  to  the
government’s anti-illegal drugs campaign known as Oplan Double Barrel.

The  petitioners  argued that  there  was  an  unsatisfactory  response  from the  respective
leaders of the PNP, CHR, and DOJ in addressing the rights violations, asserting a failure in
conducting genuine, timely, impartial, and independent investigations into these killings.
They  sought  the  court’s  intervention  to  compel  the  respondents  to  investigate  every
allegation of rights violations from the anti-drug operations, prosecute the perpetrators,
adopt measures to prevent these rights violations, and to report the developments and
progress regarding their actions to the court.

Respondents,  represented  by  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  General  (OSG),  held  that  the
petitioners lacked the standing to file the case and that a writ of continuing mandamus is
limited to environmental laws. They also argued that the duties of the PNP and DOJ require
discretion, not just ministerial actions, and that the Supreme Court cannot supervise them
without violating the doctrine of separation of powers.

Issues:
1. Whether the petitioners have the legal standing to file the Petition for Mandamus.
2. Whether the procedural doctrine of hierarchy of courts was observed.
3. Whether the petitioners have adequately established neglect of duty by the respondents.
4. Whether a writ of mandamus is appropriate in compelling the respondents to perform the
alleged unfulfilled duties regarding the right to life.
5. Whether requiring submission of periodic reports to the Supreme Court constitutes a
violation of the separation of powers principle.

Court’s Decision:
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The Supreme Court dismissed the Petition for Mandamus. The Court held the petitioners did
not have the standing to file the Petition and failed to observe the principle of the hierarchy
of courts. The Court noted the lack of direct injury or entitlement claimed by the petitioners
due to alleged government action or inaction.

The Court found that the petitioners did not provide concrete proof of neglect of duty by the
respondents and that the CHR had submitted evidence of conducting investigative efforts
for  drug-related killings.  Additionally,  the Court  elaborated that  the writ  of  continuing
mandamus applies exclusively to environmental cases and that supervising the executive
branch via periodic reports undermines the constitutional separation of powers.

Doctrine:
A writ of mandamus is granted when there is an unlawful neglect to perform an act which
the law specifically enjoins as a duty or when a party is unlawfully excluded from using a
right or office to which they are entitled. The Court established that a mandamus petition
must  concord  with  the  petitioner’s  clear  legal  right  and  correspondent  duty  of  the
respondent,  which  should  be  ministerial  rather  than  discretionary.  Furthermore,  this
remedy is only granted when there is no other adequate legal remedy.

Class Notes:
– Legal standing requires personal and substantial interest in asserting a case, sustaining or
at risk of direct injury.
–  Writ  of  mandamus is  invoked when an official  duty  specifically  mandated by law is
neglected.
– Ministerial versus discretionary duties; mandamus applies only to the former.
– Separation of powers bars the judiciary from supervising the executive branch.
– Transcendental importance does not automatically permit bypassing procedural rules.
– Writ of continuing mandanus is limited to environmental law enforcement.

Historical Background:
The case is situated within the context of President Rodrigo R. Duterte’s anti-illegal drug
campaign, which began in July 2016. It was a time marked by increased police operations
against suspected drug users and dealers, resulting in numerous controversial killings and
allegations of human rights violations. The public debate on extrajudicial killings and the
accountability of state actors formed the backdrop against which the petitioners sought
judicial  intervention  to  compel  the  government  to  abide  by  its  constitutional  and
international human rights obligations.


