A.M. No. 88-7-1861-RTC. October 05, 1988 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: In Re: Designation of Judge Rodolfo U. Manzano as Member of the Ilocos Norte
Provincial Committee on Justice

Facts:

On 4th July 1988, Judge Rodolfo U. Manzano, the Executive Judge of the RTC in Bangui,
I[locos Norte, Branch 19, was designated by the Provincial Governor of Ilocos Norte under
Executive Order RF6-04 as a member of the Ilocos Norte Provincial Committee on Justice,
pursuant to Presidential Executive Order No. 856, and as amended by Executive Order No.
326. This committee was aimed at ensuring the speedy disposition of cases involving
detainees, particularly the poor and indigent, thus relieving jail congestion and improving
conditions.

Upon receipt of his designation, Judge Manzano wrote to the Supreme Court of the
Philippines, seeking an authoritative resolution that would allow him to accept the
appointment to the committee without it violating the Constitution or his judicial duties.

The procedural posture began with Judge Manzano’s letter to the Supreme Court.
Thereafter, the Supreme Court, having deliberated on the request, rendered its decision
based on the constitutional provision concerning the separation of powers and the
prohibition against judges being designated to any agency performing administrative
functions.

Issues:

1. Whether the appointment of Judge Manzano to the Ilocos Norte Provincial Committee on
Justice would violate the constitutional mandate of the independence of the judiciary.

2. Whether such appointment would constitute an abandonment of Judge Manzano’s current
position and function as a member of the judiciary.

Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court denied Judge Manzano’s request. The Court found that membership in
the Provincial Committee on Justice would entail performing administrative functions, which
is not permitted for members of the judiciary under Section 12, Article VIII of the Philippine
Constitution. The Court highlighted that the Committee performs administrative functions
and is under the supervision of the Secretary of Justice, thus, making the appointment of a
judge to such a committee unconstitutional. The justices agreed that while judges could not
be members of these committees, they should nonetheless assist in promoting their
purposes when such assistance is incidental to judicial duties.
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Doctrine:

The doctrine established in this case is that judges of the Supreme Court and other courts
cannot be designated to any agency that performs quasi-judicial or administrative functions.
This doctrine reiterates the constitutional mandate for the independence of the judiciary
and the separation of powers among the three branches of government.

Class Notes:

- The Philippine Constitution explicitly prohibits the designation of members of the judiciary
to administrative bodies or agencies (Section 12, Article VIII, Constitution of the
Philippines).

- Independence of the judiciary is essential for the proper functioning of the justice system
and must be maintained.

- Judges may offer assistance to committees or administrative bodies only when such
assistance does not conflict with their primary judicial responsibilities.

Historical Background:

The context of this decision centers around constitutional safeguards put in place to uphold
judicial independence and prevent undue influence or interference from the executive
branch. The Philippine Constitution, ratified after the 1986 EDSA Revolution, sought to
strengthen the separation of powers and ensure that the judiciary remained free from tasks
that could compromise its impartiality. This case serves as an example of how the Supreme
Court endeavors to protect its institutional integrity against potential encroachments by the
executive branch.
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