UDK-15143. January 21, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:

In the Matter of: Save the Supreme Court Judicial Independence and Fiscal Autonomy
Movement vs. Abolition of Judiciary Development Fund (JDF) and Reduction of Fiscal
Autonomy

### Facts:

The case stemmed from petitions by Rolly Mijares, expressing concerns over bills proposing
the abolition of the Judiciary Development Fund (JDF) and threatening the judicial
independence and fiscal autonomy of the Supreme Court of the Philippines. The triggering
events included the filing of House Bill No. 4690 by Ilocos Norte Representative Rodolfo
Farinas and House Bill No. 4738 by Iloilo Representative Niel Tupas, Jr., both aiming to
remodel the judiciary’s fiscal management, and a controversial national address by
President Benigno Simeon C. Aquino III. These developments led Mijares to petition the
Supreme Court for a writ of mandamus, compelling the court to enact measures to affirm its
independence and fiscal autonomy as prescribed by the Constitution. Mijares’s petition,
captioned “Petition for Mandamus with Manifestation to invoke the Judicial Independence
and Fiscal Autonomy as mandated under the Constitution,” was filed following the
promulgation of landmark cases concerning the Priority Development Assistance Fund and
the Disbursement Acceleration Program, which he believed exacerbated legislative-
executive pressures on the judiciary.

### Issues:

1. Whether petitioner Rolly Mijares had sufficiently shown grounds for the court to issue a
writ of mandamus.

2. Whether the petition complies with the requisites of judicial review, namely an actual
case or controversy and legal standing of the petitioner.

3. Whether there is an actual case or controversy warranting the exercise of judicial power.
4. Whether the petitioner has legal standing to challenge the constitutionality of proposed
bills.

5. Whether the requisites for issuing a writ of mandanus were met by the petitioner.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court unanimously dismissed the petition. The Court found that the petition
failed to establish an actual case or controversy and that Mijares lacked legal standing, as
he could not demonstrate a direct injury or threat thereof from the proposed legislative
action. The Court further elucidated that it does not possess the authority to review
proposed bills that are not yet enacted into law, emphasizing the separation of powers
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principle and its jurisdiction to interpret and apply existing laws. Moreover, the Court
highlighted the absence of a ministerial duty that could be mandated via writ of mandanus,
as the actions sought by Mijares involved legislative processes beyond its purview.

### Doctrine:

The court reasserted established doctrines regarding the power of judicial review,
emphasizing that: (1) there must be an actual case or controversy calling for the exercise of
judicial power; (2) the person challenging must have legal standing; (3) the question of
constitutionality must be raised at the earliest opportunity; and (4) the constitutionality
issue must be the crux of the case.

### Class Notes:

1. **Power of Judicial Review:** This case reaffirms that the power of judicial review is
contingent upon an actual case or controversy, highlighting the Court’s role in interpreting
and applying law rather than engaging in abstract or hypothetical disputes.

2. **Legal Standing:** Demonstrates the importance of the petitioner showing a direct and
personal interest or injury due to the challenged action, which is fundamental in gaining
standing to petition before the court.

3. **Separation of Powers:** Emphasizes the judiciary’s constraint from intervening in the
legislative process or preemptively ruling on the constitutionality of bills before they
become law, underlining the doctrine of separation of powers among the branches of
government.

4. *Writ of Mandamus:** Clarifies that a writ of mandamus is applicable for compelling the
performance of a ministerial act, not for acts that require the exercise of judgment or
discretion.

### Historical Background:

This case intersects with pivotal moments in Philippine political and judicial history,
particularly in the context of post-2010 efforts toward transparency and accountability in
government financing. The case’s backdrop includes significant judicial decisions on the
Priority Development Assistance Fund and the Disbursement Acceleration Program, which
revealed tensions between branches of government concerning the interpretation and
application of laws pertaining to public funds. It further highlights the evolving discourse on
judicial independence and fiscal autonomy in the face of legislative and executive pressures.
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