G.R. No. 195638. March 22, 2022 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: **Anita Santos vs. Atty. Kissack B. Gabaen, Ricardo D. Sang, and NCIP/DENR**

### Facts:

This case centers around the Resource Use Permit (RUP) No. 001-09 issued to Pinagtibukan
It Pala’'wan, Inc. (PINPAL), a Palawan Indigenous Cultural Community organization, granted
by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) without the required
Certification Precondition under Section 59 of R.A. No. 8371. Danny Erong, a Pala’'wan
Tribal Chieftain, claimed this issuance allowed Anita Santos to monopolize the market for
almaciga resin. Erong’s complaint to the NCIP led to temporary restraining and cease and
desist orders against the transportation and sale of almaciga resin, affecting Santos’
enterprise. Santos, challenging the jurisdiction and actions of NCIP and asserting the
infringement of her business operations and personal rights, filed a Petition for Certiorari
and Prohibition under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court. The petition progressed to the Supreme
Court after the NCIP and DENR'’s legal maneuvers and the issuance of contentious orders
clamping down on the almaciga resin trade.

### Issues:

1. Whether Santos’ petition is the appropriate legal remedy.

2. Whether Santos has the standing to challenge the validity of PINPAL’s RUP issued by
DENR.

3. Whether the Supreme Court can rule on the constitutionality of provisions conferring
ownership over ancestral domain and land to ICCs/IPs under R.A. No. 8371.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, holding that:

1. The petition was appropriate under Rule 65 but dismissed due to adherence to the
principle of hierarchy of courts - asserting that the petition should have been filed with
lower courts first.

2. Santos lacked legal standing as she was not directly injured nor represented PINPAL,
questioning the RUP’s validity directly impacting PINPAL.

3. The court refrained from ruling on the constitutionality of R.A. No. 8371 sections, as the
case could be resolved on other grounds, emphasizing judicial restraint and avoiding
constitutional questions unless necessary.

### Doctrine:
- The case reiterates the doctrine of hierarchy of courts, emphasizing that direct recourse to
the Supreme Court is reserved for exceptional cases.
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- It upholds the notion of legal standing, requiring a direct injury or imminent threat thereof
to challenge a government act or regulation.

### Class Notes:

- **Hierarchy of Courts**: Direct filing with the Supreme Court should only happen under
exceptional circumstances; otherwise, the hierarchical judicial system must be observed.

- ¥*Legal Standing**: In judicial review, a petitioner must show personal injury or imminent
threat of one due to the act being challenged.

- *¥Certification Precondition under R.A. No. 8371**: Government agencies must secure
certification from the NCIP that the area affected does not overlap with an ancestral
domain, underscoring the protection of indigenous people’s rights.

### Historical Background:

This case highlights the intricate balance between indigenous peoples’ rights to ancestral
domains, the government’s regulatory roles (DENR and NCIP), and private enterprises’
interests in natural resources within indigenous territories in the Philippines. It showcases
the legal complexities arising from overlapping claims and the need for vigilant adherence
to legal procedures in protecting indigenous lands while regulating natural resource
exploitation.
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