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Title: Philippine Constitution Association, et al. v. Philippine Government, et al. (The
Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro Constitutionality Case)

Facts:
The Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro (CAB) and the Framework Agreement
on the Bangsamoro (FAB) signed between the Philippine Government and the Moro Islamic
Liberation Front (MILF) on March 27, 2014, and October 12, 2012, respectively, aimed to
end decades-long conflicts  in  Mindanao by  establishing an  autonomous political  entity
named  Bangsamoro.  Several  petitions  were  filed  challenging  the  legality  and
constitutionality  of  these  agreements,  consolidating  into  a  landmark  case  before  the
Supreme Court of the Philippines (SC). Petitioners argued that the CAB and FAB were
unconstitutional  for  reasons including the alleged usurpation of  legislative powers and
violation of the sovereignty of the Republic of the Philippines. The procedural journey to the
SC involved various stages of petitions, including claims of grave abuse of discretion by the
government negotiators and assertions that the agreements would essentially dismember
parts of the nation. After significant political and legal maneuvers, including the issuance of
various executive orders by President Benigno S. Aquino III and President Rodrigo Duterte
to facilitate the transition to Bangsamoro, the case reached the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether the Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro (CAB) and the Framework
Agreement on the Bangsamoro (FAB) are unconstitutional.
2. The applicability of judicial review in the absence of enacted legislation implementing the
CAB and FAB.

Court’s Decision:
The SC dismissed the petitions on the ground of prematurity. The Court held that an actual
case  or  controversy  requires  a  conflict  of  legal  rights,  which  was  absent  since  the
Bangsamoro Basic Law (BBL), the legislation needed to implement the CAB and FAB, had
not been passed by Congress. The Court emphasized the principles of separation of powers,
stating that the Executive cannot compel the Legislative to enact laws conforming to these
agreements. Thus, without the BBL, any assertion of constitutional violation was deemed
premature.

Doctrine:
The decision reiterates the doctrine of separation of powers, emphasizing that the Executive
branch cannot bind the Legislature to enact specific laws, underscoring the independence of
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Congress in the legislative process. It also highlights the principle of ripeness for judicial
review,  stating  the  judiciary  can  only  decide  on  actual  controversies  involving  legally
demandable and enforceable rights, not on hypothetical or future issues.

Class Notes:
– Separation of Powers: The independence of the three branches of government is crucial.
The executive branch cannot force the legislative branch to pass laws.
–  Ripeness  for  Judicial  Review:  Courts  can  only  decide  on  cases  with  actual,  present
controversies, where the legal rights involved are specific and concrete.
– Constitutional Requirement for Autonomous Regions: The creation of autonomous regions
like Bangsamoro requires legislation passed by Congress and cannot solely be established
through agreements between the executive branch and non-state actors.

Historical Background:
The CAB and FAB agreements were part of a long-standing peace process in Mindanao
aimed at addressing Muslim autonomy and ending conflicts. Their challenge in the Supreme
Court tested the constitutional boundaries of peace agreements and the processes needed
to implement  them,  highlighting the complex interplay  between peace negotiation and
constitutional adherence in the Philippines.


