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### Title:
Leila M. De Lima, et al. vs. Magtanggol B. Gatdula

### Facts:
The case originated when respondent Magtanggol B. Gatdula filed a Petition for Issuance of
a Writ of Amparo in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Manila on February 27, 2012, against
petitioners  Justice  Secretary  Leila  De  Lima,  Director  Nonnatus  R.  Rojas,  and  Deputy
Director Reynaldo O. Esmeralda of the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI). Gatdula
sought protection against alleged threats to his life,  liberty, and security,  accusing the
petitioners of framing him for a purported ambush incident by filing bogus charges of
Frustrated Murder.

The case was assigned to Judge Silvino T. Pampilo Jr. Rather than issuing a Writ of Amparo
immediately, the judge issued summons and mandated the petitioners to file an Answer,
setting a hearing on March 1, 2012. This procedure diverged from the standard protocol for
Amparo cases,  which typically  requires the filing of  a  Return,  not  an Answer.  Despite
objections  from De Lima,  et  al.,  the  judge insisted on requiring an Answer.  The RTC
eventually granted the Writ of Amparo and interim reliefs including temporary protection,
production, and inspection orders on March 20, 2012, without following standard Amparo
procedures.

Petitioners filed a Motion for Reconsideration, which the RTC denied on October 8, 2012.
Subsequently, De Lima, et al., elevated the case to the Supreme Court via a Petition for
Review on Certiorari under Rule 45, combined with an urgent application for a Temporary
Restraining Order/Writ of Preliminary Injunction, arguing procedural irregularities in the
RTC’s handling of the Amparo petition.

### Issues:
1. Whether the RTC’s insistence on an Answer instead of a Return was appropriate in an
Amparo case.
2. Whether the Petition for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45 is the correct remedy to
assail the RTC’s interlocutory “Decision” granting the writ of Amparo.
3. Whether procedural irregularities committed by the trial court warranted the Supreme
Court’s intervention.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme Court  invalidated  all  orders  issued  by  Judge  Pampilo  after  the  Amparo
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petition’s filing, criticising multiple procedural errors.
1. It held that the requirement for an Answer instead of a Return violated the streamlined
procedure  designed  for  expeditiously  handling  Amparo  cases,  which  seeks  to  provide
immediate  remedies  against  threats  or  actual  violations  of  rights  to  life,  liberty,  and
security.
2. The Supreme Court clarified that the RTC’s “Decision” was not the final judgment or
order appealable under Rule 45, as outlined in the Rule on the Writ of Amparo. Instead, it
was an interlocutory order.
3.  Despite acknowledging the procedural misstep by petitioners in using a Petition for
Review on Certiorari to challenge the RTC’s action, the Court chose to treat the filing
liberally, given the gravity of the procedural irregularities and the underlying concerns of
the Amparo petition. The Supreme Court nullified the RTC’s orders and directed Judge
Pampilo to reassess whether the issuance of the Writ of Amparo was warranted based on
the original petition and accompanying affidavits.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court underscored the unique and expeditious nature of the Writ of Amparo
as an extraordinary remedy designed to address threats or actions against a person’s life,
liberty,  and  security.  The  ruling  reiterated  that  the  proper  procedural  response  from
respondents in Amparo cases is a Return, not an Answer, and outlined that immediate
judicial measures, not constrained by conventional rules of procedure, are paramount to
effectively safeguard constitutional rights.

### Class Notes:
– **Writ of Amparo**: An extraordinary remedy aimed at protecting citizens’ rights to life,
liberty, and security against threats or violations.
– **Procedural Requirements for Amparo Cases**: Immediate issuance of the writ based on
the petition’s evaluation, requirement for a Return (versus an Answer), and swift judicial
resolution.
– **Appeal Mechanism**: Clarification that a Petition for Review on Certiorari under Rule 45
is not the appropriate remedy for appealing interlocutory orders in Amparo proceedings.
– **Supreme Court’s Disciplinary Role**: Exemplifies the Court’s capacity to nullify lower
court proceedings that deviate significantly from prescribed procedural protocols, especially
in protecting constitutional rights.

### Historical Background:
The Rule on the Writ of Amparo was instituted as a judicial  response to the alarming
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incidence  of  extrajudicial  killings  and  enforced  disappearances  in  the  Philippines.  Its
procedural rules are tailored to ensure rapid judicial intervention in cases involving threats
or  violations  of  the  constitutional  rights  to  life,  liberty,  and  security,  reflecting  the
judiciary’s proactive stance in upholding human rights.


