G.R. No. 164987. April 24, 2012 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title**: Lawyers Against Monopoly and Poverty (LAMP) vs. Secretary of Budget and
Management, et al.

**Facts**:

In 2004, LAMP, represented by its chairman and counsel Ceferino Padua, filed a petition
with the Philippine Supreme Court challenging the implementation of the Priority
Development Assistance Fund (PDAF) under Republic Act No. 9206 or the General
Appropriations Act for 2004 (GAA 2004). LAMP argued that PDAF funds, often referred to
as “pork barrel” funds, were being illegally allocated and released to individual members of
Congress, who then propose and select projects for their districts. They argued this practice
violated the principle of separation of powers and was an unconstitutional overreach by the
legislative branch into executive functions. LAMP sought a writ of preliminary injunction or
temporary restraining order to stop such allocations and releases.

**Procedural Posture**:

1. *Initial Petition*: LAMP filed the original action for certiorari directly with the Supreme
Court.

2. *Petition and Injunction Requests*: LAMP requested a preliminary injunction or
temporary restraining order against the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) and
the Treasurer of the Philippines.

3. *Comments from Respondents and Reply*: The Court ordered respondents, including the
Secretary of Budget and Management, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, to comment on the petition. LAMP filed a reply.

4. *Submission of Memoranda*: Both parties were required to submit their respective
memoranda.

**Issues**:

1. ¥Judicial Review**: Whether the mandatory requisites for the Court to exercise judicial
review are met.

2. **Constitutionality of PDAF Implementation**: Whether the implementation of PDAF by
members of Congress is unconstitutional and illegal.

**Court’s Decision**:

1. **Judicial Review**:

- The Court recognized that a sufficient “case-or-controversy” existed. LAMP, as taxpayers,
would be adversely affected if public funds were misappropriated.

- LAMP had **locus standi** as their allegations concerned a claim to prevent illegal
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expenditure of public funds—a sufficient personal stake, established as a public right.
- The issues posed by the petition were of paramount public interest concerning the
unconstitutional spending of PDAF, warranting the Court’s jurisdiction.

2. **Constitutionality of PDAF Implementation**:

- **Separation of Powers and Validity**: The Court sustained the presumption of the
constitutionality of the statute enacted by Congress. It emphasized that every statute is
presumed valid and that the burden of proof lies on the party alleging an infraction of the
Constitution.

- **Lack of Convincing Proof**: LAMP failed to provide conclusive and convincing proof that
members of Congress received and spent funds directly from PDAF. No clear documentation
or evidence was presented to show the alleged misuse or unconstitutional implementation of
PDAF funds.

- *Judicial Legislation Restraint**: The Court held it could not base its decision on
conjectures, supposition, or media reports. Allegations without solid evidence or basis
cannot overturn the provisions of a law outwardly capable of lawful enforcement.

- **Executive-Issued Control in Spending**: The budget and appropriations process—as
explained in the case—demonstrated an appropriate collaborative execution by both the
legislative and executive branches, respecting constitutional boundaries.

**Doctrine**:

1. Presumption of Constitutionality: Every enactment of Congress is presumed valid, and
nullification requires clear and convincing proof of unconstitutionality.

2. Separation of Powers: The Executive Branch holds the power of execution, including fund
disbursement, under the guidelines issued by the Department of Budget and Management
and based on priorities set by the President.

**Class Notes**:

- **Elements of a Valid Petition for Judicial Review**:

- Actual case or controversy

- Standing/locus standi

- Raised at the earliest opportunity

- Constitutionality as the main issue

- ¥*Key Concepts**:

- *Locus Standi*: A person must have a personal and substantial interest in the case.

- *Presumption of Constitutionality*: Statutes are presumed valid until proven otherwise
beyond a reasonable doubt.
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- *Separation of Powers*: Legislative authority confined to law-making; execution is the
domain of the Executive.

**Historical Background**:

This case is set against the backdrop of issues surrounding the use of “pork barrel” funds in
Philippine governance. Historically, these funds have been scrutinized for being potential
sources of corruption and patronage, with lawmakers allegedly misusing allocations for
personal or political gain. The GAA of 2004 and its antecedent laws illustrated ongoing
tensions between branches of government over fiscal authority and control. The Supreme
Court’s decision in this case reflects a continuing judicial caution in encroaching legislative
powers and an underlying effort to uphold constitutionality presumption in the interest of
balance and governmental function.

© 2024 - batas.org | 3



