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**Title:** Ramon A. Gonzales vs. Imelda R. Marcos, et al.

**Facts:**
1. **Background:**
– On June 25, 1966, President Ferdinand Marcos issued Executive Order No. 30, creating a
trust for the benefit of the Filipino people: the Cultural Center of the Philippines (CCP). This
entity was tasked with constructing a national theater, music hall, arts building, and other
facilities to advance Philippine arts and culture.

2. **Funding and Management:**
– The CCP was funded by donations, including a $5 million loan from Chemical Bank of New
York, guaranteed by the National Investment & Development Corporation, and $3.5 million
from President Lyndon B. Johnson as war damage funds.
– The CCP’s Board of Trustees included private citizens,  chaired by First Lady Imelda
Marcos.

3. **Legal Challenge:**
– Ramon A. Gonzales filed a suit for prohibition in the Court of First Instance (CFI), arguing
that the creation of CCP by executive order was a usurpation of legislative power.
– Judge Jose G. Bautista dismissed the suit, highlighting that the CCP was funded by private
donations, not taxes, and that Gonzales lacked the requisite pecuniary interest.

4. **Procedural Posture:**
– Respondents filed multiple motions to dismiss Gonzales’ appeal to the Supreme Court.
– The Solicitor General supported the dismissal,  arguing the validity and constitutional
grounds of EO No. 30 and stating Gonzales had no standing as a taxpayer due to the non-
use of tax funds.

5. **Legislative Developments:**
– During the pendency of the case, Presidential Decree No. 15 was issued on October 5,
1972, and amended by Presidential Decree No. 179 on April 26, 1973, creating and defining
the objectives and powers of the CCP. This effectively rendered the matter moot.

**Issues:**
1. **Standing to Sue:**
– Did Gonzales, as a taxpayer, have the standing to question the creation of the CCP which
was funded through private donations rather than taxes?
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2. **Legislative Encroachment:**
– Did the issuance of Executive Order No. 30 by the President violate the principle of
separation of powers by encroaching upon legislative prerogatives?

3. **Mootness:**
– Did Presidential Decrees Nos. 15 and 179 render the issues concerning Executive Order
No. 30 moot and academic?

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Standing to Sue:**
– The Court upheld the dismissal by citing the absence of pecuniary interest, as Gonzales
could not demonstrate a direct monetary injury distinct from that of the general public.
– Citing precedents, the Court emphasized that in taxpayer’s suits, the burden is on the
plaintiff to prove sufficient interest, which Gonzales failed to do.

2. **Legislative Encroachment:**
– The Court asserted that the President acted within his powers. Executive Order No. 30
derived its legitimacy from the President’s role in managing public affairs and fulfilling
constitutional mandates to promote arts and culture.
– The order did not undermine legislative power as the funding and creation of CCP fulfilled
existing agreements and did not depend on congressional appropriations.

3. **Mootness:**
– The Court ruled that the promulgation of Presidential Decrees Nos. 15 and 179, which
formally established the CCP and outlined its functions, nullified the constitutional question
about EO No. 30.
– These decrees, issued under the President’s martial law authority, superseded EO No. 30,
rendering Gonzales’ case moot.

**Doctrine:**
1. **Standing to Sue:**
– Taxpayer suits require the plaintiff to demonstrate a distinct pecuniary injury caused by
the challenged action, distinct from any injury shared by the general public.

2. **Executive Authority:**
–  The  President  has  the  authority  to  manage  public  property  and  fulfill  international
agreements, especially in the absence of explicit legislative direction, without infringing
upon legislative domain.
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3. **Mootness Doctrine:**
– Legal challenges to laws or executive orders become moot if superseded by subsequent
valid legislation that addresses the contested issues.

**Class Notes:**
– **Taxpayer Standing:** Pecuniary interest is essential; general harm shared by the public
does not suffice.
– **Separation of Powers:** The president’s executive mandate includes cultural promotions
if aligned with constitutional directives and existing statutes.
– **Mootness:** Subsequent legislation can nullify ongoing legal controversies.

**Historical Background:**
– The case reflects the era’s complex relationships between the executive and legislative
branches during Martial Law, a period marked by significant consolidation of executive
power.
– The establishment of the CCP and its subsequent legislative underpinning exemplify the
Marcos  administration’s  approach  to  cultural  institution  building  amidst  political
turbulence.  The  case  underscores  the  legal  environments  under  authoritarian  regimes
where hurried legislations address pressing constitutional challenges.


