G. R. No. 37878. November 25, 1932 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Manila Electric Company vs. Pasay Transportation Company, Inc., et al. (1933)

### Facts:

The Manila Electric Company (MERALCO) petitioned the Philippine Supreme Court, under
the mandate of Section 11 of Act No. 1446, to act as a board of arbitrators. This action was
to determine the terms and compensation for various transportation companies’ use of the
Pasig bridge, owned by MERALCO. Act No. 1446, granting MERALCO its franchise,
specified that when any other corporation is granted a franchise or right of way over
MERALCO'’s lines, the Supreme Court, sitting as arbitrators, would determine the usage
terms and compensation. Upon filing the petition, the Supreme Court ordered MERALCO to
inform the Attorney-General and the affected transportation companies. Opposition to the
petition came from several public utility operators, leading to an oral hearing and the
submission of memoranda, setting the stage for the Supreme Court’s resolution.

### Issues:

1. The validity of Section 11 of Act No. 1446, particularly whether it improperly delegates
judicial power to the Supreme Court members, not as a judicial entity but as arbitrators,
and if it attempts to make their arbitration decision final and binding.

2. Whether the Supreme Court, or its members sitting as a board of arbitrators, can lawfully
perform non-judicial functions, potentially conflicting with their judicial responsibilities.

3. The potential violation of democratic government principles through the enactment of
Section 11 of Act No. 1446.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court held that Section 11 of Act No. 1446 was improper and illegal as it
conflicted with democratic principles and the separation of powers by assigning non-judicial
functions to the Supreme Court members. The Court emphasized the strict judicial nature of
its powers and duties, ruling that it cannot be compelled to undertake or exercise non-
judicial functions not expressly or implicitly assigned by the constitution or law. The Court
declined to proceed further as arbitrators, marking a significant stance on the separation of
judicial duties from administrative or quasi-judicial roles.

### Doctrine:

The doctrine established from this case reiterates the principle of separation of powers,
emphasizing that the Supreme Court and its members are confined to exercising judicial
powers exclusively. It highlighted that statutory provisions must not infringe upon the
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constitutional role and functions of the judiciary, reinforcing the judiciary’s independence
from legislative or executive encroachments.

### Class Notes:

- **Separation of Powers and Judicial Independence**: The case underscores the
importance of maintaining distinct boundaries among the legislative, executive, and judicial
branches, particularly emphasizing the judiciary’s role in interpreting law and administering
justice, not engaging in administrative or quasi-judicial functions outside its constitutional
mandate.

- ¥Judicial Functionality**: The Supreme Court, as a judicial entity, cannot assume roles or
duties that are non-judicial in nature. This principle ensures the court’s impartiality and
adherence to its core function of adjudication according to law.

- **Statutory Interpretation Principles**: Any legislative enactment that potentially conflates
the roles of government branches or assigns inappropriate functions to the judiciary could
be deemed invalid. The integrity and independence of judicial proceedings must be
preserved against encroachments that could undermine the courts’ objectivity or
operational integrity.

- **Contract and Arbitration in Public Utilities**: While arbitration is generally favored for
resolving disputes amicably, any arrangement that prevents judicial review or access to
courts is considered contrary to public policy, ensuring that aggrieved parties retain the
right to seek judicial intervention.

### Historical Background:

The context of this case reflects a period in Philippine legal history where the boundaries
between governmental branches were being tested and defined. It also illustrates the
complexities involved in managing public utilities and infrastructure within a legal
framework that respects both the rights of corporations and the regulatory responsibilities
of the state, emphasizing balanced governance and the preservation of judicial integrity
amidst evolving societal and economic needs.
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