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Title: Provincial Bus Operators Association of the Philippines, et al. v. Department of Labor
and Employment (DOLE) and Land Transportation Franchising and Regulatory Board
(LTFRB)

Facts:  The case revolves around the issuance of  Department Order No. 118-12 by the
Department of Labor and Employment (DOLE) and Memorandum Circular No. 2012-001 by
the  Land  Transportation  Franchising  and  Regulatory  Board  (LTFRB),  which  aimed  to
regulate the employment and working conditions of drivers and conductors in the public
utility  bus  transport  industry  in  the  Philippines.  These  regulations  introduced  a  new
compensation scheme featuring a part-fixed, part-performance-based pay for drivers and
conductors, mandating a minimum wage and entitlement to social welfare benefits, in a
move to address the inadequacies of the boundary payment system and improve road safety
and  workers’  welfare.  Petitioners,  comprised  of  various  associations  representing  bus
operators, argued that these issuances violated their constitutional rights to due process,
equal protection, and non-impairment of contractual obligations. They contended that the
newly mandated compensation scheme upset their existing agreements and operational
practices.

The petitioners filed a case before the Supreme Court invoking its original jurisdiction to
seek the annulment of the mentioned issuances on constitutional grounds. The case went
through the procedural  rigmarole of  motions,  urgent manifestations,  and interventions,
highlighting the contentious debate between the approaching fare earning scheme amongst
bus drivers and conductors, and road safety and public welfare considerations.

Issues:
1. Whether the petitioners have legal standing to file the case.
2. Whether the Supreme Court’s original jurisdiction is properly invoked.
3. Whether DOLE Department Order No. 118-12 and LTFRB Memorandum Circular No.
2012-001 violate the petitioners’ right to due process of law.
4. Whether the mentioned issuances impair the petitioners’ obligation of contracts.
5. Whether the issuances deny the petitioners equal protection of the laws.

Court’s Decision: The Supreme Court dismissed the petition. The Court found that the
petitioners did not respect the doctrine of the hierarchy of courts by directly invoking the
Supreme Court’s original jurisdiction without showing any special reason. The Court ruled
that the petitioners lacked legal standing, asserting that the case poses no actual justiciable
controversy that warrants judicial review, particularly noting deficiencies in demonstrating
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breach of constitutional text. On substantive matters, the Court found that both Department
Order No. 118-12 and Memorandum Circular No. 2012-001 were valid regulations issued in
the exercise of the government’s police power aimed at promoting the common good —
enhancing the economic status and working conditions of bus drivers and conductors, and
improving road safety. Accordingly, the issuances were found not violative of due process,
the non-impairment clause, or the equal protection clause.

Doctrine: The regulation of employment contracts and operational conditions in industries
affecting public  welfare  and safety  falls  within  the  ambit  of  the  State’s  police  power.
Measures undertaken for public welfare can supersede existing contractual arrangements
as long as they are reasonable and not arbitrary. The relationship between capital and labor
is inherently imbued with public interest and subject to the regulatory prerogative of the
State in promoting the common good.

Class Notes:
1. **Legal Standing** – Determined by the direct and personal stake of the petitioner in the
outcome of the case.
2. **Doctrine of Hierarchy of Courts** – Petitioners are generally required to first file their
cases in the lower courts unless special and compelling reasons justify direct filing with the
Supreme Court.
3. **Police Power** – Refers to the inherent power of the State to enact laws and regulations
that promote the health, morals, peace, education, good order, safety, and general welfare
of the people.
4. **Non-Impairment Clause** (Const., Art. III, Sec. 10) – Prohibits the enactment of laws
that would unreasonably interfere with existing contracts, subject to exceptions such as the
exercise of police power for public welfare.
5. **Due Process** (Substantive and Procedural) – Ensures fairness in the government’s
exercise of its powers, requiring lawful cause for deprivation of life, liberty, or property
(substantive) and adherence to fair procedures (procedural).
6.  **Equal Protection Clause** (Const.,  Art.  III,  Sec. 1) – Mandates equal treatment of
persons under similar circumstances, allowing for reasonable classifications if they serve a
legitimate state objective and are applied uniformly within the class.

Historical  Background:  This  case  illustrates  the  tension  between  private  commercial
interests and government regulation for public welfare, emphasizing the State’s paramount
interest in ensuring the safety and welfare of its citizens, including workers. Through the
adjudication of this case, the Supreme Court reiterated fundamental doctrines regarding the
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regulatory powers of the State, particularly in sectors that critically impact public welfare
such as public transportation.


