G.R. No. 216930. October 09, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Council of Teachers and Staff of Colleges and Universities of the Philippines
(CoTeSCUP) et al., v. Secretary of Education et al.

Facts:

This case consolidates various petitions challenging the constitutionality of certain
educational reforms in the Philippines, specifically the Enhanced Basic Education Act of
2013 or the “K to 12 Law” (Republic Act No. 10533) and the Kindergarten Education Act
(Republic Act No. 10157), along with their implementing rules and regulations, including
Department of Education Order No. 31, s. 2012 (DO No. 31), the Joint Guidelines on the
Implementation of the K to 12 Law, and CHED Memorandum Order No. 20, Series of 2013
(CMO No. 20). These laws and issuances mainly aim to modify the Philippine basic
education system by, among others, making kindergarten compulsory, extending the basic
education cycle from ten to twelve years through the addition of Senior High School (Grades
11 and 12), and revising the curriculum to be more aligned with international standards.

Petitioners, consisting of various teacher and employee associations, educators, and
lawmakers, argue that such reforms contravene multiple provisions of the Philippine
Constitution, specifically those relating to the right to education, labor, and language. They
assert, among other things, that these reforms resulted in an undue extension of compulsory
education and violated the constitutional mandate of providing free public education at the
elementary and high school levels. They also contend that the reforms have led to job
displacements among educators and allege a lack of sufficient consultation with affected
sectors.

The respondents, represented by government officials from the Department of Education
(DepEd), Commission on Higher Education (CHED), Technical Education and Skills
Development Authority (TESDA), and others, defend the validity of the laws and their
implementing rules, arguing that they were enacted to improve the quality of education in
the Philippines and are within the ambit of the State’s police power to promote the general
welfare.

Issues:

1. Whether the petitioners have legal standing.

2. Whether there is an actual case or controversy.

3. Whether the K to 12 Law and the Kindergarten Education Act, and their respective
implementing rules and regulations, were validly enacted and promulgated.

4. Whether these laws and regulations violated constitutional provisions on education, labor,
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and language.

Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court held that the petitioners have the legal standing to file the petitions as
they have demonstrated sufficient interest due to potential or actual injury resulting from
the implementation of the challenged statutes and regulations. There exists an actual case
or controversy as the laws and their implementing rules have already taken effect, thus
presenting a justiciable dispute.

The Court ruled that the K to 12 Law and the Kindergarten Education Act, along with their
implementing rules and regulations, were validly enacted and do not contravene the
Constitution. It reasoned that these educational reforms were within the legislative power of
Congress and are consistent with the State’s policy to promote quality education and adapt
to global standards. The Court emphasized that the laws and issuances did not unduly
extend compulsory education but rather aimed at enhancing the educational system by
ensuring that Filipino students are equipped with the necessary skills and knowledge for
higher education and employment.

Furthermore, the Court found that the petitioners failed to show that the challenged laws
and regulations violated constitutional provisions regarding labor and the use of the Filipino
language. It explained that the provisions invoked are generally not self-executing and that
the implementation of the K to 12 program did not infringe upon educators’ right to labor or
diminish the role of the Filipino language in education.

Doctrine:

The Court reiterated the principle that not all constitutional provisions are self-executing,
and some require implementing legislation to define and give substance to the rights
enshrined therein. Furthermore, it underscored the State’s police power to regulate
education as a means of promoting the general welfare, which includes the authority to
reform the education system to address contemporary challenges and conform to
international standards.

Class Notes:

1. Legal Standing: Individuals or groups must demonstrate sufficient interest in the outcome
of a case, which can be shown by potential or actual injury.

2. Police Power: The State has the inherent authority to enact laws and regulations to
promote the health, morals, education, and general welfare of the public.
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3. Non-Self-Executing Constitutional Provisions: Certain constitutional provisions serve as
guidelines for legislation rather than as a source of enforceable rights unless implementing
laws are enacted.

4. Education Reform: The legislative branch has the authority to enact laws that restructure
the education system to enhance its quality and competitiveness at a global level.

Historical Background:

The enactment of the K to 12 Law and the Kindergarten Education Act, along with their
implementing regulations, represents a significant shift in the Philippine educational system
aiming to align it with international educational standards. These reforms reflect the
government’s response to the challenges of global competitiveness and the need to equip
Filipino students with adequate skills and knowledge for both local and international
opportunities.
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