G.R. No. 217158. March 12, 2019 (Case Brief / Digest)

*Title:** GIOS-SAMAR, INC. vs. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND
COMMUNICATIONS AND CIVIL AVIATION AUTHORITY OF THE PHILIPPINES

**Facts:**

The Department of Transportation and Communication (DOTC) and the Civil Aviation
Authority of the Philippines (CAAP) posted an invitation for competitive bidding for the
development, operations, and maintenance of the Bacolod-Silay, Davao, Iloilo,
Laguindingan, New Bohol (Panglao), and Puerto Princesa airports to improve services.
GIOS-SAMAR, Inc., a non-governmental organization, filed a petition for prohibition against
this bidding citing constitutional violations. Despite counterarguments from DOTC and
CAAP regarding prematurity and lack of standing, GIOS-SAMAR emphasized the issue’s
transcendental importance and potential prejudice to public welfare.

**Procedural Posture:**

The procedural journey started with GIOS-SAMAR filing a direct petition for prohibition
against DOTC and CAAP’s bidding process in the Supreme Court, bypassing lower courts.
The respondents raised procedural objections, such as prematurity, lack of legal standing,
and improper bypassing of the hierarchical court system. Despite attempts to demonstrate
urgency and transcendental importance, the Supreme Court held firm on the principle of
hierarchy of courts and dismissed the petition on grounds including insufficiency in
presenting a cause of action and necessity for factual determination.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the bundling of the Projects violated constitutional prohibitions against
monopolies, restraint of trade, and abuse of dominant position.

2. Whether the bundling violated the Anti-Dummy Law.

3. Whether the petitioner had legal standing.

4. Whether direct recourse to the Supreme Court was justified.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition owing to:

1. Bundle Projects’ necessity for factual evidence which the Supreme Court is not equipped
to process.

2. Petitioner’s failure to present an actual justiciable controversy.

3. Violation of the hierarchy of courts principle, without sufficient justification for bypassing
lower courts.

4. Lack of concrete evidence presented to support allegations against the bundling affecting

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 217158. March 12, 2019 (Case Brief / Digest)

monopolies, restraint of trade, or constitutional rights.

**Doctrine:**

The doctrine highlights are:

1. The principle of hierarchy of courts emphasizes the necessity for litigants to respect the
established judicial structure by initiating actions in lower courts unless exceptional
circumstances justify direct resort to the Supreme Court.

2. Transcendental importance does not automatically permit bypassing the hierarchy of
courts, especially when cases involve factual determinations.

3. The Supreme Court is not a trier of facts and will generally not entertain petitions
requiring factual adjudication.

**Class Notes:**

1. Hierarchy of Courts: This principle mandates that direct recourse to the Supreme Court is
typically not allowed if the issue can be addressed by lower courts, except in cases where
exceptional circumstances justify such direct action.

2. Jurisdiction: The Supreme Court has original jurisdiction over certain cases but shares
this with lower courts, like the Regional Trial Courts and the Court of Appeals, for cases
involving extraordinary writs.

3. Legal Standing: To file a petition, an entity must demonstrate that it has the legal
capacity to sue, showing that it has a personal stake in the outcome of the dispute, directly
suffering from the action being contested.

4. Justiciable Controversy: The Court requires an actual, direct, and substantial conflict of
legal rights that is ripe for judicial resolution.

5. Doctrine of Transcendental Importance: This principle allows the Court to relax the
standards for legal standing in cases with paramount public interest. However, it does not
bypass the requirement for a justiciable controversy and adherence to the hierarchy of
courts.

**Historical Background:**

This legal dispute occurred within the context of government efforts to improve airport
facilities through private sector involvement in infrastructure development. The issue tested
the boundaries of constitutional interpretations, particularly in the sensitive sectors of
public utilities and national infrastructure, against the backdrop of legal doctrines shaping
the judiciary’s approach to supervising government procurements and protecting public
interest.
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