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### Title:
**Department of Transportation, et al. vs. Philippine Petroleum Sea Transport Association,
et al.: Upholding the constitutionality of the “Oil Pollution Management Fund” under
Republic Act No. 9483**

### Facts:
The legal dispute originated from the establishment of an “Oil Pollution Management Fund”
(OPMF)  through  Section  22(a)  of  Republic  Act  No.  9483  (RA  9483)  and  the  related
Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRR). This provision obligated owners and operators
of tanker barges and haulers to contribute ten centavos (₱0.10) per liter for every oil
delivery or transshipment to the OPMF. The fund was designed to finance containment,
cleanup operations, and monitoring activities in oil pollution cases to protect the Philippine
marine ecosystems, notably damaged by several oil spills, most prominently the Guimaras
oil spill of 2006.

Following the promulgation of the IRR in April 12, 2016, various stakeholders in the sea
transport  industry,  including  the  Philippine  Petroleum  Sea  Transport  Association  and
others, challenged the constitutionality of this provision before the Regional Trial Court
(RTC), Quezon City. They claimed it violated their right to equal protection of the laws, was
confiscatory, had undue delegation of legislative power, and was a rider irrelevant to the
law’s purpose.  The RTC, in a decision dated February 22,  2017,  ruled in favor of  the
respondents, deeming Section 22(a) of RA 9483 unconstitutional. Aggrieved by the RTC’s
decision, the Department of Transportation and its co-petitioners sought recourse from the
Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Was the creating of the Oil Pollution Management Fund through Section 22(a) of RA 9483
and Section 1, Rule of its IRR constitutional?
2. Did Section 22(a) of RA 9483 and its corresponding IRR provision violate the equal
protection clause?
3.  Was  there  an  undue  delegation  of  legislative  power  to  the  OPMF  Committee  in
determining the impost contributions beyond the first year?
4. Did the imposition of a ten centavo per liter levy on oil delivery/transshipment constitute
a deprivation of property without due process?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court adjudicated in favor of the petitioners, reversing the RTC’s decision and
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upholding the  constitutionality  of  Section  22(a)  of  RA 9483,  alongside  its  related  IRR
provision. The Court identified that the provision had a legitimate governmental purpose
aligned with public welfare, and that it did not infringe upon the equal protection clause.
The Court reasoned that owners and operators of oil tankers possess a unique potential for
causing oil spills, justifying their classification for contributions to the OPMF. It further held
that there was no undue delegation of legislative power, as the law and its IRR set clear
standards and purposes guiding the OPMF Committee in determining the contributions.
Importantly, the levy was deemed not confiscatory nor a deprivation of property without due
process,  as  it  was  an  exercise  of  the  government’s  police  powers  for  environmental
protection and had procedural safeguards for its collection and utilization.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterates the principle that measures taken by the state to protect and preserve
the marine environment, including the imposition of levies on stakeholders posing risks to
this environment, are constitutional exercises of police power, as long as they adhere to
principles of equal protection and do not constitute undue delegation of legislative authority
or deprivation of property without due process.

### Class Notes:
Principle Applied: **Police Power and Environmental Protection**
– The state’s ability to impose duties or contributions on entities engaged in activities posing
environmental risks is a manifestation of its police power. Such measures must aim at the
general welfare and be proportional to the risk or damage the activities entail.
– “Police power” is broadly utilized to regulate activities for the protection of public health,
safety, morals, and the general welfare.

**Equal Protection Clause**
– The equal protection of the laws requires that “no person or class of persons shall be
deprived of the same protection of laws which is enjoyed by other persons or other classes
in the same place and in like circumstances.”
– Classification for regulatory purposes is permitted if it passes the test of reasonableness
and applies to all members within a class.

**Non-Confiscatory Levy in Exercise of Police Powers**
– Levies or fees imposed as part of regulatory measures under the state’s police powers do
not constitute a deprivation of property without due process if they are reasonable, not
arbitrary, and serve a public purpose.



G.R. No. 230107. July 24, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 3

### Historical Background:
The “Oil Pollution Management Fund” under Republic Act No. 9483 was established in
response to past catastrophic oil spills in the Philippines, aimed at ensuring an immediate
and effective response to oil pollution incidents. The creation of this fund reflected the
Philippines’  commitment  to  environmental  protection,  especially  given  its  rich  marine
biodiversity, and was in line with international conventions on oil pollution damage.


