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**Title:** Kilusang Bayan sa Paglilingkod ng mga Magtitinda ng Bagong Pamilihang Bayan
ng Muntinlupa, Inc. et al. vs. Hon. Carlos G. Dominguez et al.

**Facts:**
The case involves distinct but interrelated incidents leading to its escalation to the Supreme
Court of the Philippines. Initially, the municipal government of Muntinlupa entered a 25-
year management contract with Kilusang Bayan sa Paglilingkod Ng Mga Magtitinda Ng
Bagong Pamilihang Bayan ng Muntinlupa, Inc. (KBMBPM) in 1985. Upon his tenure, Mayor
Ignacio Bunye contested the contract’s validity, leading to its rescission through Municipal
Resolution No. 45. This was followed by a physical takeover of the market by Bunye and his
associates, prompting the KBMBPM to file a complaint in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of
Makati against the municipality. Concurrently, Perez of KBMBPM filed a letter-complaint
with the Office of the Ombudsman accusing Bunye et al. of various violations for their
takeover.

The  Department  of  Agriculture  intervened  per  a  parliamentary  request,  assuming
management of KBMBPM through a disputed order by Secretary Carlos Dominguez. The
order  disbanding  the  KBMBPM  Board  and  mandating  the  turnover  of  assets  to  a
Management  Committee  led  by  agriculture  officials  was  met  with  court  petitions,
questioning its legality and claiming a breach of KBMBPM’s constitutional rights.

**Issues:**
1. The legal standing of KBMBPM officers to file the petition.
2. The exhaustion of administrative remedies by petitioners.
3. The validity of Secretary Dominguez’s order to disband KBMBPM’s Board and assume
management based on regulatory supervision powers under Presidential Decree No. 175
and Executive Order No. 113.
4.  The legality of  subsequent actions and election of new KBMBPM officers under the
management of the Department of Agriculture-sanctioned committee.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court ruled favorably on the petition questioning the validity of Secretary
Dominguez’s order. It found that the Secretary exceeded his authority by disbanding the
Board without due process or following KBMBPM’s established election procedures. The
Court held that administrative supervision does not provide powers to revoke cooperative
mandates nor bypass procedural rights to hearing and representation. Consequently, the
original order and actions predicated on it were nullified, but reinstatement of positions was
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deemed moot due to elapsed terms and subsequent legitimate elections. For the criminal
aspects related to the market takeover, the Court found that preliminary investigations were
properly conducted, dismissing petitions against such processes for being without merit.

**Doctrine:**
This case reiterates the principle of administrative law that empowers heads of departments
to  assume  direct  control  over  bureaus  and  offices  under  their  jurisdiction  but  duly
emphasizes  limits  to  such  powers,  stressing  the  indispensability  of  due  process.  It
underscores that the scope of supervisory control does not extend to bypassing procedural
rights and internal mechanisms of entities under supervision.

**Class Notes:**
– The legal standing (locus standi) permits affected parties to sue where an actionable
wrong or substantial interest is threatened.
– Exhaustion of administrative remedies is necessary unless there’s undue impairment of
rights.
– Secretarial powers under PD No. 175 are bounded by statutory limits and due process
requirements.
– Preliminary investigation rights under criminal procedure are not constitutionally provided
but can denote due process violations if entirely bypassed.

**Historical Background:**
This case traces back to attempts in the late 1980s to reform management and contractual
engagements of public market spaces in Muntinlupa, Metro Manila. It encapsulates the
tension between local government units’ autonomy in managing public facilities and the
state’s  supervisory  and  regulatory  functions  over  cooperative-managed  establishments.
Through judicial  review, the highest court staked the boundaries of administrative and
regulatory interventions in cooperative governance, hallmarking principles of legality, due
process, and administrative restraint.


