
G.R. No. L-10405. December 29, 1960 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

Title: Pascual vs. Secretary of Public Works and Communications

Facts:
The Governor of Rizal, Wenceslao Pascual, initiated an action for a declaratory relief with an
injunction against the Secretary of Public Works and Communications on August 31, 1954.
The case questioned the legality of a section in Republic Act No. 920, which appropriated
funds for the construction and improvement of certain feeder roads, known as “Pasig feeder
road terminals.”

The feeder roads in question were part of a planned subdivision owned by Senator Jose C.
Zulueta, and at the time of the Act’s passage, these roads had not been constructed and
were private property. On May 29, Zulueta offered to donate the roads to the Municipality
of Pasig, and on June 13, the offer was accepted with conditions. No deed of donation was
executed, but the appropriated construction was still undertaken.

Pascual argued that the appropriation was illegal as the roads were private at the time of
the passage of the Act, members of Congress were misled into believing these were public
roads,  and the subsequent  donation by  Zulueta  was unconstitutional  as  it  benefited a
member of Congress directly, thereby contravening the Philippine Constitution.

The case went to the Court of First Instance of Rizal, where the respondents moved to
dismiss the action, arguing that Pascual had no standing or a cause of action. The lower
court dismissed the case, a ruling that Pascual appealed to the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether or not the feeder road project appropriation under Republic Act No. 920 was for
a public or a private purpose, thus determining its legality.
2. Whether or not the donation of the feeder roads by Senator Zulueta to the government
was constitutional.
3. Whether or not the Governor of Rizal, as a taxpayer and representative of the province,
had the legal standing to challenge the appropriation and donation.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the lower court’s decision, holding that the appropriation was
clearly for a private purpose and therefore illegal. They acknowledged that the legislature
does not have the power to appropriate public revenues for anything but a public purpose.
The donation made by Zulueta was a mere attempt to legalize the appropriation after the
fact  and  was  considered  a  contract  under  the  law,  which  violates  the  constitutional
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prohibition against members of Congress being interested directly or indirectly in a contract
with the Government.

Additionally, the Court affirmed the legal standing of the Governor of Rizal as a taxpayer
and as the representative of a bonded political subdivision, to contest the legality of the
appropriation and donation in question.

Doctrine:
– Funds raised by taxation can only be expended for public purposes.
– A public official, in the capacity of a taxpayer, has the standing to challenge the legality of
the use of public funds.
– The validity of a statute is evaluated based on the powers of Congress at the time of its
passage or approval.

Class Notes:
–  Taxpayer  Standing:  In  the  Philippines,  taxpayers  have  the  right  to  contest  the
constitutionality of statutes appropriating public funds.
–  Expenditure  of  Public  Funds:  The expenditure  of  public  funds  must  be  for  a  public
purpose. An appropriation for a private purpose is unconstitutional and void.
–  Constitutional  Prohibition  on  Contracts:  Members  of  Congress  are  constitutionally
prohibited from being interested directly or indirectly in any contract with the government
(Article VI, Section 14, 1935 Philippine Constitution).
– Material Time for Determining Legality: The legality of a statute depends on the situation
at the time of its passage or approval, not on subsequent events or actions.

Historical Background:
The Pascual vs. Secretary of Public Works case took place during the post-World War II
period  of  reconstruction  in  the  Philippines.  The  case  reflects  the  effort  to  improve
infrastructure and public works, as well as the scrutiny of government expenditures for
propriety and public benefit.  It underscores the ongoing tension between governmental
powers and private interests, emphasizing the importance of constitutional checks in the
dispersal of public funds.


