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**Title:** Sophia Alcuaz et al. v. Philippine School of Business Administration, Quezon City
Branch et al.

**Facts:**
The case revolves around a conflict between the petitioners – a group of bonafide students
of  the  Philippine  School  of  Business  Administration,  Quezon  City  (PSBA-QC),  and  the
respondents – the PSBA-QC, along with its President, Vice President for Admission and
Registration,  and  other  school  officials.  Following  an  agreement  on  March  22,  1986,
regarding the conduct of protest actions within the school premises, petitioners demanded a
renegotiation which the school refused. This led to mass assemblies and school entrance
barricades.  Subsequently,  petitioners  received  letters  requiring  them  to  explain  their
participation in said activities.  They responded through counsel,  but were later denied
enrollment for the second semester of the school year 1986-1987.

Petitioners and affected students filed a complaint with the Director of the Ministry of
Education, Culture, and Sports (MECS) and sought relief through legal action, including a
petition for review on certiorari and prohibition with motion for a preliminary mandatory
injunction before the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the respondents violated the petitioners’ constitutional rights to due process,
expression, and assembly by denying them re-enrollment.
2. Whether the act of denying re-enrollment without an investigation constitutes a violation
of due process.
3.  Whether  academic  deficiencies  and  violations  of  disciplinary  regulations  are  valid
grounds for refusing re-enrollment of students.
4. The scope and application of academic freedom in the context of disciplinary actions
against students and faculty.

**Court’s Decision:**
The  Supreme Court  dismissed  the  petition,  concluding  that  the  contract  between  the
students and the school had expired by the end of the first semester, and thus, the charge of
denial  of  due  process  was  untenable.  It  upheld  the  respondents’  right  to  refuse  re-
enrollment for academic delinquency and violation of disciplinary regulations, citing that it
is  within  the  school’s  discretion  as  part  of  its  academic  freedom,  guaranteed  by  the
Constitution.  However,  the  Court  allowed certain  students  who were  not  academically
deficient and were set to graduate to re-enroll and graduate in due time.
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**Doctrine:**
The Court reiterated the doctrine of academic freedom, allowing educational institutions to
establish and enforce their academic standards and disciplinary regulations, provided these
do not infringe on constitutional rights and are exercised within the bounds of the law.

**Class Notes:**
–  Contracts  between  students  and  schools:  When  a  student  enrolls  in  an  educational
institution, a contractual relationship is established, which is bound by the stipulations
agreed upon, including adherence to the institution’s rules and regulations.
– Academic Freedom: Educational institutions have the discretion to decide on their aims
and objectives, including setting academic standards and disciplinary regulations, as part of
their academic freedom.
– Due Process in Academic Settings: Disciplinary actions involving students do not require
court-like hearings, but a fair investigation process must be observed, ensuring students are
informed of charges against them and given the opportunity to respond.
– Constitutional Rights vs. Institutional Regulations: While schools can enforce their rules,
these regulations  must  not  infringe upon the constitutionally  guaranteed rights  of  the
students, including the rights to freedom of expression and assembly.

**Historical Background:**
The case provides insight into the tensions between educational institutions’ authority to
uphold academic and disciplinary standards and students’ rights to expression and assembly
within the academic setting. It underscores the importance of balancing academic freedom
with constitutional rights in fostering an educational environment conducive to learning and
critical discourse.


