G.R. No. 91359. September 25, 1992 (Case Brief / Digest)

## Title

**Veterans Manpower and Protective Services, Inc. v. Court of Appeals, Chief of Philippine
Constabulary, and Philippine Constabulary Supervisory Unit for Security and Investigation
Agencies**

## Facts

1. **Initiation of Complaint**: On March 28, 1988, Veterans Manpower and Protective
Services, Inc. (VMPSI) filed a complaint in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Makati, seeking
a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction against the Chief of the Philippine
Constabulary (PC) and the Philippine Constabulary Supervisory Unit for Security and
Investigation Agencies (PC-SUSIA). VMPSI aimed to prevent acts that could lead to the
cancellation or non-renewal of its operating license.

2. **RTC Actions**: The RTC issued a temporary restraining order on March 28, 1988.
VMPSI sought other reliefs, including declarations against PADPAO (Philippine Association
of Detective and Protective Agency Operators, Inc.) and compensatory damages.

3. ¥*Grounds Challenged**: VMPSI questioned the constitutionality of provisions in R.A.
5487 (Private Security Agency Law), as amended, arguing they favored monopolistic
practices benefiting PADPAO.

4. *PADPAO Complaint**: Odin Security Agency accused VMPSI of undercutting contract
rates with the Metropolitan Waterworks and Sewerage System (MWSS). Both PADPAO and
PC-SUSIA recommended cancelling VMPSI'’s license.

5. ¥Procedural Posture**: VMPSI’s license was to expire on March 31, 1988. They filed for
judicial intervention but PC-SUSIA opposed it on grounds of premature application and the
principle of state immunity.

6. **RTC Preliminary Injunction**: The RTC eventually issued a preliminary injunction on
June 10, 1988, preventing the non-renewal of VMPSI’s license upon a bond. This injunction
was later contested by the PC Chief and PC-SUSIA.

7. **Court of Appeals**: The RTC’s orders were challenged in the Court of Appeals, which
resulted in the dissolution of the preliminary injunction and the dismissal of VMPSI’s
complaint for lack of jurisdiction.
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8. ¥*Supreme Court Review**: VMPSI then petitioned for a review on certiorari in the
Supreme Court.

## Issues

1. *Whether VMPSI’s complaint constitutes a suit against the State without its consent**.

2. **Whether the State’s consent to be sued can be implied from the existence of a
contractual Memorandum of Agreement or requires explicit legislative approval**.

3. *Whether VMPSI can compel the public respondents to act in a specific manner and seek
damages from state officials acting within the scope of their official duties**.

## Court’s Decision

1. **Suit Against the State**: The Court affirmed the principle that the State cannot be sued
without its consent. VMPSI’s action against the PC Chief and PC-SUSIA directly involves the
State as these individuals were acting in their official capacities.

2. **State Immunity from Suit**: The Supreme Court upheld that the public officials were
exercising a governmental function in their regulation of security agencies, thus invoking
state immunity. VMPSI’s claims, including monetary damages, effectively require action
from the State for compensation, violating the constitutional immunity principle.

3. **Consent to be Sued**: The Court determined that the Memorandum of Agreement did
not signify the State’s consent to being sued. It emphasized that the nature of the contract
and the activity it regulates pertains to the State’s sovereign functions, not commercial
activities. Explicit statutory consent was necessary, and no such consent existed here.

4. **Role of Public Officials**: The Court reiterated that public officials performing their
legislatively mandated functions are protected by state immunity unless they act with malice
or beyond their jurisdiction, which was not the case here.

## Doctrine

1. **State Immunity from Suit**: The State cannot be sued without its consent, directly or
indirectly through its officials when performing governmental functions.

2. **Legislative Consent Requirement**: Consent to be sued must be derived from a
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legislative act and cannot be assumed or implied from administrative agreements or actions.
3. **Non-Liability of Public Officials**: Public officials executing lawful government
functions without malice or bad faith are not personally liable for their official acts.

## Class Notes

- **State Immunity from Suit**: Critical for understanding governmental legal protections.

- **Legislative Consent**: Emphasizes the need for explicit legislative approval for suit
against the State.

- *Scope of Public Official Liability**: Highlights the limitations on personal liability for
governmental actions performed within official capacities.

- ¥*Relevant Statutes**:

- Article XVI, Section 3 of the 1987 Constitution - State Immunity from Suit.

- R.A. 5487 and its amendments - Regulation of Private Security Agencies.

## Historical Background

This case contextualizes legal principles surrounding state immunity during a period of
regulatory enforcement in the Philippines. The precedential rulings were set against the
backdrop of administrative governance in 1980s Philippines, anchored by issues of
regulatory authority and monopolistic practices in the security service sector. These issues
were pivotal in shaping the legal landscape around state immunity and the enforcement of
private agency regulations under a transitioning political framework post-Martial Law era.
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