G.R. No. 211559. October 15, 2019 (Case Brief / Digest)

HTitlex*

Acosta v. Ochoa and PROGUN Inc. v. PNP: Firearms Regulations and Constitutional Rights

**Facts**

**Step-by-Step Series of Events**

1. **Enactment of RA 10591**: On May 29, 2013, Republic Act No. 10591 (RA 10591) or the
Comprehensive Firearms and Ammunition Regulation Act was enacted, regulating the
ownership, possession, carrying, manufacture, dealing in, and importation of firearms and
ammunition.

2. **Rule-Making Authority**: On December 7, 2013, the Implementing Rules and
Regulations (IRR) were promulgated by the Chief of the Philippine National Police (PNP).

3. **Centralization**: Subsequent to this, the PNP centralized all firearms licensing
applications and renewals at its headquarters in Camp Crame, Quezon City. Part of the
application form included a “Consent of Voluntary Presentation for Inspection” clause to be
signed by applicants.

4. **Initial Petitions**: On March 25, 2014, licensed firearm owners Eric F. Acosta and
Nathaniel G. Dela Paz filed a Petition for Prohibition in the Supreme Court against the
constitutionality of certain provisions of RA 10591 and IRR, arguing violations of
constitutional rights against unreasonable searches and seizures (G.R. No. 211559).

5. ®*PROGUN's Petition**: On the same day, Peaceful Responsible Owners of Guns, Inc.
(PROGUN) filed another Petition for Certiorari, Prohibition, and Mandamus (G.R. No.
211567), questioning the centralization of licensing, waiver of privacy rights, and
outsourcing of license delivery.

6. **Temporary Restraining Order**: On April 8, 2014, the Supreme Court issued a
Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) against the PNP from centralizing applications, using
courier services, and enforcing the waiver and consent requirement.

7. **Guns and Ammo Dealers’ Petition**: On June 6, 2014, the Guns and Ammo Dealers
Association of the Philippines filed a Petition for Mandamus and Certiorari (G.R. No.
212570), challenging the lack of regional offices and concerns of gun dealers.

8. **Contempt Petition**: On July 3, 2014, PROGUN filed a Verified Petition for Contempt
alleging that the PNP continued to implement the restrained actions.

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 211559. October 15, 2019 (Case Brief / Digest)

9. **Second PROGUN Petition**: On December 23, 2014, PROGUN filed a second Petition
for Certiorari, Prohibition, and Mandamus (G.R. No. 215634), raising issues regarding ex
post facto application of the law and alleged over-regulation by the PNP.

10. **Memoranda Filed**: Various submissions and memoranda were filed by the parties
between April 25, 2017, and June 23, 2017.

**Procedural Posture**
The petitions were consolidated, and the case proceeded to the en banc Supreme Court,
which issued a decision analyzing the constitutionality of the challenged provisions.

**[ssues*t*

1. *Judicial Review & Standing**: Whether there exists an actual case or controversy for
the Court’s judicial review and whether the petitioners have legal standing.

2. **Hierarchy of Courts**: Whether the petitioners’ direct recourse to the Supreme Court
was proper.

3. **Ex Post Facto Law**: Whether the provision declaring former licenses vacated
constitutes an ex post facto law.

4. *¥*Qver-Regulation**: Whether the PNP exceeded its rule-making authority by imposing
stricter regulations.

5. **Licensing Fees**: Whether the fees charged are excessively numerous and
unreasonable.

6. **Penal Provisions**: Whether the PNP added penal provisions in the IRR unauthorized by
RA 10591.

7. **Public Consultation**: Whether the IRR was promulgated without the required public
consultation.

8. **Centralization and Outsourcing**: Whether centralizing applications and using a
courier service for license delivery was valid.

9. **Omissions and Provisions**: Whether certain omissions and provisions within the IRR
conflict with the law.

10. **Constitutionality and Police Power**: Whether the regulation of firearms licenses
violated constitutional rights and whether it is a valid exercise of police power.

11. **Waiver of Right Against Unreasonable Searches and Seizures**: Whether the
requirement of consent for home inspections violates constitutional protections against
unreasonable searches.

**Court’s Decision**
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**Resolution of Issues**

1. **Actual Controversy and Legal Standing**: Acosta and Dela Paz failed to present actual
facts constituting a real case or controversy, leading to the dismissal of their petition.
Nonetheless, both PROGUN and Guns and Ammo Dealers had sufficient legal standing for
the issues they raised.

2. ¥**Doctrine of Hierarchy of Courts**: The Court acknowledged breach of procedural
hierarchy but resolved to address the merits due to the claims’ national significance.

3. *Ex Post Facto Law**: The Court found no retroactive application as the law allowed
renewal of existing licenses for Class-A light weapons under the new law.

4. **Qver-Regulation**: The Court upheld the PNP’s imposition of stringent gun control
measures, ruling it reasonable within the scope of delegated legislative power.

5. *¥Reasonableness of Licensing Fees**: The Court found no sufficient evidence to declare
the fees charged as unreasonable, aligning with legislative authority for implementing
reasonable fees.

6. **Penal Provisions**: Close comparison revealed no deviation in the IRR from the penal
provisions set by RA 10591.

7. **Public Consultation**: The Court dismissed allegations of insufficient consultation,
finding evidence of stakeholder engagement during the IRR drafting process.

8. **Moot Issues**: Given the PNP’s action to decentralize licensing and cease outsourcing
the licensing delivery, these issues were declared moot.

9. *Omissions and Provisions in IRR**: The omission of engineers and additional conditions
for PNP and AFP firearm carrying was found non-violative of the statutory law, which
remains within the PNP’s discretion.

10. **Constitutional Rights and Police Power**: The regulation of firearm licenses pertains
to police power aimed at collective safety, not infringing due process protections.

11. **Search Waiver Invalidity**: The consent for voluntary inspection was declared void for
inadequately informed waiver, infringing the right against unreasonable searches and
seizures.
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**Doctrine**

1. *No Constitutional Right to Bear Arms**: There is no constitutional right to bear arms
under Philippine law; ownership of firearms is a statutory privilege.

2. *Inviolability of Home Privacy**: Even for statutory privileges like firearm ownership,
the home’s privacy remains protected, requiring valid consent for searches.

**Class Notes**

1. **Licensing as Statutory Privilege**: Firearm ownership is not a constitutional right but a
privilege regulated by state policies targeting public safety.

2. **Valid Search Requirements**: For inspections relating to regulated privileges,
unequivocal consent or a search warrant is required to uphold constitutional protections.

3. *Doctrine of Hierarchy of Courts**: Direct recourse to higher courts should follow only
when it involves significant national interest or addresses pure questions of law.

4. **Police Power and Regulation**: Legislative delegation to regulate potentially hazardous
items like firearms is valid, provided it meets public interest and is not unduly oppressive.

**Historical Background**

The regulation of firearms in the Philippines has evolved from historical perspectives
emphasizing state control over potentially dangerous items to uphold public order. The case
reaffirms long-standing state control and regulatory authority over firearms, reinforcing
that firearm ownership is a privilege rigorously monitored for public safety, resonating with
historical and legal precedents to mitigate violence and ensure social tranquility.
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