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Title: Association of Medical Clinics for Overseas Workers, Inc. v. GCC Approved Medical
Centers Association, Inc. and the Department of Health

Facts:
The case involves the legality and constitutionality of the Department of Health’s (DOH)
orders  to  cease  the  referral  decking  system employed  by  the  GCC Approved  Medical
Centers Association, Inc. (GAMCA). The controversy began with Administrative Order No. 5,
Series of 2001 (AO 5-01), where the DOH directed an equal distribution of migrant workers
among several clinics under GAMCA, adhering to the Gulf Cooperative Countries (GCC)
States’ embassy requirements. Subsequent administrative orders suspended this referral
decking system, citing the failure to guarantee safe, quality health service. Later, Republic
Act (RA) No. 10022 amended RA No. 8042, adding provisions that essentially prohibited the
decking system.

The DOH issued cease and desist orders to GAMCA in 2010. GAMCA challenged these DOH
orders before the Office of the President (OP) and the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Pasay
City, asserting that the orders were unconstitutional and accusing the DOH of grave abuse
of discretion. The RTC issued a writ of preliminary injunction against the DOH orders and
later ruled in favor of GAMCA, declaring the DOH’s orders null and void. The DOH and the
Association  of  Medical  Clinics  for  Overseas  Workers,  Inc.  (AMCOW)  appealed  to  the
Supreme Court.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  RTC legally  erred in  entertaining GAMCA’s  petition  for  certiorari  and
prohibition against the DOH’s cease and desist orders.
2. Whether the DOH’s orders infringe upon property rights under the Constitution.
3. Whether applying RA No. 10022 (amending RA No. 8042) to GAMCA violates principles of
sovereign equality and independence.
4. Constitutionality and applicability of the cease and desist orders directed at GAMCA by
the DOH.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petitions, reversing and setting aside the RTC’s decisions. It
held that the RTC erred in giving due course to GAMCA’s petitions initially filed as certiorari
and prohibition claims. The Court differentiated between traditional certiorari under Rule
65  of  the  Rules  of  Court  and  the  expanded  certiorari  jurisdiction  under  the  1987
Constitution. It determined that the DOH’s cease and desist orders were quasi-judicial in
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nature, which should have been appealed to the Court of Appeals, not initially filed with the
RTC.

The Court further ruled that the prohibition against the referral decking system under RA
No. 10022 is a valid exercise of the State’s police power to regulate activities affecting
public health, safety, and welfare. It found no grave abuse of discretion on the part of the
DOH in issuing the cease and desist orders. It concluded that the principle of sovereign
equality  and independence does not  exempt GAMCA from the referral  decking system
prohibition under Philippine law.

Doctrine:
1. The principle of sovereign equality and independence of states does not exempt agents of
foreign governments, like GAMCA, from compliance with domestic laws.
2. The prohibition against the referral decking system under Section 16 of RA No. 10022 is
an exercise of police power concerning public welfare.

Class Notes:
– Grave abuse of discretion contrasts with error of judgment; it  pertains to whimsical,
arbitrary, or capricious decisions with no basis in law or fact.
– Quasi-judicial actions are subject to judicial review through certiorari under Rule 65, but
exclusive original jurisdiction lies with the Court of Appeals.
–  The principle  of  exhaustion of  administrative  remedies  requires  parties  to  utilize  all
internal  remedies  within  an  administrative  agency  before  resorting  to  judicial  action,
directly relating to the ripeness of constitutional challenges.
– The police power of the State encompasses regulations to promote health, safety, and the
general welfare; it can restrict individual liberties for the public good but must not be
exercised arbitrarily.

Historical Background:
The  case  reflects  the  Philippines’  adherence  to  international  labor  standards  and  the
protection of OFW rights amidst the global demand for labor. It underscores the balancing
act between respecting foreign states’ prerogatives and asserting national laws to safeguard
citizens’ welfare, especially those working overseas. This balance is especially pertinent in
the context of the Philippines’ significant contribution to the global workforce through its
OFWs,  necessitating  robust  health  check  mechanisms  that  conform  to  both  national
interests and international commitments.


