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### Title:
Philippine International Trading Corporation vs. Commission on Audit

### Facts:
The  Philippine  International  Trading  Corporation  (PITC),  a  government-owned  and
controlled corporation established under Presidential Decree No. 252, implemented a Car
Plan Program approved by its Board of Directors on October 19, 1988. This program was
designed to provide financial assistance to qualified PITC officers for purchasing personal
vehicles, with PITC covering fifty percent of the vehicle’s value and related expenses, such
as annual  car registration and insurance premiums. This initiative aimed at  enhancing
official mobility without reliance on public transport or PITC vehicles.

Following the enactment of Republic Act No. 6758 (RA 6758) on July 1, 1989, which aimed
at standardizing compensation in the government sector, the Department of Budget and
Management  (DBM)  issued  Corporate  Compensation  Circular  No.  10.  This  circular
discontinued various allowances and benefits, excluding those specifically allowed by RA
6758. Based on a post-audit, the COA disallowed the reimbursements made under the PITC
Car Plan Program after November 1,  1989, stating these were not among the allowed
benefits post-RA 6758 enactment.

PITC appealed the COA’s decision on grounds that the benefits were legally enjoyed by
incumbents before RA 6758’s effectivity and were thus protected. The COA denied the
appeal,  maintaining the disallowance. PITC then filed a petition for certiorari  with the
Supreme Court under Rule 64 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure.

### Issues:
1. Whether the legislature intended to revoke existing benefits being received by incumbent
government employees prior to the enactment of RA 6758.
2. Whether the Car Loan Agreements can be considered as contracts protected under the
Constitution against impairment.
3.  The  applicability  of  PD 985  to  PITC in  respect  to  exemption  from COA rules  and
regulations based on PITC’s charter and its amendments.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted PITC’s petition, setting aside the COA’s decisions. The Court
held that:
1. There was no legislative intent to revoke benefits being enjoyed by incumbents as of July
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1, 1989, based on the provisions of RA 6758, preserving the car plan benefits for PITC
officials.
2. DBM-CCC No. 10’s basis for disallowance is null due to its non-publication, and therefore,
it cannot be enforced against the PITC car plan benefits.
3. PITC’s charter and amendments explicitly exempt PITC from OCPC rules and regulations;
however, RA 6758’s general applicability does not expressly repeal specific laws unless
contradicted. The standardized system introduced by RA 6758 now includes PITC, subject to
protections for incumbents’ benefits.

### Doctrine:
The  doctrine  established  in  this  case  includes  the  principle  of  protecting  incumbents’
benefits  predating  legislative  changes,  unless  explicitly  revoked,  and  emphasizes  the
requirement  of  publication  for  administrative  circulars  to  be  effective.  Additionally,  it
reiterated the principle that general laws do not repeal specific provisions of special laws by
implication.

### Class Notes:
– **Legislative Intent & Incumbent Protection**: Laws affecting compensation and benefits
apply prospectively and do not intend to revoke existing benefits for incumbents unless
explicitly stated.
– **Publication Requirement**: Administrative circulars and orders must be published to be
effective and enforceable.
– **Principle of Non-impairment of Contracts**: Agreements entered into by government
entities with their employees are respected and protected under the constitutional principle
against the impairment of contracts.
– **General vs. Special Laws**: General laws do not repeal specific provisions of special
laws by mere implication.
– **Statutory Construction**: When interpreting laws, clear and expressed intentions are
necessary for the repeal or amendment of existing benefits or provisions.

### Historical Background:
This  case  reflects  the  complexity  of  transitioning  from varying  compensation  schemes
across government-owned and controlled corporations to a standardized system under RA
6758. It underscores the challenges in balancing fiscal responsibility, legal mandates for
standardization,  and  the  rights  and  expectations  of  government  employees  regarding
compensation and benefits.


