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Title: **Malaria Employees and Workers Association of the Philippines, Inc. (MEWAP) vs.
The Honorable Executive Secretary Alberto Romulo, et al.**

**Facts:**
The case emerged from the issuance of Executive Order (E.O.) No. 102 by then President
Joseph E. Estrada on May 24, 1999, which aimed at redirecting the functions and operations
of  the  Department  of  Health  (DOH).  E.O.  No.  102  and  subsequent  related  issuances
triggered structural changes within the DOH.

Following E.O.  No.  102,  a  series  of  administrative  actions  were taken,  leading to  the
issuance of the Notice of Organization, Staffing and Compensation Action (NOSCA) by the
Department of Budget and Management (DBM) and Memorandum Circular (M.C.) No. 62 by
the Presidential Committee on Executive Governance (PCEG). These directives sought to
implement the rationalization and streamlining of the DOH.

The DOH Secretary issued Department Memorandum No. 136 and Department Circular No.
221 to facilitate the restructuring process within the department. Administrative Order No.
94 set the implementing guidelines for personnel selection, placement, retirement, and/or
voluntary resignation.

Subsequently,  the  DOH  Secretary  disseminated  the  approved  Placement  List  of  DOH
Personnel,  directing all  personnel to report to their new assignments,  which prompted
appeals from affected personnel.

Petitioner Malaria Employees and Workers Association of the Philippines, Inc. (MEWAP),
representing affected employees in the DOH’s Malaria Control Service, sought to nullify the
NOSCA, Placement List, and other implementing issuances of E.O. No. 102, arguing that
these acts were issued with grave abuse of discretion and in violation of certain provisions
of existing laws.

After the Regional Trial  Court of Manila did not grant the relief sought, the case was
escalated, leading to a petition for review on certiorari to the Supreme Court, following the
Court of Appeals’ affirmation of the validity of E.O. No. 102.

**Issues:**
1. Whether former President Estrada had the authority to reorganize the Department of
Health pursuant to Sections 78 and 80 of R.A. No. 8522 and Section 20, Chapter 7, Title I,
Book III of the Administrative Code of 1987.
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2. Whether Presidential Decree No. 1416, as amended, has been repealed.
3. Whether the President possesses the constitutional authority to reorganize a department
under the executive branch.
4. Whether there was an abuse of discretion in issuing Executive Order No. 102.
5. The validity and effectiveness of Executive Order No. 102.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court denied the petition, affirming the validity of E.O. No. 102. It held that
the President indeed possesses the authority to reorganize the executive department of the
government, including departments, bureaus, or offices within the executive branch, as an
exercise of his power of control under the Constitution and existing laws.

The Court recognized that reorganization within the executive branch is permissible when
conducted in good faith for the purposes of economy, efficiency, or to make the bureaucracy
more  effective.  This  authority  stems  from both  constitutional  mandates  and  statutory
provisions,  including  the  Administrative  Code  and  applicable  sections  of  the  General
Appropriations Act.

**Doctrine:**
This  case  reiterates  the  doctrine  that  the  President  has  the  power  to  reorganize  the
executive department,  including departments,  bureaus, and offices within the executive
branch, to ensure efficiency, economy, and effectiveness in the delivery of public services.
This power is deemed an inherent facet of the President’s control over the executive branch
as enshrined in the Constitution and supported by existing laws.

**Class Notes:**
–  The  executive  branch  has  the  authority  to  reorganize  its  departments,  offices,  and
agencies under certain laws and constitutional provisions.
– Good faith reorganization is indicated by aims of efficiency, economy, or effectiveness
without  evidence  of  bad  faith  actions,  such  as  unwarranted  increases  in  positions  or
replacement of incumbents with less qualified individuals.
– The maintenance of the executive branch’s responsibility towards ensuring efficient public
service  delivery  predicates  the  need  for  authorizing  reorganizations,  subject  to  the
constraints of law and good faith principles.
– Relevant Legal Provisions: 1987 Philippine Constitution, Article VII, Sections 1 and 17;
Administrative Code of 1987, Section 20, Title I, Book III; Republic Act No. 8522 Sections 78
and 80; Presidential Decree No. 1416 as amended by Presidential Decree No. 1772.
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**Historical Background:**
The issuance of E.O. No. 102 under President Estrada and the subsequent legal challenges
represent a significant event in the legal and administrative history of the Philippines. It
underscores  the  complex  interplay  between  the  executive’s  power  to  reorganize  for
operational efficiency and the protection of employees’ rights within the government sector.
This case demonstrates the judiciary’s role in interpreting the scope and limits of executive
power concerning administrative reorganization, situating it within the broader context of
governance, legal precedents, and public administration reforms in the Philippines.


