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### Title:
Philippine Constitution Association et al. vs. Enriquez et al. (G.R. Nos. 113105, 113174,
113766, and 113888)

### Facts:
**1. Legislative Action and Presidential Veto:**
– On December 17, 1993, the Philippine Congress passed House Bill No. 10900, the General
Appropriation Bill (GAB) of 1994, which specified budget appropriations and conditions on
certain funds.
– The bill was presented to President Fidel V. Ramos for approval.
– On December 30, 1993, President Ramos signed the bill into law, known as Republic Act
No.  7663  (General  Appropriation  Act  [GAA]  of  1994),  but  issued  a  Presidential  Veto
Message specifying provisions he vetoed or conditioned.

**2. Legal Challenges:**
–  Four  petitions  were filed  challenging different  aspects  of  the  GAA of  1994 and the
President’s veto message.
1. **G.R. No. 113105:** The Philippine Constitution Association and two taxpayers filed a
petition for prohibition, challenging several articles and the presidential veto in the GAA.
2. **G.R. No. 113174:** Sixteen senators filed petitions questioning the constitutionality of
certain Presidential vetoes and conditions imposed.
3. **G.R. No. 113766:** Senators Romulo and Tañada, alongside the Freedom from Debt
Coalition, filed a petition challenging the Presidential veto on debt service provisions.
4. **G.R. No. 113888:** Senators Romulo and Tañada filed another petition questioning the
constitutionality of various vetoes and conditions imposed on specific provisions of the GAA
related to AFP, DPWH, and NHA appropriations.

**3. Court Proceedings:**
– Upon receipt of the petitions, requests for writs of certiorari, prohibition, and mandamus
were made.
– The Court invited former Chief Justice Enrique M. Fernando and former Associate Justice
Irene Cortes to submit their insights as Amicus Curiae.

### Issues:
1. **Legal standing of petitioners** – Do the senators and taxpayers have the standing to
challenge the Presidential veto and the conditions imposed on budget legislation?
2.  **Countrywide Development Fund** –  Whether the provisions allowing legislators to



G.R. No. 113105. August 19, 1994 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

propose and identify projects for funding encroach on executive authority.
3. **Realignment of Operational Expenses** – Legality under the Constitution of provisions
allowing legislators to realign their operational budgets.
4. **Highest Priority for Debt Service** – Constitutionality of allocating higher priority to
debt service over education.
5. **Veto of Debt Ceiling Provision** – Whether the President’s specific veto of the provision
requiring Congressional concurrence for excess debt payments was constitutional.
6. **Vetoed Provisions for SUCs, AFP, DPWH, and NHA** – Multiple challenges to specific
vetoes affecting budgetary allocations for state universities, military purchase provisions,
and road maintenance, among others.

### Court’s Decision:
**1. Legal Standing:**
–  The  Court  ruled  that  members  of  Congress  have  legal  standing  to  challenge  the
Presidential veto because it affects their ability to participate in legislative processes.

**2. Countrywide Development Fund:**
–  The Court  upheld the legislative  authority  to  specify  projects  in  appropriations.  The
involvement of Congress members was deemed recommendatory, with the executive having
the final implementation authority.

**3. Realignment of Operational Expenses:**
– The Court validated the practice, noting that realignments were subject to the approval of
higher  legislative  officials,  thus  adhering  to  Constitutional  requirements  for  budget
transfers.

**4. Highest Priority for Debt Service:**
– The Court found no constitutional violation in Congress prioritizing debt payments over
education, following precedent from Guingona v. Carague.

**5. Veto of Debt Ceiling Provision:**
– The court declared the partial veto mixed. It upheld the Presidential power but also ruled
that vetoing certain provisions separately from their associated appropriations exceeded his
authority.

**6. Specific Vetoes for SUCs, AFP, DPWH, NHA:**
– The Court had mixed rulings, sustaining some vetoes as within Presidential power while
declaring others unconstitutional when they effectively amended laws without a proper
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legislative act.

### Doctrine:
– **Separation of Powers:** The balance between legislative authority to appropriate funds
and executive authority to implement those appropriations is critically upheld.
– **Item Veto:** The President can veto parts of an appropriation bill relating to items but
not general provisions unless they’re inappropriate.
–  **Fiscal  Autonomy:**  Departments like the judiciary retain certain budget autonomy,
limiting executive conditions unless substantively grounded.

### Class Notes:
**Key Concepts:**
1. **Budgetary Powers and Separation:** Congress appropriates and specifies budget items;
the executive implements within those parameters.
2. **Itemized vs. General Provisions:** Specific budget items can be vetoed separately;
provisions should maintain direct relevance to budget appropriations.
3. **Doctrine of Locus Standi:** Members of legislative bodies have standing to challenge
executive actions impinging on legislative processes.
4. **Inappropriate Provisions:** Provisions not directly related to specific appropriations
may be subject to veto. Established areas should be handled via new/alternative legislation.

### Historical Background:
–  **Evolution  of  Appropriation  Powers:**  Historical  tension  between  legislative  and
executive branches in control over national expenditure.
–  **1993-1994  Congressional  Dynamics:**  Reflective  of  broader  political  climates  and
presidential authority challenges.

This detailed case brief encapsulates the legal intricacies and critical outcomes that help
shape and articulate the balance of powers within the Philippine governmental structure.


