G.R. No. 183517. June 22, 2010 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Philippine International Trading Corporation v. Commission on Audit, G.R. No. 180687
(2010)

Facts:

The case revolves around the inclusion of allowances in the computation of
retirement/separation benefits for employees of the Philippine International Trading
Corporation (PITC). PITC, established under Presidential Decree No. 252, later had its
charter revised through Presidential Decree No. 1071. Executive Orders No. 756 and No.
877 authorized PITC’s reorganization. Eligia Romero, a PITC officer hired in 1955, retired
under Republic Act No. 1616 in 1983, receiving P286,780.00 as gratuity benefits. She was
rehired on a contractual basis until her compulsory retirement in 2000, receiving additional
retirement benefits of P1,013,952.00. Romero filed for additional retirement differentials,
citing Section 6 of Executive Order No. 756, which stated that such benefits should include
allowances.

PITC sought clarification from the Commission on Audit (COA) and the Office of the
Government Corporate Counsel (OGCC). While the OGCC supported the inclusion of
allowances, COA’s Assistant Commissioner disagreed, leading to rulings denying Romero’s
claims. PITC appealed to the Supreme Court against COA’s decisions.

Issues:

1. Whether Section 6 of Executive Order No. 756 was meant to be a permanent retirement
scheme for PITC employees.

2. If the benefits computation should include allowances as per Section 6 of Executive Order
No. 756.

3. Whether Executive Order No. 756 can be considered an exception to the prohibition
against supplementary retirement plans under Commonwealth Act No. 186, as amended by
Republic Act No. 4968.

4. The extent of COA’s authority to review and disapprove PITC’s computation of retirement
benefits.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition, ruling on several points:

1. *Non-Permanent Scheme**: The Court held that Executive Order No. 756 was not
intended to establish a permanent retirement scheme. It was a temporary measure aimed at
reorganizing PITC and incentivized employees to retire or resign during the reorganization.
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2. **Inclusion of Allowances**: The Court agreed with COA that the inclusion of allowances
in the computation of retirement benefits under Section 6 of Executive Order No. 756 was
not meant for employees beyond the reorganization period stipulated under the said
Executive Order.

3. **Prohibition on Supplementary Plans**: The Court reiterated that Section 28(b) of
Commonwealth Act No. 186, as amended by Republic Act No. 4968, prohibits the creation of
supplementary retirement plans outside the Government Service Insurance System (GSIS).
Executive Order No. 756 did not override this prohibition and did not present clear intent to
serve as an exception.

4. *COA’s Authority**: The Supreme Court found no grave abuse of discretion in COA’s
rulings, affirming its authority to disapprove the computation method used by PITC. COA
acted within its constitutional duty to audit government agencies’ expenditures and use of
public funds.

Doctrine:

- Laws must be read in their entirety, and provisions of one law should harmonize with
other relevant laws.

- Temporary measures emphasizing reorganization cannot serve as permanent exceptions to
general prohibitions against separate retirement schemes.

- Prohibition on creating separate insurance or retirement plans outside GSIS must be
strictly enforced to prevent undue proliferation and inequality among government
employees.

- Judicial interpretation favors avoiding repeals by implication; unless explicit, existing laws
are presumed consistent with later enactments.

Class Notes:

1. **Prohibition on Supplementary Retirement Plans**: Section 28(b) of Commonwealth Act
No. 186 prohibits new retirement plans outside GSIS.

2. ¥*Executive Orders and Temporary Measures**: Provisions under Executive Orders aimed
at temporary reorganization cannot serve as permanent retirement schemes unless
explicitly stated.

3. ¥*Statutory Interpretation**: Integrated reading of statutes is essential, avoiding isolated
interpretations that might disrupt legislative intent.

4. **Judicial Presumption**: Repeals by implication are disfavored, harmonization of
statutes is prioritized.
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5. ¥*COA’s Authority**: COA can review and disapprove government agencies’ financial
computations to ensure compliance with constitutional and statutory mandates.

Historical Background:

The case contextualizes the tension between reorganization policies and statutory
prohibitions against separate or supplementary retirement benefits within government
agencies. During the Marcos era, significant legislative changes and executive orders aimed
at streamlining and reorganization were common. Amidst this environment, Executive Order
No. 756’s enactment for PITC’s reorganization intersects with rigid statutory prohibitions
from earlier laws, reverberating through the Philippine legal landscape in subsequent
administrative and judicial interpretations. The decision underscores the enduring nature of
statutory prohibitions against supplementary retirement plans, reflecting the government’s
long-standing policy aim to ensure uniformity and prevent inequitable benefits within the
public sector.
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