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Title: Gil G. Cawad et al. vs. Florencio B. Abad et al.

Facts:

1. Background:
– On March 26, 1992, Republic Act (RA) No. 7305, known as The Magna Carta of Public
Health Workers, was enacted.
– This law aimed to promote the social and economic well-being of public health workers
(PHWs), improve their working conditions, and encourage retention in government service
by  granting  specified  allowances  and  benefits  such  as  hazard  allowances,  subsistence
allowances, longevity pay, and laundry allowances.

2. Implementing Policies:
–  The  Secretary  of  Health  later  issued  Implementing  Rules  and  Regulations  (IRR)  to
operationalize RA 7305.
– Section 20, 21, and 22 of RA 7305 specify the allowances PHWs are entitled to, the
conditions for hazard pay, and the subsistence allowance, among other benefits.

3. Amendments and Joint Issuances:
– On July 28, 2008, the Fourteenth Congress issued Joint Resolution No. 4, authorizing cost
modifications in public sector compensation while amending certain aspects of RA 7305.
– On September 3, 2012, the DBM and CSC issued Joint Circular No. 1, which stipulated
that PHWs receiving longevity pay were not entitled to step increments for length of service.
– On November 29, 2012, the DBM and DOH issued another Joint Circular, outlining rules
for granting hazard pay, subsistence allowances, and longevity pay premised on specific
criteria and conditions.

4. Petitioners’ Opposition:
– On January 23, 2013, representatives of the Petitioners sent a letter to Secretary Abad and
Oña, opposing the Joint Circulars for conflicting with RA 7305 and diminishing the benefits
therein.
– Petitioners subsequently filed a petition for certiorari and prohibition under Rule 65 of the
Rules of Court on May 30, 2013.

Issues:

1. Whether the Joint Circular No. 1, Series of 2012 from the DBM and DOH which stipulates
hazard pay only during actual exposure and at specific rates and conditions is consistent
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with RA 7305.
2. Whether the DBM-CSC Joint Circular No. 1, Series of 2012 is valid in denying step
increments for PHWs already receiving longevity pay.
3. Whether the premature effectiveness of Joint Circular No. 1 (dated prior to 30 days after
publication) invalidates it.
4. Whether the Joint Circulars violate substantive due process and the consultative mandate
of RA 7305 by being issued without sufficient consultation with health worker organizations.
5. Whether the issued Joint Circulars constitute an undue exercise of legislative power by
administrative bodies.

Court’s Decision:

1. **Hazard Pay Conditions**:
– The Court upheld the condition in the DBM-DOH Joint Circular that grants hazard pay
based on the actual performance of hazardous duties. The Court found this consistent with
and derivative of prior IRR provisions.

2. **Subsistence Allowance**:
– The Circular’s stipulation of daily rates (P50 for full-time and P25 for part-time service)
was held valid as it complied with existing provisions of the Revised IRR of RA 7305.

3. **Longevity Pay and Regular Plantilla Positions**:
– The Court upheld the condition that grants longevity pay only to those PHWs holding
regular  plantilla  positions.  This  requirement  was  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the
Revised IRR.

4. **Premature Effectivity**:
– The requirement of publication for 30 days before effectivity was deemed unnecessary for
these as interpretative regulations. These circulars were found to not substantively add or
modify existing laws, but rather clarify their implementation.

5. **Administrative and Legislative Authority**:
– The Court found the Joint Circulars within the scope of administrative rule-making powers
granted to the DBM, DOH, and CSC and that it did not exceed the bounds of legislation.

6. **Consultation Requirements**:
–  The  Court  recognized  the  need  for  effective  stakeholder  consultation  per  RA 7305.
However, it ruled that administrative rules regularly issued in consultation qualified the
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procedural demands as outlined in the law.

Doctrine:

–  **Administrative  Rules  as  Interpretative  Regulations**:  Administrative  Circulars  that
interpret  existing  laws,  without  materially  modifying  them,  do  not  require  a  30-day
publication or UP Law Center filing to be effective, as they add no new obligations or affect
substantial rights.
– **Consultation Mandate**: While consultation with stakeholders is mandated by RA 7305,
procedural compliance in administrative issuances is recognized as valid if it aligns with the
law’s spirit and framework.

Class Notes:

1. **Elements of Administrative Rule-Making**:
– Must be authorized by statute.
– Must remain within the scope and framework of authorizing laws.
– Should undergo proper procedural issuance, including necessary stakeholder consultation
where mandated by law.

2. **Judicial Review Limitations**:
–  Certiorari  and  Prohibition  are  appropriate  only  against  judicial,  quasi-judicial,  or
ministerial acts.
– Interpretation and application of laws through rules and regulations are considered quasi-
legislative acts, requiring special considerations for court interventions.

Historical Background:

– RA 7305 embodies the legislative agenda to uplift the conditions of public health workers
in the Philippines, contextualized during a period of intensive health sector reforms in the
1990s.
– The involvement in multiple government agencies in the consultative processes showcases
the era’s administrative trends, where systemic stakeholder engagements were emphasized
to improve legislative credibility and implementation efficiency.
– The subsequent legal and procedural disputes illustrate the complex interaction between
legislative intentions and administrative capacities, highlighting evolving jurisprudence in
administrative law.


