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SEPARATE CONCURRING OPINION

ZALAMEDA, J.:

I concur with the ponencia’s ruling that the transfer of funds of
Philippine Health Insurance Corporation (PhilHealth) is void. In reaching its
conclusion, the ponencia primarily considered that Special Provision 1(d),
Chapter XLIII of Republic Act No. 11975, or “the General Appropriations
Act of 2024” (2024 GAA), which was statutory basis of the transfer of
PhilHealth funds, was a rider due to its ambiguity and its amendatory effect
on Republic Act No. 11223, or the Universal Health Care Act (UHCA) and
the Sin Tax laws.! It also found that diversion of the “reserve funds” of
PhilHealth to a different purpose,? infringes on the people’s right to health
and right to an affordable, sustainable, and accessible public health care
insurance system.’ Taken together, the ponencia’s considerations underscore
the centrality of a universal health coverage.

' Ponencia, pp. 50-105.
2 Jd at 90-107.
3 Id at 107-114.
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This legal framework rests on a broader principle that amldst all
inequalities in our society, universal health coverage is the ultlm"xte
expression of fairness. It is the hallmark of a government S commrtment its
duty, to take care of its citizens, all of its citizens.*

Notwithstanding, 1 write separately to bring to the fore the necessr[y
of excluding the President as respondent, to further examme our
government’s recent history of fund transfers, and to assess the possable
unintended implications of this ruling for the Philippine Deposit Insurance
Corporation (PDIC). I also share the express reservations of my colleagues
on a wholesale invalidation of Special Provision No. 1(d) of the 2024 GAA
and the Department of Finance (DOF) Circular No. 003-2024.

The exclusion of the President as
respondent in G.R. No. 275405 is
warranted and necessary

The doctrine of presidential immunity is firmly entrenched in our
system of government. It allows no qualifications or restrictions thért the
President cannot be sued while holding such office. This is in 1ecogmt10n
that any litigation, whether big or small, naturally serves as a dlstractmn to
a party-litigant. Even while represented by counsel, a litigant 13 still
responsible for certain facets of the case, like presenting evidence and
disputing claims, and thus cannot simply leave the course and conduct of the
proceedings entirely to the discretion of his or her chosen counsel.”

This is precisely true in the case of the Chief Executive. The President
is granted the privilege of immunity from suit to ensure the exercise of
presidential duties and functions free from any hindrance or distraction.® The
President must devote full attention and energies to the high duties of his
office, especially amid the grave challenges confronting the nation. Thus,
even 1if represented by the Solicitor General, to embroil the President in
litigation would still be to encumber the exercise of his paramount
constitutional responsibilities, an intrusion the law will not countenance.

As succinctly explained in David v. Macapagal-Arroyo:’

Settled is the doctrine that the President, during [their] tenure of
office or actual incumbency, may not be sued in any civil or criminal
case, and there is no need to provide for it in the Constitution or law. It
will degrade the dignity of the high office of the President, the Head of

WHO Speech entitled, “Universal Coverage is the Ultimate Expression of Fairness,” May 23, 2012
available at hnps://www.who.int/director-general/speeches/detail/universal-coverage-is-the-ultimate-
expression-of-fuirness (last accessed on September 25, 2025).

5 De Lima v. Duterte, 865 Phil. 578, 608 (2019) [Per C.J. Bersamin, £n Banc].

®  Aguinaldo v. Aquino 11, 801 Phil. 492, 521 (2016) [Per J. Leonardo-De Castro, En Banc].
7522 Phil. 705 (2006) [Per 1. Sandovai-Gutierrez, En Banc].
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State, if [they] can be dragged into court litigations while serving as such.
Furthermore, it is important that [they] be freed from any form of
harassment, hindrance[,] or distraction to enable [them] to fully attend to
the performance of [their] official duties and functions. Unlike the
legislative and judicial branch, only one constitutes the executive branch
and anything which impairs [their] usefulness in the discharge of the
many great and important duties imposed upon [them] by the
Constitution necessarily impairs the operation of the Government.
However, this does not mean that the President is not accountable to
anyone. Like any other official, [they remain] accountable to the people
but [they] may be removed from office only in the mode provided by law
and that is by impeachment.®

Even more so considering that the matter principally involves the
Congress’s power of the purse and the President has already expressed his
commitment to rectify any misstep on the part of government. As rightly
observed and commended in the ponencia, the President avowed to return to
the PhilHealth the sum of PHP 60 Billion remitted to the National Treasury.’
Further, as represented by the Office of the Solicitor General, the
Department of Budget and Management (DBM) is already working with the
Congress and the Executive to implement such restoration. !’

Despite the finding that the transfer of
PhilHealth's funds is unconstitutional, the
government - may  nonetheless — be
considered in good faith

If We look back at recent history, there have been several notable
instances where the government directed the transfer of funds from one
agency to another. During the Ramos Administration, Executive Order No.
338, series of 1996, required all covered government offices and agencies to
immediately transfer all funds deposited with banks to the Bureau of the
Treasury (BTr).'" Under the Arroyo Administration, Executive Order No.
431, series of 2005, mandated the Permanent Committee, which was

composed of the DOF Secretary, the DBM Secretary, and the Commission
on Audit (COA) Chairperson, to:

a. examine, look into, and evaluate all existing cash deposits of
whatever nature, whether foreign or local
currency, maintained outside of the BTr with authorized government
depository banks and other institutions by departments, bureaus, and
all other agencies of the National Government;

8 Id at 763-764.
®  Ponencia, p. 128.
10 1d at 34-35.

' Executive Order No. 338 (1996), Directing the Deposit of Cash Balances to the National Treasury.
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b. review and determine the legal basis for the maintenance of said

76233

funds

with authorized government depository banks or other institutions

where the funds are deposited;

c. prepare an inventory of the cash accounts ofeach

and

every department, bureau, and agency of the National Government;

and

d. recommend to the President the transfer thereof to the National

. . ol
Treasury where no legal impediment exists."?

In 2020, amid the COVID- 19 pandemic, the Congress en

acted

Repubhc Act No. 11494, or “the Bayanihan to Recover as One Act,” Whlch
authorized the President to allocate cash, funds, investments, mcludmg

unutilized or unreleased subsidies and transfers, held by any govemment—
owned or -controlled corporation (GOCC) or national government agency

to address the pandemic, viz.:

(ss) Notwithstanding any law to the contrary, the President is hereby
authorized to allocate cash, funds, investments, including unutilized or
unreleased subsidies and transfers, held by any GOCC or any national

government agency in order to address the COVID—19.pandemic[.]l3

During the oral arguments, amicus curiae and former DOF Secr
Margarito B. Teves explained the context under which Executive Orde
338 was issued. He recalled that, at the time, the country faced signif
financial challenges brought about by the Asian Financial C
necessitating measures to source additional funds to support govern
operations. Similarly, when Executive Order No. 431 was issued, the co
was experiencing a substantial budget deficit or rising public debt, cre

etary
r No.
flcant
risis,
ment
untry
ating
were

an urgent need to identify and mobilize resources. Thus, if there

balances from special funds no longer required for their original purposes,

the government could be granted flexibility to reallocate these funds to

more

pressing and urgent needs. In the same vein, Republic Act No. 11494 was
later enacted to address the extraordmary fiscal requirements brought : about

by the COVID-19 pandemic.'

It merits emphasis that Executive Order Nos. 338 and 431 were never

challenged before the Supreme Court; while the petition for certiorar

I and

prohibition questioning the constitutionality of Republic Act No. 11494 was

dismissed outright by the Court in [hafiez v. Secretary Nograles.'”

The foregoing executive issuances underscore the roles of the

DOF

and the DBM as the principal fund managers of the National Government’s

12 Executive Order No. 431 (2005), Reverting All Dormant Accounts, Unnecessary Special an
Funds to the General Fund and for Other Purposes.

3 Republic Act No. 11494, sec. 4(ss).

4 TSN of the Oral Arguments, April 3, 2025, pp. §2-84.

13 G.R. No. 252167, June 30, 2020 [Notice, £n Banc].

d Trust
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cash resources to ensure efficiency and fiscal discipline. Consistent with
Executive Order No. 292, or the “Administrative Code of 1987,” the DOF is
primarily responsible for the sound and efficient management of the
financial resources of the Government, its subdivisions, agencies, and
instrumentalities. It ismandated to formulate and administer fiscal policies,
as well as to generate and manage the financial resources of the
government.'® Complementing this, the DBM is tasked with ensuring the
efficient and sound utilization of government funds and revenues to
effectively achieve our country’s development objectives.!” Our ruling in
this case does not diminish the DOF and the DBM’s respective roles in
government operations.

Significantly, Article VI, Section 25(5) of the Constitution authorizes
- the President, the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of
Representative, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, and the heads of
Constitutional Commissions, by law, to augment any item in the general
appropriations law for their respective offices from savings in other items of
their respective appropriations. In Araullo v. Aquino II1,'® We recognized
that the Executive is granted some degree of fiscal flexibility during budget
execution to allow it to respond to unforeseeable contingencies. Thus, it can
be said that the transfer of funds, standing alone, is not intrinsically illegal.
When undertaken in strict compliance'® with the letter of the Constitution, it
~may fairly be viewed as a legitimate fiscal measure. The transfer of funds

becomes improper only when it exceeds the limits imposed by the
Constitution.

At this juncture, it is worth highlighting the Court’s disposition in
cases involving notices of disallowance issued by the COA. In such cases,
the Court has recognized certain circumstances as badges of good faith,
including: (/) the existence of a Certificate of Availability of Funds pursuant
to Section 40 of the Administrative Code; (2) reliance on an in-house or
Department of Justice legal opinion; (3) the absence of jurisprudence
disallowing a similar transaction; (4) that it is traditionally practiced within
the agency and no prior disallowance has been issued; and (5) a reasonable
textual interpretation supporting the legality of the act.?

Although the present case does not directly involve a COA notice of
disallowance, several comparable factors may likewise be considered as
indicia of good faith on the part of government. As established during the
oral arguments, PhilHealth sought a legal opinion from the Office of the
Government Corporate Counsel (OGCC), which found sufficient basis for

16 Executive Order No. 292, or the Administrative Code of 1 987, Title 11, Chapter 1, Secs. 1 and 2.
7Id. Title X V11, Chapter 1, Sec. 2.

' Araullo v. Aquino 111, 752 Phil. 716 (2015) [Per J. Bersamin, En Banc].
Y Id at 771,

* Philippine Overseas Employment Administration v. Commission on Audit, 890 Phil. 498, 527 (2020)
[Per 1. Gaerlan, En Banc].
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the remittance to the National Treasury.?! It also consulted the Goverﬁance
Commission for GOCCs (GCG) and the COA.?* Moreover, as earlier
discussed, prior administrations have undertaken similar fund realloca%tions,
and there is no precedent in jurisprudence disallowing a comparable meiasure.

In 2023, the Congress enacted Special Provision 1{(d) as part of the
2024 GAA, and the following year, the DOF implemented it through DOF
Circular No. 003-2024. Upon determining that PhilHealth has unused or idle
funds, the DOF directed the transfer of these funds to the National Treasury. -
In the DOF’s view, this fiscal measure was sound, as it conformed to the
“use-it-or-lose-it” principle. In effect, both the Congress and the DOF 'were
construing such act as abandonment under Article VI, Section 29(3) of the
Constitution, which provides:

All money collected on any tax levied for a special purpose shall
be treated as a special fund and paid out for such purpose only. If the
purpose for which a special fund was created has been fulfilled or
abandoned, the balance, if any, shall be transferred to the general funds
of the Government. (Emphasis supplied)

As the ponencia aptly rules, sin tax collections that were remitted to
PhilHealth as the indirect contributors’ premiums are special funds allowed
for a specific purpose. Since PhilHealth was not fully utilizing its special
funds (it has historically shown low budget utilization rates and absorptive
capacity), said funds may arguably be deemed “abandoned,” such that they
may be transferred to the general funds of the Government., The
understanding of both the Congress and the DOF, therefore, may be regarded
as a reasonable textual interpretation of Article VI, Section 29(3) of the
Constitution, a badge of good faith.

It must also be underscored that the ponencia faulted the DOF for
failing to consider the Provision for Insurance Contract Liability (ICL) in
the computation of PhilHealth’s fund balance.” The Provision for ICL is an
estimate required by Accounting Standards to provide for future claims and
expenses.?* In an insurance business, it may be a good measure of the
amount of probable outflow of cash or other economic resources.? However,
it would be amiss not to point out that there are legitimate questions on the
reliability of PhilHealth’s estimate of its Provision for ICL.

2t Rollo (G.R. No. 274778), pp. 212-217. OGCC Opinion dated April 11,-2024.
22 TSN of the Oral Arguments, April 3, 2025, p. 134.

Ponencia, pp. 87-90. ‘
The recognition of ICL was required by the Philippine Financial Reporting Standards (PFRS) 4. It was
in 2021 when DOF directed the full compliance with PFRS 4. But PFRS 4 will soon be replaced
by PFRS 17. Under PFRS 17, companies are required to use updated estimates and assumptions that
reflect the timing of cash flows and any uncertainty (thus, itis more stringent than PFRS
4). Effective January 1, 2027, companies are required to adopt PFRS 17, but they may opt for
early adoption. ) /

[
€

24

Philippine Accounting Standard 37.
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On September 11, 2024, the COA rendered a qualified opinion on
PhilHealth’s Audited Financial Statements (AFS) for the years ended
December 31, 2023 and 2022, and a disclaimer of opinion on the AFS ending
December 31, 2022 because of significant doubts on the faithful
representation of PhilHealth’s Provision for ICL. To wit:

~ In our opinion, except for the matters discussed in the Bases for Qualified
Opinion section of our report, the accompanying financial statements
present fairly, in all material aspects, the financial position of PhilHealth
as at December 31, 2023 and 2022, and its financial performance and
cash flows for the years ended, in accordance with Philippine Financial
Reporting Standards (PFRS).

Bases for Qualified Opinion®®

The faithful representation in the FSs of Provision for Insurance
Contract Liabilities (ICL) amounting to [PHP 1.150 Trillion]| and [PHP
266.873 Billion] for the Calendar Years (CYs) 2023 and 2022,
respectively, cannot be ascertained due to the following factors: a) the
completeness and accuracy of the claims and premium data cannot be
established, casting doubt on the reliability of the reported figures, b) the
evaluation of the CY 2023 Actuarial Valuation Report, intended to assess
the adequacy of the ICL, revealed inconsistencies and irregularities that
affects 1ts reliability and validity to third parties, ¢) the use of different
measurement bases for the Provision for ICL diminishes the
comparability of information in the FSs, hindering the users from making
informed economic decisions, and d) the absence of reasonableness test
on expense loading further undermines the reliability of the ICL account
in the FSs, which are inconsistent with Philippine Accounting Standard
(PAS) 1 — Presentation of FSs, Philippine Financial Reporting Standard
(PFRS) 4 —Insurance Contracts, and Revised Conceptual Framework for
Financial Reporting (CFFR).

Other Matter

In our previous report dated June 29, 2023, covering the calendar year
ending December 31, 2022, we did not express our opinion®’ on the
Jairness of the ISs due to the significant limitations in verifying the
Jaithful representation of the Provision for ICL, Premium Contributions
— Direct Contributors, Provision for Health Benefits — IBNR amounting

26

A qualified opinion is one that is issued when the auditor (a) having obtained sufficient appropriate
audit evidence, concludes that misstatements, individually or in the aggregate, are material, but not
pervasive, to the financial statement (FS); or (b) is unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence

on which to base the opinion, but the auditor concludes that the possible effects on the FS of undetected
misstatements, if any, could be material but not pervasive, available at
https://www.coa.gov.ph/FAQS/what-is-a-qualified-opinion/ (last accessed on November 10, 2025).

This is a disclaimer of opinicn, which is issued when the auditor is unable to obtain sufficient
appropriate evidence on which to base the opinion, and the auditor concludes that the possible effects
on the FS of undetected misstatements, if any, could be both material and pervasive. A disclaimer is
also rendered when, in extremely rare circumstances involving multiple uncertainties, the auditor
concludes that, notwithstanding having obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding each
of the individual uncertainties; it is not possible to form an opinion on the FS due to the potential
interaction of the uncertainties and their possible cumulative effect on the FS, available at /
https://www.coa.gov.ph/FAQS/what-is-a-disclaimer-of-opinion/(last accessed on November 10, 2025). /
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to [PHP 266.873 Billion, PHP 139.475 Billion, PHP 95.907 Billion],
respectively. Additionally, other asset, liability, expense, and revenue
accounts were similarly affected.”® (Emphases supplied)

Aside from the concerns raised by the COA, both amici curiae Sec.
Teves and Professor Emeritus and Former Dean Orville Jose C. Solon also
concluded that PhilHealth’s estimate for Provision for ICL is unrealistic and
overstated.? It is, therefore, reasonable for the DOF not to utilize the
amounts represented by PhilHealth as its Provision for ICL in determgining
its fund balance. |

As a final badge of good faith, the DOF Secretary conveyed during
the oral arguments that the government is willing to restore to PhilHealth the
amount remitted to the National Treasury should the Court so direct, subject
to the inclusion of the said sum in the 2026 National Expenditure Program.*

To prove this commitment, the President publicly announced on
September 20, 2025 that he has ordered the return of PHP 60 Billion to
restore PhilHealth’s funds. He expressed that his decision allays publi¢ fear
on the misuse of the funds and strengthens the services provided by
PhilHealth.*! In line with this, the DBM stated on September 30, 2025 that
it would restore the PHP 60 Billion by propesing a special provision in the
2026 GAA that would specify the source and intended use of the funds.*

Lastly, any assertion that criminal acts such as technical 1nalver§ation
or plunder were committed by the government officials and legislative
bodies involved in the implementation of Special Provision 1(d) and DOF
Circular No. 003-2024 is unsubstantiated and improper in the proceedings
before this Court.

In terms of procedure, We explicitly declined to determine criminal
liability because the consolidated petitions were filed as civil actions for
Certiorari and Prohibition, which are strictly limited to determining the
existence of grave abuse of discretion. These are not proper remediés for
determining criminal liability or declaring innocence. We cannot adjudicate
or even suggest criminal culpability within this judicial scope, as the
commission of a crime must be determined in a proper criminal action where
the accused's guaranteed rights are observed.

B COAs Auditor’s Report dated September 11, 2024, available at
hitps://www.coa.gov.ph/reports/anmual-audit-reporis/aar-government-owned-and-or-controlled-
corporations/#199-7267-philippine-health-insurance-corporation-2023-1708561753 (last accessed on
November 10, 2025). ‘

2 Dean Orville B. Solon’s Amicus Curiae Brief dated January 24, 2025; TSN of the Oral Arguments,
April 3,2025, p. 88. '

30 /4 at 125-126.

31 Ruth Abbey Gita-Carlos, PBBM orders P60-B PhilHealth fund return for service expansion, Philippine
News Agency, September 20, 2025, available at hitps://www.pna.gov.ph/articles/1259149 (last
accessed on November 25, 2025).

2 Darryl John Esguerra, DBM: P60-B for PHifHealth to be restored via 2026 budget, September 30, 2025,
available at https://www.pna.gov.ph/articles/1259865 (last accessed on November 25, 2025). \}
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Substantively, the requisite elements for both plunder and technical
malversation are absent for all involved parties. For plunder, the core
element of amassing or acquiring ill-gotten wealth is negated because the
PhilHealth fund balance was remitted to the BTr and nowhere else. For
technical malversation, a key element requires the funds to be “under [the
offender’s] administration.” The PhilHealth Fund Balance was never under
the administration of the DOF Secretary, thereby ruling out this specific
charge.

It cannot be emphasized enough that the actions of the executive and
legislative officials lacked the necessary criminal intent or procedural
irregularity. The DOF Secretary’s actions were strictly ministerial and were
executed pursuant to the explicit and mandatory language of the provision
of the 2024 GAA. As discussed above, they were characterized by
institutional good faith and due diligence, as they relied on formal clearances
from agencies like the OGCC, the COA, and the GCG. Similarly, the
President's actions, such as certifying the bill as urgent, were declared not
unconstitutional, and Congress acted within its domain by exercising its
constitutional power of the purse in enacting the GAA. Since the actions
complied with the mandates provided by Congress, they failed to meet the
substantive elements necessary to establish criminal charges.

That said, while 1 join the ponencia in holding that the transfer of
PhilHealth funds is constitutionally infirm, 1T am persuaded that the
government’s actions were made, at the very least, in good faith. Moreover,
the allegations of technical malversation or plunder are clearly unfounded.

The ruling of the Court in this case must
not be extended to automatically
invalidate the PDIC's transfer of funds

It bears emphasizing that PhilHealth was not the only GOCC that
remitted funds to the National Treasury pursuant to Special Provision No.
1(d) and its implementing DOF Circular No. 003-2024. As admitted by the
DOF Secretary during the oral arguments, the PDIC likewise remitted to the

National Treasury pursuant to Special Provision No. 1(d) and DOF Circular
No. 003-2024 .33

* Based on the DOF website, PDIC remitted PHP 107.23 Billion. See “PDIC remittance to the national
government supports national development while maintaining a sound deposit insurance system,”
January 12, 2025, available at hups:// //iwww. dof. gov.ph/pdic-remittance-to-the-national-government-

supp0rls~nal‘ional—development—while—mainlaining—a—s0una’—deposit-insuranceﬂyslem/ (last accessed
on September 28, 2025).

(=
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Even though the transfer of PDIC’s funds was similarly anchored on
Special Provision No. 1(d) and DOF Circular No. 003-2024, it is my
considered view that the Court’s present determination of their
unconstitutionality should not be automatically extended to cover the
PDIC’s transfer of funds. To begin with, the ponencia struck down Special
Provision No. 1(d) as unconstitutional for being a rider primarily because it
amended or contravened the provisions of the UHCA and the Sin Tax laws,
and infringed the people’s right to health and right to an affordable,
sustainable, and accessible public health care insurance. PDIC, however,
operates under a wholly different statutory framework. The factual and legal
conditions that rendered Special Provision No. 1(d) infirm in the healthcale
context do not necessarily obtain in the case of PDIC, and there is yet no
showing that the challenged transfer amends or violates the PDIC Charter or
implicates comparable constitutional rights. |

Neither do 1 agree with the ponencia’s reasoning that Special
Provision 1(d) is ambiguous because it did not provide a definition of “fund
balance” and “reasonable levels,” such that the DOF was required to issue
guidelines to supply the details for the implementation of Special Provision
1(d). In Atitiw v. Zamora,** We said that a provision is unambiguous when
its application or operation is apparent on the face of the bill and it does not
necessitate reference to details or sources outside the appropriations bill.*?
Here it is apparent on the face of the 2024 GAA that the fund balance is

“any remainder resulting from the review and reduction of their reserve
~ funds to reasonable levels taking into account the disbursement from prior
years.” The 2024 GAA need not specifically define what constitutes
“reasonable levels”. We have recognized reasonableness as a valid and well-
established legal standard. Various laws and jurisprudence apply the concept,
such as the “reasonable person” under the Revised Securities Act, the
“reasonable man” standard in negligence and purchase in good faith,’ 36 and
“reasonable time” in contractual obligations, among others. The absence of
a precise statutory definition does not render the concept vague, as

reasonableness has long been understood through judicial interpretation and
established legal doctrine. |

- Thus, on this score, I vote against a wholesale invalidation of Special
Provision No. 1(d) of the 2024 GAA on the grounds of supposed ambiguity,
amendatory effect on the UHCA, the Sin Tax laws, and infringement on the
people’s right to health and right to an affordable, sustainable, and accessible
public health care insurance. Consequently, DOF Circular No. 003-2024,
which was issued to implement Special Provision No. 1(d), should likewise
be nullified as to PhilHealth only. It cannot be emphasized enough that any
pronouncement of infirmity of Special Provision No. 1(d) of the 2024 GAA
and DOF Circular No. 003-2024 should solely be limited to PhilHealth.

3 508 Phil, 321 (2005) [Per J. Tinga, £n Banc].
3 Id. at 336.

% Securities and Fxchange Commission v. Interport Resources Corporation, 588 Phil. 651, 678. (2008) .
[Per 1. Chico-Nazario, Er Banc].
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Moreover, the constitutionality of PDIC’s fund transfer was not
specifically raised as an issue in these proceedings. The relevant facts,
statutory provisions, and fiscal policies affecting PDIC have not been fully
ventilated before the Court. In the absence of a properly framed case or
controversy, and consistent with the doctrine of judicial restraint and the due
process rights of all stakeholders, there is as yet no factual or legal basis to
strike down the transfer of PDIC’s funds to the National Treasury. This
stance is, of course, without prejudice to the decision’s precedential effect
should a proper case be brought before us.

Lest there be doubt, the dispositive portion of the Court’s Decision
explicitly limits the declaration of unconstitutionality on the transfer of
PhilHealth funds to the National Treasury, viz.:

Special Provision 1(d), Chapter XLIII of the 2024 General
Appropriations Act, DOF Circular No. 003-2024, and the fransfer of
the PHP 60 [B]illion fund balance of the Philippine Heaith Insurance
Corporation to the National Treasury are declared VOID for having
been issued and implemented with grave abuse of discretion amounting
to lack or excess of jurisdiction in violation of Sections 25(2), 25(5),
and 29(3), Article VI, as well as Section 15, Article II and Section 11,
Article X1II of the Constitution. (Emphasis supplied)

Ultimately, to stress, the ruling’s invalidity of Special Provision No.
1(d) of the 2024 GAA and DOF Circular No. 003-2024 should be limited
only to its application to PhilHealth (due to the unique statutory framework
of the UHCA and Sin Tax Laws), thus preserving the provision’s effect on
other GOCCs whose funds are not restricted by similar special laws, thereby
avoiding unnecessary disruption and maintaining fund management
efficiency across government entities.
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