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COMMENTED Matrix of Laws Pertinent to the Separate State-Regulated Practice of the Architectural Profession &  Major Action/ Events Relative to the Said Laws  (2003-2010)

	Laws 
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	1. R.A. No. 545 (of June 1950), as amended by R.A. No. 1581of June 1956 (the Old Architecture Act)


	repeal version being crafted by Congress; the lobby effort at the Senate was spearheaded by the Architecture Advocacy International Foundation (AAIF) while the lobby effort at the Lower House was led by the United Architects of the Philippines (UAP) in collaboration with the Philippine Institute of Architects (PIA)
	Department of Justice (DoJ) Acting Secretary (Merceditas N. Gutierrez, now the Ombudsman) issues January 2004 Opinion officially distinguishing the work of professional Architects and civil engineers (CEs); the DoJ Legal Opinion was sought by CEs and coursed though the Department of Public Works and Highways (DPWH); the CEs apparently did not find the DoJ Opinion to their liking and the CEs thereafter embarked on a campaign to force the issue; R.A. No. 545, as amended by R.A. No. 1581 was repealed by R.A. No. 9266 (The Architecture Act of 2004) in March 2004 


	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. R.A. No. 544 (of June 1950), as amended by R.A. No. 1582 of June 1956 (the Civil Engg Act)


	the CE law has no codified set of implementing rules and regulations (IRR); the organic CE law R.A. No. 544 (passed in June 1950 together with the Architect’s Law R.A. No. 545), was amended by R.A. No. 1582 in June 1956 to further distinguish the CE and Architect’s respective practices; the amendment to the Architect’s Law was passed nearly simultaneously with R.A. No. 1582; as early as sixty (60) years ago therefore, there was already clear legislative intent to separate the 2 professional practices i.e. the CEs cannot practice both CE and Architecture and vice versa

	DoJ Acting Sec (MGutierrez) issues Jan 2004 Opinion officially distinguishing the work of professional CEs and professional Architects; again without a codified set of IRR for the CE law (R.A. No. 544, as amended by R.A. No. 1582, it sometimes makes people wonder how the DPWH and the LGUs could implement and enforce the law equitably and even properly (considering that there are many other laws that are also in effect); the CE law does not state that CEs can prepare, sign or seal architectural documents; in fact, CEs are not competent to prepare such documents since they apparently do not have a single unit of architecture in their curriculum nor were they tested for the architectural planning and design of buildings when they took their State licensure examination nor are they qualified by law to prepare such documents 
	no codified IRR; repeal version (bill) in Lower House that would have allowed CEs to virtually practice architecture defeated by Architects (led by the AAIF and the UAP); the CE bill was thereafter archived by the Lower House; prior to this resolution of the CE bill at the Lower House was a very spirited exchange in print media between the AAIF and the CEs; to apparently overcome their patent deficiencies in the architectural knowledge and skillsets required to prepare professional quality architectural documents, the CEs desirous of practicing architecture apparently rely on UNregistered persons (NON-registered/ licensed architects such as B.S. Architecture undergraduates and graduates and possibly even failed examinees of the State–administered licensure examination for architects/ LEA) i.e. all persons with very limited knowledge of architecture, to prepare architectural documents, which the CEs later sign/ seal in contravention of law

	no codified IRR; without a codified set of IRR issued by the PRC Professional Regulatory Board of Civil Engineering (PRBoCE), every CE thus appears free to interpret the law according to their liking i.e. the CE law does not exist in isolation but must compete actively with other laws that are also in full effect
	no codified IRR; repeal version (bill) filed in the 13th Congress 
	no codified IRR
	no codified IRR
	no codified IRR; repeal version (bill) filed in the 14th Congress 

	3. R.A. No. 9266 (Architecture Act of 2004), 
a professional regulatory law (PRL)
	crafting in Congress; Philippine Institute of Civil Engineers (PICE) representatives participate actively in the Committee and TWG hearings in Congress
	became law 17 March 2004; effective 10 April 2004; IRR took effect 01 Dec 2004; multiple Professional Regulatory Board of Architecture (PRBoA) and Professional Regulation Commission (PRC) resolutions issued since 2004; PICE representatives participate actively in the Bi-cameral Conference Committee hearings in Congress and were able to get concessions; to become a registered and licensed architect (RLA), a natural person must possess a B.S. Architecture degree, undergo a 2-year apprenticeship under a Mentor-RLA, pass the licensure examination for Architects (LEA), recite the Architect’s Oath before the PRBoA/PRC, sign the Architect’s Register and secure the RLA Certificate and PRC ID card, become a member of the integrated and accredited professional organization of Architects (IAPoA, the UAP) and undergo the appropriate Continuing Professional Education (CPE) training qualified by the PRC, all of which the CEs do not and can never possess, unless the CEs themselves become RLAs first.


	National agencies notified by the PRC of the existence of the new law
	a reconstituted PRBoA which shall fight for the full implementation and enforcement of R.A. No. 9266 is sworn into office
	PRBoA issues multiple calls to DPWH, othernational agencies and Local Government Units (LGUs) to fully implement and enforce R.A. No. 9266; PRBoA Chair sued by the PICE in civil court (for indirect contempt) 
	PRBoA continues to issue multiple calls to DPWH, other national agencies and LGUs to fully implement and enforce R.A. No. 9266;
	PRBoA sues the DPWH Secretary, 2 Usecs, the PICE and private parties before the Office of the Ombudsman for graft, in relation to DPWH actions allowing CEs to sign and seal architectural documents, in direct contravention of  a valid and subsisting law 
	PICE retaliates against the PRBoA Chairman by filing  a case at the Office of the Ombudsman; mediation unsuccessful as the PRBoA Chairman would not yield to PICE demands; PRBoA continues to issue multiple calls to DPWH, other national agencies and LGUs to fully implement and enforce R.A. No. 9266, a valid and subsisting law that does not have a TRO, injunction or pending constitutional question on any of its provisions;



	Laws 
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	4. P.D. No. 1096 (1977 Natl Bldg Code of the Phils./ NBCP)
	Architects and CEs at the DPWH Board of Consultants (BoC) help DPWH in crafting  the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096 
	Revised IRR approved Oct 2004 by DPWH Secretary Florante Soriquez; the authentic text of Sec. 304.5.b enjoins Acting Building Officials (ABOs) nationwide to respect professional regulatory laws (PRLs, such as R.A. No. 9266)  and to recognize the correct building design professionals who must sign and seal the corresponding documents that shall accompany building permit applications; Sec. 302.3 of the 2004 Revised IRR limit to Architects the signing and sealing of architectural documents in full accordance with law; Sec. 302.4 of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096 define architectural docu-ments to include perspectives (a 3-dimensional drawing), floor plans (showing the layout of the spaces provided), elevations (showing the 4 sides of the building), sections (showing the cut-away view of the building), reflected ceiling plan, architectural details, schedules of doors and windows, schedules of finishes & architectural specifications,  archi-tectural interiors/ AI (the internal architectural treatments/ finishes), cost estimates, access-ibility features (to comply with Batas Pambansa  No. 344 and its IRR, fire safety documents (to comply with R.A. No. 9514 and its IRR); the foregoing are what have been termed as architectural (“A”) sheets of the building plans/ designs supporting the set of building permit application documents submitted to/ processed by the LGU Office of the Bldg Official (OBO) 
	2004 Revised IRR published thrice by the DPWH on 01, 08 & 15 April 2005; takes full effect 01 May 2005; in a Petition assigned to RTC Manila Branch 22, PICE sues the DPWH Secretary (Ebdane) in Civil Case No. 05-112502 and secures a temporary restraining order (TRO) and subsequently a  writ of preliminary injunction against the DPWH implementation of Secs. 302.3 and 4 of the 2004 Revised IRR (which limited the signing and sealing of architectural documents to Architects); DPWH apparently fails to publish the Ancillary Permit forms (including the Architectural Permit); PICE used the intercalated (wrongly- worded) version of Sec. 302 of P.D. No. 1096 (making it appear to the Court that CEs could sign and seal architectural documents); in Sep 2005, the Architects (through the UAP) intervene in the PICE Petition 

	
	
	RTC Manila Branch 22 lifts/ dissolves the May 2005 preliminary injunction it issued against the DPWH implementation of Secs. 302.3 and 4 of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096; PICE loses in its Petition; PICE files a Motion for Reconsideration (MR) but again apparently loses; PICE then notified the Court of Appeals (CA) of its intention to appeal and to seek anew a TRO/ injunction from the CA
	DPWH apparently

disregards the Court Decision lifting/ dissolving the 2005 preliminary injunction secured by PICE against the DPWH implementation of Secs. 302.3 and 4 of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096; the DPWH Secretary (Ebdane) issues various Memoranda Circulars that violate R.A. No. 9266, contrary to law 
	PICE submits its Motion for Review at the Court of Appeals (CA) and the UAP, in repre-sentation of the Architects comment; the PRBoA asks the DPWH Secretary (Singson) to publish the Ancillary Permit forms (including the Architectural Permit); the PRBoA prepares to file its Omnibus Complaint with the Office of the Ombudsman against a large number of LGU officials nation-wide, to implead numerous private respond-ents (including CEs who sign and seal architectural documents and their Clients/ Project or Build-ing Owners) who benefit from the patently illegal acts of the concerned LGU officials (including past and incumbent Mayors, Legal Officers, Treasurers and the officers and staff of the Offices of the Building Official/ OBOs) i.e. for their multiple violations of valid and subsisting laws such as R.A. No. 9266, P.D. No. 1096, the Anti-Graft Law and the Administrative Code; more important than the Architectural Permit Form is the signing and sealing of the architectural (“A”) sheets of the building plans/ designs supporting the set of building permit application docu-ments submitted to/ processed by the LGU OBO, which must be signed/ sealed only by registered and licensed architects (RLAs) in full compliance with law, speci-fically the multiple provisions under R.A. No. 9266
  

	Laws 
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	5. R.A. No. 1364 Sanitary Engineering Act, another PRL
	
	
	Phil Society of Sanitary Engrs (PSSE) sues the DPWH Secretary (Ebdane) in Civil Case No. 05-112479 questioning the matters of the master plumbers doing the Sanitary Engr’s work and  the Ancillary Permit requirements under Sec. 301.a of the 2004 Revised IRR of P.D. No. 1096

	
	
	
	RTC Manila grants a permanent injunction against the DPWH use of the Ancillary Permit forms (including the Architectural Permit) due to the apparent April 2005 DPWH failure to publish the same
	the PRBoA asks the DPWH Secretary (Singson) to publish the Ancillary Permit forms (including the Architectural Permit Form)


Nothing follows.
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