VII. AIDS TO STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION
A. Parts of a Law
1. Title

The Title of a statute is the heading on the preliminary part, furnishing the name by which the act is individually known. It
is usually prefixed to the statute in the form of a brief summary of its contents. In statutory construction, the Title is
considered a valuable intrinsic aid because it is a formal part of the act and serves as an index of, or clue or guide to,
legislative intention.

Under the 1987 Constitution, the use of the Title as an aid is mandatory because every bill passed by Congress must
embrace only one subject, which shall be expressed in the title. However, courts only resort to the title when the language
in the body of the statute is obscure, ambiguous, or fails to express the clear intent of the legislature. The title cannot be
used to override the plain terms of the enacting clauses or to create a doubt where the text is clear.

City of Baguio vs. Marcos, G.R. No. L-26100, February 28, 1969

FACTS: The case was initiated by Belong Lutes, who filed a petition to reopen cadastral proceedings for a parcel of
land in Baguio under Republic Act No. 931. The City of Baguio, along with the Reforestation Administration and several
private individuals who were lessees of the land, appeared as petitioners to oppose the reopening, arguing that the
cadastral court lacked jurisdiction because the petition was filed beyond the time limit established by law. Specifically,
they contended that the 40-year period mentioned in the law should be counted from the "institution" of the proceedings
(1912), making the 1961 petition late, whereas the respondent Lutes argued it should be counted from the "judicial
decision" (1922). The Court of First Instance originally dismissed the reopening petition, but the Court of Appeals
reversed that decision, leading the petitioners to seek review from the Supreme Court.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Title of Republic Act No. 931 can be used as an aid to statutory construction to clarify an
inconsistency in the body of the law regarding the starting point of the 40-year prescriptive period for reopening cadastral
cases.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that when the language in the body of a statute is obscure or fails to express
the clear intent of the legislature, the title may be resorted to as a guide. The Court found that while Section 1 of the body
of R.A. 931 mentioned "judicial proceedings instituted within forty years," the title of the same act explicitly referred to
"judicial decisions rendered within the forty years". The Court held that the phrase "by virtue of judicial decisions
rendered" found in the title was inadvertently omitted from the body of the law and should be given effect to carry out the
remedial purpose of the legislation.

DOCTRINE: The title of a law may be properly regarded as an index of, or clue or guide to, legislative intention, and
courts are compelled by the Constitution to consider both the body and the title to arrive at the legislative intention when
the text is obscure or inconsistent.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The primary goal of statutory construction is to ascertain and give effect to legislative intent. In this
case, there was a lingual imperfection in the body of R.A. 931 that created a seeming inconsistency with its title. Because
the Constitution mandates that every bill must have a subject expressed in its title, the title is considered a formal part
of the act and a reliable indicator of what the legislature intended to accomplish. The Court leaned toward a liberal
construction of the law because R.A. 931 is remedial legislation intended to give landowners their day in court to
perfect their titles. Therefore, the 40-year period was correctly counted from the date of the judicial decision in 1922,
making the 1961 petition timely.

Why it was included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 1. Title: This case was included because it serves as a
primary example of how the Title of a statute is used as an intrinsic aid in statutory construction. It demonstrates that the
title is not merely a collection of catchwords but a substantive part of the law that can be used to resolve ambiguities or
omissions within the body of the statute, particularly because the Constitution requires the title to express the law's
subject matter.

Central Capiz vs. Ramirez, G.R. No. L-16197, March 12, 1920

FACTS: The case was initiated by Central Capiz, a corporation, against respondent Ana Ramirez. Ramirez had entered
into a contract to supply sugar cane to the corporation for thirty years and agreed to eventually convert this contract into a
right in rem (a property right) recorded in the Registry of Property. However, before the contract could be formally
converted, Act No. 2874 (the "Public Land Act") took effect. Ramirez refused to execute the necessary deed, arguing that
the corporation was ineligible to hold such rights under the new law because more than 61 percent of its capital stock was
owned by non-citizens. Central Capiz filed this original action in the Supreme Court seeking an interpretation of Act No.
2874 to determine if it applied to privately owned agricultural lands.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Title of Act No. 2874, which designates it as an act relative to "lands of the public domain,"
serves as a limit to its scope, thereby excluding agricultural lands in private ownership from its restrictive provisions.



RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the purpose of the Legislature was to limit the application of Act No. 2874
to lands of the public domain only. The Court held that agricultural lands held in private ownership (freehold or fee title)
are not affected by the act because they are not part of the public domain.

DOCTRINE: No bill enacted into law shall embrace more than one subject, and that subject shall be expressed in the
title of the bill. Phrases in a title such as "and for other purposes" cannot be used to include subjects that are not
germane to the primary subject expressed in said title.

RATIO DECIDENDI: Under the organic law in force at the time (the Jones Law), the title of a statute is a mandatory
requirement that must express the subject of the bill. The title of Act No. 2874 specifically refers to "lands of the public
domain." Because private agricultural lands are legally distinct and segregated from the "mass of public lands," they
cannot be included under a law whose title is restricted to the public domain. To interpret the body of the law as including
private lands would violate the constitutional requirement regarding titles, as the subject of private land ownership is not
embraced in the Act's title.

Ebarle vs. Sucaldito, G.R. No. L-33628, December 29, 1987

FACTS: The petitioner, Bienvenido A. Ebarle, who was then the Provincial Governor of Zamboanga del Sur, filed
petitions for certiorari and prohibition to enjoin several criminal prosecutions against him. The respondents included
Hon. Judge Melquiades B. Sucaldito, various fiscals, and the Anti-Graft League of the Philippines, Inc., which had
initiated the complaints for violations of the Anti-Graft Law and the Revised Penal Code. Ebarle argued that the
prosecutions were invalid because the complainants failed to follow the mandatory administrative procedure outlined in
Executive Order No. 264. The trial court dismissed Ebarle's petition, ruling that the executive order did not apply to
criminal actions, prompting him to seek relief from the Supreme Court.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Title of Executive Order No. 264 can be used to interpret the order as a mandatory condition
precedent (a required first step) that must be satisfied before criminal charges can be filed in court against government
officials.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that Executive Order No. 264 applies only to administrative complaints and
does not govern or supplement criminal actions, which are strictly governed by the Rules of Court.

DOCTRINE: The title of a law serves as a guide to its intended scope and purpose; however, it cannot be used to
override the clear meaning of the text or to impose procedural requirements on criminal prosecutions that the law did not
explicitly intend to cover.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The title of the Executive Order refers to "outlining the procedure by which complainants charging
government officials... with commission of irregularities should be guided." The Court found that "irregularities” in this
context refers to administrative misconduct. While the body of the order mentions that court actions may be pursued after
administrative remedies are exhausted, this refers to civil suits, not criminal ones. Criminal actions are prosecuted de
oficio by the State and do not require the exhaustion of administrative remedies. Therefore, the restrictive procedure
suggested by the title and body of the order does not apply to the criminal cases filed against the petitioner.

Why these were included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 1. Title: These cases are included because they
demonstrate the dual role of a statute's Title as an aid to construction. Central Capiz shows that the title is a substantive
limit on the law's reach, ensuring that the body of the act does not exceed the subject expressed in the title as required
by the Constitution. Ebarle illustrates that while the title helps identify the subject matter (e.qg., distinguishing
administrative "irregularities" from criminal acts), it cannot be used to create mandatory hurdles for legal processes (like
criminal prosecutions) that fall outside its clear intended scope.

2. Preamble

The Preamble is that part of a statute which explains the reasons for its enactment and identifies the objects sought to
be accomplished. It is usually prefixed to the statute and frequently begins with the word "WHEREAS".

While it is generally not considered an essential part of the statute's enacting clauses, it is a valuable intrinsic aid often
referred to as the "key of the statute”. It serves to open the minds of the lawmakers regarding the mischiefs to be
remedied and the purposes to be achieved. Courts resort to the preamble only when the statute is ambiguous or
difficult to interpret, using it to clarify legislative intent but never to create a doubt where the language of the law is
otherwise clear.

People vs. Purisima, G.R. Nos. L-42050-66, November 20, 1978

FACTS: This case involved 26 petitions for review filed by the People after three trial court judges, including Judge
Amante P. Purisima, quashed various informations charging several individuals with "illegal possession of deadly
weapon" in violation of Presidential Decree No. 9, paragraph 3. The accused-respondents had filed motions to quash on
the ground that the informations were insufficient because they failed to allege a connection between the possession of
the weapon and subversion, insurrection, or public disorder. The trial courts agreed, ruling that without such an allegation,
the information did not state an offense under the specific decree. The Solicitor General, representing the People, argued
that the act was a malum prohibitum and the preamble could not be used to limit the text of the decree.



ISSUES: WHETHER the Preamble of Presidential Decree No. 9 can be used as an aid to statutory construction to
determine if an essential element of the crime—specifically that the act must be related to subversion or public disorder—
was intended by the lawmaker.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that because there was an ambiguity in the implementation of the decree, it
was necessary to inquire into its intent and spirit as found in its preamble. The Court found that the preamble clearly
identified the "mischiefs which are to be remedied," which were the conditions of subversion, rebellion, and lawless
violence mentioned in Proclamation 1081.

DOCTRINE: A preamble is the key of the statute, serving to open the minds of the makers as to the mischiefs which are
to be remedied and the objects which are to be accomplished by the provisions of the statute.

RATIO DECIDENDI: Legislative intent is the controlling factor in construction. The Court held that the "Whereas" clauses
of P.D. No. 9 explicitly stated that the decree was issued because the state of martial law was being abetted by the use of
deadly weapons. The paragraph following the preamble stated the decree was issued "in order to attain the desired
result of Proclamation No. 1081". Therefore, the act of carrying a weapon is only penalized under this decree if it is
motivated by or related to subversion, rebellion, or public disorder. To interpret it otherwise would lead to absurd results,
such as arresting a law-abiding citizen for simply returning a borrowed bolo to a neighbor.

Why it was included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 2. Preamble: This case is a landmark example of how the
Preamble serves as an indispensable tool for identifying the intended scope of a law and the specific "evil" it was
designed to address, thereby preventing a literal interpretation that would lead to injustice or absurdity.

People vs. Echaves, G.R. Nos. L-47757-61, January 28, 1980

FACTS: The case was initiated by Abundio R. Ello (4th Assistant Provincial Fiscal of Bohol) and Vicente de la Serna,
Jr. (private prosecutor), who filed criminal informations against Ano Dacullo and others for violating Presidential Decree
No. 772 (the Anti-Squatting Law). The accused were charged with squatting on a parcel of agricultural land (pasture
land). Before the accused could be arraigned, Judge Vicente B. Echaves, Jr. motu proprio dismissed the informations,
reasoning in part that the decree did not apply to agricultural lands. The prosecution appealed, arguing that the law should
apply to any land.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Preamble of Presidential Decree No. 772 limits the application of the law to squatting in urban
communities, thereby excluding agricultural lands from its penal provisions.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court affirmed the dismissal, ruling that P.D. No. 772 does not apply to pasture or
agricultural lands because the preamble specifically targets the problem of squatting in urban communities.

DOCTRINE: The preamble of a law serves as a primary guide in determining the intent of the lawmaker and the
specific geographical or social context to which the law is meant to apply.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court found that the preamble of P.D. No. 772 expressly states that "many persons or entities
found to have been unlawfully occupying public and private property, squatting is still a major problem in urban
communities all over the country". Furthermore, the preamble refers to government officials like the PHHC General
Manager and City and District Engineers, who are typically involved in urban planning and development. There is no
mention of agricultural officials, such as the Secretary of Agriculture. Therefore, the legislative intent as culled from the
preamble shows the law was intended only for urban squatting and not for rural agricultural lands.

Why it was included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 2. Preamble: This case demonstrates that the Preamble can
be used as a restrictive aid, narrowing the application of a law to specific settings (urban vs. rural) by revealing the
underlying policy and the specific social problem the legislature intended to solve.

3. Context

The Context of a statute refers to the environment of words, phrases, and sections that surround a particular provision. It
is a cardinal rule of statutory construction that the legislative intent must be ascertained from a consideration of the
statute as a whole and not from an isolated part or a particular provision alone.

A word or phrase, when taken in the abstract, might easily convey a meaning quite different from the one actually
intended by the legislature. Therefore, a provision or section that is unclear when viewed by itself may be clarified by
reading and construing it in relation to the entire statute. Courts must strive to provide every part of the statute a meaning
that is harmonious and consistent with the rest of the law to avoid absurd or contradictory results.

Aboitiz Shipping Corporation vs. City of Cebu, G.R. No. L-14526, March 31, 1965

FACTS: The case was initiated by Aboitiz Shipping Corporation and several other shipping companies as plaintiffs-
appellants against the City of Cebu. The plaintiffs challenged the validity of a Cebu city ordinance that imposed
wharfage fees on vessels loading or unloading cargo at wharves located within the city. The shipping companies argued
that under the law, the city's power to collect such fees was restricted. The central legal dispute involved interpreting



specific statutory language regarding the city's authority over its ports and wharves, which required the Court to look
beyond the literal meaning of isolated phrases.

ISSUES: WHETHER the legislative intent of a specific statutory provision can be determined by reading it in isolation or if
it must be interpreted within the Context of the statute as a whole.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that legislative intent cannot be determined by looking at an isolated part of a
law. The Court held that a word or phrase might convey one meaning in the abstract but a completely different meaning
when viewed in its proper statutory Context.

DOCTRINE: Legislative intent must be ascertained from a consideration of the statute as a whole and not of an isolated
part or a particular provision alone.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court emphasized that taking a provision in the abstract is a dangerous practice because an
apparently general provision may have a limited application if viewed together with other provisions of the same law.
Construction must be consistent with the sense the author intended to convey, which is revealed by the Context in which
words are associated. Therefore, the specific authority of the City of Cebu had to be read in harmony with the broader
legislative scheme governing national and local ports to determine the true extent of its taxing power.

Why it was included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 3. Context: This case is a foundational example of the
"statute as a whole" rule, illustrating that the Context provided by related provisions is essential to preventing a literal but
incorrect interpretation of isolated phrases.

Krivenko vs. Register of Deeds, G.R. No. L-630, November 15, 1947

FACTS: The petitioner-appellant, Alexander A. Krivenko, an alien, purchased a residential lot in December 1941. After
the war in 1945, he sought to register the land, but the Register of Deeds of Manila, the respondent, denied the
registration on the ground that aliens are prohibited from acquiring land under the Constitution. Krivenko appealed the
denial to the Court of First Instance, which sustained the Register of Deeds, leading him to seek relief from the Supreme
Court. The case centered on whether the constitutional term "agricultural land" included residential lots.

ISSUES: WHETHER the term "agricultural land" in Section 5, Article XlII of the Constitution should be interpreted within
the Context of the entire Article and the technical meanings traditionally associated with those terms in Philippine law.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the term "private agricultural land" in Section 5 must be understood in the
Context of the classifications established in Section 1 of the same Article, which includes residential lands.

DOCTRINE: A word or phrase repeated in a statute will bear the same meaning throughout the statute unless a different
intention appears; and where words have long been used in a technical sense, they should be construed according to
that sense.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court examined the Context of Article XIlII, titled "Conservation and Utilization of Natural
Resources." Section 1 classifies all lands of the public domain into only three categories: agricultural, timber, and
mineral. Historically, in both legislation and jurisprudence (such as Mapa vs. Insular Government), "public agricultural
lands" was a technical term referring to all lands that were neither timber nor mineral, including residential lots. Because
Section 5 uses the same "agricultural" qualifier for private lands, it must be interpreted within this established legal
Context. Thus, the prohibition against aliens acquiring "agricultural" land encompasses residential lots to protect the
national patrimony.

Why it was included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 3. Context: This case demonstrates that the Context of a
provision includes the entire document’s internal structure and the historical, technical meaning of the language used,
ensuring consistency across different sections of the law.

Commissioner of Internal Revenue vs. TMX Sales, Inc., G.R. No. 83736, January 15, 1992

FACTS: The Commissioner of Internal Revenue (CIR), the petitioner, and TMX Sales, Inc., the respondent,
disagreed on the starting point of the two-year prescriptive period for claiming a tax refund for erroneously collected
corporate quarterly income tax. The CIR argued that the period began from the date each quarterly tax installment was
paid. TMX Sales, Inc. argued that the period should only begin from the date of filing the Final Adjustment Return, when
the actual total tax liability for the year is determined.

ISSUES: WHETHER Section 230 (formerly 292) of the National Internal Revenue Code regarding the two-year refund
period should be interpreted in the Context of other related provisions concerning the corporate tax system.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that Section 230 cannot be viewed in isolation and must be read in the
Context of the provisions governing the quarterly tax system.

DOCTRINE: A provision or section which is unclear by itself may be clarified by reading and construing it in relation to the
whole statute.



RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that to arrive at the true legislative intent, one must harmonize Section 230 with
Sections 68, 69, and 70 of the Tax Code. In the Context of the corporate quarterly tax system, the payments made every
quarter are merely installments or estimates. The true "payment” for purposes of the prescriptive period is only
determined when the final adjustment return is filed, showing whether a refund is actually due. Construing Section 230 in
isolation would lead to the absurd result of requiring a taxpayer to file for a refund before they even know if they have
overpaid for the entire year.

Why it was included from A. Parts of a Law specifically 3. Context: This case illustrates that "Context" involves
looking at the interplay between different sections of a code to ensure that a specific provision is applied in a way that
is logical and consistent with the law's overall operational framework.

B. Grammatical Aids
1. Punctuation Marks

Punctuation marks, such as commas, semicolons, and periods, are considered aids of low degree in statutory
construction. While they are not technically part of the law's enacting clauses, they may be used as a guide to resolve an
ambiguity in the text.

The general rule is that the construction of a statute should be based on something more substantial than mere
punctuation. If the punctuation gives the statute a meaning that is reasonable and consistent with the legislative will, it
can be used to support a literal interpretation. However, punctuation is never conclusive; courts will not hesitate to
disregard or change punctuation marks (such as inserting or omitting commas) if doing so is necessary to give effect
to the clear intent of the legislature.

Florentino vs. PNB, G.R. No. L-2738, September 29, 1956 (98 Phil. 959)

FACTS: The case involves the interpretation of Section 2 of Republic Act No. 897, which concerns the acceptance of
backpay certificates as payment for obligations. The petitioner, Marcelino Florentino, sought to use his backpay
certificate to pay a debt owed to the Philippine National Bank (PNB), the respondent. PNB refused the certificate,
arguing that under the law, only government entities or those owned/controlled by the government were required to accept
them. The dispute centered on a qualifying clause in the law preceded by a comma, which determined whether the
requirement applied to private individuals and associations like the bank.

ISSUES: WHETHER the placement of a comma before a qualifying clause in Section 2 of R.A. No. 897 serves to limit
that qualification to the last antecedent only, thereby excluding private entities from the mandatory acceptance of
backpay certificates.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that grammatically, the qualifying clause refers only to the last antecedent
because it is separated from the preceding phrases by a comma.

DOCTRINE: A qualifying phrase is generally limited to the last antecedent when it is separated from the rest of the
sentence by a comma, unless a different legislative intent is clearly evident.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court noted that there was a comma before the words "or to any citizen, etc.," which
grammatically indicates that the subsequent qualification was intended to apply only to that specific group. Furthermore,
the Court emphasized that interpreting the clause otherwise would lead to unconstitutional results, as compelling
private creditors to accept backpay certificates (which were promissory notes with low interest) would constitute an
impairment of the obligation of contracts.

Why it was included from B. Grammatical Aids specifically 1. Punctuation marks: This case serves as an example
of how the presence of a comma can be used as a grammatical aid to determine the reach of a qualifying clause and
identify which parts of a sentence are being modified, particularly to avoid an interpretation that violates the Constitution.

People vs. Subido, G.R. No. L-21734, September 5, 1975

FACTS: The People of the Philippines, as plaintiff-appellee, prosecuted Abelardo Subido, the defendant-appellant,
for the crime of libel. The trial court convicted Subido and sentenced him to a term of arresto mayor, a fine of P500.00,
and an indemnity of P10,000.00 to the offended party, with subsidiary imprisonment in case of insolvency. Subido
moved to cancel his appeal bond, arguing that the phrase "with subsidiary imprisonment in case of insolvency" applied
only to his failure to pay the indemnity, and not to the fine, based on the way the sentence was punctuated.

ISSUES: WHETHER the use of a comma to separate the clause regarding subsidiary imprisonment from the rest of
the sentence indicates that the imprisonment applies to both the fine and the indemnity.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the punctuation used in the trial court's decision clearly showed that the
subsidiary imprisonment was intended for both the fine and the indemnity.



DOCTRINE: The use of a comma in a sentence is a significant grammatical aid that can be used to show that a
subsequent phrase (like a penalty) is intended to qualify or apply to all the preceding clauses.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court observed that the clause "with subsidiary imprisonment in case of insolvency" was
separated by a comma from the previous clauses listing both the fine and the indemnity. The Court reasoned that if the
trial court had intended for the imprisonment to apply only to the indemnity, it would have omitted the comma after the
indemnity phrase so that the two would be joined as a single unit. Therefore, the comma's presence acted as a separator
that made the subsidiary penalty applicable to all monetary liabilities mentioned before it.

Why it was included from B. Grammatical Aids specifically 1. Punctuation marks: This case demonstrates how the
presence of a comma acts as a separator that can broaden the application of a qualifying phrase to multiple preceding
items in a sentence, rather than just the one immediately prior.

United States vs. Hart, G.R. No. L-8848, November 21, 1913

FACTS: The United States prosecuted defendants William C. Hart, C.J. Miller, and Serviliano Natividad for vagrancy
under Act No. 519. The defendants were found loitering in saloons and gambling houses but were proved to have visible
means of support and lawful trades. The Attorney-General argued that the defendants were guilty because "without
visible means of support" only qualified the phrase "tramping or straying through the country" and not the phrase "loitering
about saloons," based on the placement of commas in the second clause of the Act.

ISSUES: WHETHER the absence or presence of commas in a statutory clause is conclusive in determining which
preceding phrases are qualified by a terminal restrictive phrase.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that the defendants should be acquitted, holding that punctuation alone is not
conclusive and the court may disregard or change it to reflect the true legislative intent.

DOCTRINE: Punctuation is a fallible standard by which to interpret a writing; courts will not hesitate to change or
disregard punctuation when necessary to give an act the effect intended by the Legislature.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that construction must be based on something more substantial than mere
punctuation. To follow the Attorney-General's "grammatical criticism" would mean that the legislature created an illogical
classification where some vagrants could use "means of support” as a defense while others could not, even if they were
in the same general class. The Court found it more reasonable to believe that the legislature intended "without visible
means of support" to qualify all the activities mentioned in that clause. Thus, since the defendants had means of support,
they were not vagrants.

Why it was included from B. Grammatical Aids specifically 1. Punctuation marks: This is a classic case illustrating
that while punctuation can be an aid, it is subordinate to legislative intent. It shows that courts can correct
punctuation (like adding or ignoring commas) to avoid an interpretation that is illogical or contrary to the law's overall
purpose.

2. Words and Phrases

The words and phrases used in a statute are the primary indicators of legislative intent. As a general rule, these words
should be understood in their plain, ordinary, and common sense meaning, unless they have acquired a technical or
legal signification. A cardinal principle often applied here is ubi lex non distinguit nec nos distinguire debemos—
where the law does not distinguish, the courts should not distinguish. Furthermore, the construction of specific words (like
"may" vs. "shall") helps determine whether a provision is mandatory or directory.

Colgate-Palmolive Philippines, Inc. vs. Hon. Pedro M. Gimenez, G.R. No. L-14787, January 28, 1961

FACTS: The petitioner, Colgate-Palmolive Philippines, Inc., imported various materials (such as irish moss extract and
sodium benzoate) to be used as stabilizers and flavors for the dental cream it manufactures. The Auditor General, the
respondent, refused to grant a refund of the 17% special excise tax paid on these importations under Republic Act No.
601. The Auditor General argued that the exemption in Section 2 of the law for "stabilizer and flavors" applied only to
those used in the manufacture of food products, as they were grouped with other food items in the text. Petitioner sought
a review of this denial, arguing the law made no such distinction.

ISSUES: WHETHER the words and phrases "stabilizer and flavors" in the statute should be restricted to food products
because of their grammatical association with other food-related terms.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that the terms should be construed in their general sense and not limited to
food manufacturing. The Court found that while some items in the list were food-related, others—like "fertilizer" and
"poultry feed"—were not, thus breaking any uniform "food" classification.

DOCTRINE: Where the law does not distinguish, the courts should not distinguish (ubi lex non distinguit nec nos
distinguire debemos). General terms are not restricted by particular recitals unless a clear legislative intent to do so
exists.



RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that it is a rule of construction that general and unlimited terms are restrained by
particular recitals only as an aid to ascertain intent, not to reject the general term entirely. Since the legislature grouped
"stabilizer and flavors" with non-food items like "industrial starch" and "fertilizer," there was no basis to assume the
exemption was exclusive to the food industry. Because the law did not distinguish between stabilizers for food and
stabilizers for toothpaste, the Court was not authorized to create such a distinction.

Why it was included from B. Grammatical Aids specifically 2. Words and phrases: This case demonstrates how
courts interpret general words and phrases within a list, illustrating that the broad meaning of a phrase will be
maintained unless the grammatical context or legislative intent strictly requires a narrower, specific classification.

Manolo P. Fule vs. The Honorable Court of Appeals, G.R. No. L-79094, June 22, 1988

FACTS: The petitioner, Manolo P. Fule, was convicted of violating Batas Pambansa Blg. 22 (The Bouncing Checks
Law). His conviction by the trial court was based primarily on a stipulation of facts made during a pre-trial conference.
However, this stipulation was not signed by Fule or his counsel, which the petitioner argued violated Rule 118, Section 4
of the Rules of Court. The Court of Appeals, the respondent, had originally upheld the conviction despite the missing
signatures.

ISSUES: WHETHER the word "shall" in Rule 118, Section 4 makes the requirement for signing pre-trial agreements
mandatory, thereby rendering the unsigned stipulation inadmissible as evidence.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the provision is mandatory and the unsigned stipulation cannot be used
against the accused.

DOCTRINE: In statutory construction, negative words and phrases are generally regarded as mandatory, and the use
of the word "shall" imperative, imposing a duty that must be enforced.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court emphasized that the language of the Rule is clear: "No agreement... shall be used in
evidence... unless reduced to writing and signed by him and his counsel". The combination of the negative word "no" and
the imperative "shall" indicates a mandatory character. Furthermore, as this involved a penal statute, the rules must be
strictly applied against the government and liberally in favor of the accused to ensure that convictions are not based on
unauthorized or incomplete admissions.

Why it was included from B. Grammatical Aids specifically 2. Words and phrases: This case serves as a
fundamental example of how the specific choice of the word "shall" determines the mandatory nature of a legal
requirement, distinguishing it from directory provisions.

Danilo E. Paras vs. Commission on Elections, G.R. No. 123169, November 4, 1996

FACTS: The petitioner, Danilo E. Paras, was an incumbent Punong Barangay who was the subject of a recall petition.
Paras challenged the petition before the Commission on Elections (COMELEC), the respondent, arguing that it was
barred by Section 74(b) of the Local Government Code, which prohibits recall proceedings within one year immediately
preceding a "regular local election". Paras contended that the upcoming Sangguniang Kabataan (SK) election
constituted a "regular local election," thus barring his recall.

ISSUES: WHETHER the phrase "regular local election” in the context of the Local Government Code should be
interpreted literally to include SK elections, thereby preventing the recall of other local officials.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that the phrase must be interpreted in relation to the entire statute and the
specific office involved, excluding SK elections from its scope in this context.

DOCTRINE: A word or phrase must be interpreted in harmony with the context of the whole statute; a literal
interpretation that leads to absurdity or defeats the law's purpose must be rejected.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the intent of the recall provision is to ensure accountability. If "regular local
election" included SK elections (which are held frequently and at different intervals), the window for recall would be
virtually non-existent, rendering the accountability mechanism nugatory. Therefore, the "regular local election" mentioned
in the law must refer to the election where the specific office subject to recall is filled. To construe it otherwise would be a
“literal reading that killeth" rather than an interpretation of the "spirit that vivifieth".

Why it was included from B. Grammatical Aids specifically 2. Words and phrases: This case illustrates that the
meaning of a phrase cannot be determined in a vacuum; it must be construed according to the grammatical and logical
context of the entire law to avoid an interpretation that is technically literal but practically absurd.



C. Headnotes or Epigraphs

Headnotes or epigraphs are the titles or headings prefixed to titles, chapters, and sections of a statute. They serve as a
convenient index or catchwords suggesting the general nature of the subject matter that follows. While they may be
consulted as a reference to resolve an ambiguity, they are considered aids of low degree and are among the "weakest
tools of construction”. The general rule is that headnotes are entitled to very little weight and cannot control or limit the
plain and unambiguous terms of the text or the enacting clauses.

People vs. Yabut, G.R. No. 39085, September 27, 1933 (58 Phil. 499)

FACTS: The People of the Philippine Islands, as plaintiff-appellee, prosecuted Antonio Yabut, the defendant-
appellant, for the crime of murder. Yabut, who was already serving a sentence in Bilibid Prison for a prior conviction, was
convicted of killing a fellow prisoner. The trial court assessed the death penalty based on Article 160 of the Revised
Penal Code, which provides a more severe penalty for "any person who shall commit a felony after having been
convicted by final judgment... while serving the same." Yabut appealed, arguing that the epigraph (title) of the article—
"Commission of another crime during service of penalty imposed for another previous offense"—restricted the penalty
only to crimes committed while serving a sentence for a "previous" offense, which he claimed did not apply to his specific
sequence of convictions.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Headnote or Epigraph of an article in the Revised Penal Code can be used to limit or modify
the unambiguous language found in the text of the law itself.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that when the text of a statute is clear and unambiguous, there is no necessity
to resort to headnotes or epigraphs for interpretation. The Court held that these headings are merely catchwords or
reference aids provided for convenience and cannot override the plain meaning of the legislative text.

DOCTRINE: Secondary aids like epigraphs or headings of sections may be consulted to remove doubt but never to
create it; they cannot have the effect of modifying or limiting the unambiguous words of the text.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court emphasized that the primary object of construction is to ascertain legislative intent from
the text itself. A mere glance at the titles of the articles in the Revised Penal Code reveals they were intended by the
Legislature only as convenient indices to the contents. Because the language of Article 160 is clear in its application to
"any person" serving a sentence, the narrow suggestion in the epigraph cannot be used to restrict its application.

Why it was included from C. Headnotes or epigraphs: This case serves as a fundamental authority established that
Headnotes are not substantive parts of the law and are subordinate to the literal text, acting as a reference rather than
a limiting provision.

Arturo M. De Castro vs. Judicial and Bar Council (JBC), G.R. No. 191002, March 17, 2010

FACTS: The petitioner, Arturo M. De Castro, sought a clarification from the Supreme Court on whether the incumbent
President could appoint the successor to Chief Justice Reynato Puno upon his retirement. The Judicial and Bar Council
(JBC) and President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo were the respondents. The dispute focused on the "midnight
appointment" ban in Article VII, Section 15 of the Constitution. Opponents of the appointment argued that because this
prohibition is placed under Article VII, which is titled "The Executive Department," the ban should be interpreted as a
general restriction applying to all presidential appointments, including those in the Judiciary.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Title or Heading of a constitutional article (specifically Article VII on the Executive) is conclusive
of the scope of the provisions contained therein, thereby extending the "midnight appointment" ban to the Judiciary.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that the placement of a provision under a specific Title or Headnote is not
conclusive of its application. The Court held that the appointment of Supreme Court Justices is governed by Article VIII
(The Judiciary) and is not restricted by the ban in Article VII.

DOCTRINE: Headings prefixed to titles, chapters, and sections of a statute or the Constitution are weak tools of
construction, and inferences drawn from them cannot control the plain terms of the enacting clauses.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the arrangement and ordering of provisions (epigraphs and titles) carry little
weight when compared to specific, mandatory requirements found in the text. Article VIII, Section 4(1) of the Constitution
imposes a mandatory 90-day period for filling vacancies in the Supreme Court. The Court reasoned that this specific
mandate for the Judiciary must prevail over the general prohibition found in the article titled "The Executive Department."
To rely solely on the Title of Article VII would be to ignore the distinct requirements intended for the independence and
continuous functioning of the Judiciary as a co-equal branch.

Why it was included from C. Headnotes or epigraphs: This case illustrates that a Title or Headnote is an intrinsic aid
of low degree that cannot be used to defeat a specific mandate found in a different section of the same document,
reinforcing the principle that the text of the law must be read as a whole.



D. Intent and Policy

The primary objective of all statutory construction is to ascertain the meaning and intention of the legislature to ensure
that the law is properly enforced. Intent is the essence of the law, and the intention of the legislature in enacting a
statute is the law itself.

Courts must strive to give effect to this intent even if it is not entirely consistent with the strict letter of the law, as the spirit
and reason of a statute prevail over its literal terms. Furthermore, courts appropriately accord deference to formulations
of national policy expressed in legislation, as policy issues are primarily within the domain of the political branches of
government.

Roa vs. Collector of Customs, G.R. No. L-7011, October 30, 1912

FACTS: The petitioner, Tranquilino Roa, was born in the Philippines to a Chinese father and a Filipino mother. After
living in China for several years, he returned to the Philippines and sought recognition as a citizen. The Insular Collector
of Customs, the respondent, denied his entry and ordered his deportation, claiming Roa was a subject of the Chinese
Empire. The lower court sustained this decision. Roa appealed to the Supreme Court, which had to determine the
legislative intent of the Philippine Bill regarding the citizenship of those born in the islands.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Intent and Policy of the Philippine Bill, which extended basic principles of a republican
government and a Bill of Rights to the Philippines, should be interpreted as including the doctrine of citizenship by birth
(jus soli).

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the Intent of the lawmaker is the law itself, and the Philippine Bill must be
read according to its spirit. The Court held that since the act extended the Bill of Rights to protect inhabitants, it was the
manifest intent of Congress that individuals born in the Philippines under these circumstances be recognized as citizens.

DOCTRINE: The Intent of the lawmaker is the law; thus, a statute must be construed as a whole and interpreted to
conform to well-settled governmental policy to achieve principles of reason and justice.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court emphasized that the congressional meaning of a law is revealed by the Intent of its
authors. It found that the Philippine Bill approved and extended a republican form of government modeled after that of the
United States. To hold that Roa was an alien would be contrary to the manifest intent of the body that extended such
rights. Therefore, a thing which is within the intention of the makers is as much within the statute as if it were within its
letter.

Why it was included from Intent and Policy: This case illustrates that the underlying spirit and intent of a landmark
piece of legislation (the Philippine Bill) serves as a primary guide to ensure the law's application aligns with fundamental
national policies, such as the recognition of citizenship.

U.S. vs. Go Chico, G.R. No. 4963, September 15, 1909

FACTS: The defendant, Go Chico, was prosecuted for violating the Flag Law (Act No. 1696) for displaying a medallion
featuring the portrait of Emilio Aguinaldo and a flag used during the late insurrection. Go Chico argued he purchased the
items at a public sale and had no criminal intent to violate the statute, claiming he did not know the display was illegal.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Legislative Intent and Policy behind a malum prohibitum statute requires that a corrupt or
criminal intent be proven as an essential element of the offense.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that for acts categorized as mala prohibita, the only inquiry is whether the law
has been violated. The Court held that the legislature may forbid an act and make it a crime regardless of the doer's
intent.

DOCTRINE: In the case of public policy crimes (mala prohibita), the Intent of the legislature is to put the burden on
every person to ascertain at their peril whether a contemplated act is prohibited.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court found that the statutory definition of the offense contained no words implying that the act
must be done knowingly or willfully. On grounds of public policy, the legislature intended to punish the act itself to
suppress the "mischief" identified in the statute. Because the wording was plain and the Legislative Intent clear, the court
must enforce the law in absolute conformity to that intention without requiring proof of knowledge or motive.

Why it was included from Intent and Policy: This case is included to show that Legislative Intent can purposefully
exclude the requirement of "intent" in the criminal sense to enforce a strict public policy aimed at prohibiting specific
conduct for the benefit of the general welfare.



Regalado vs. Yulo, G.R. No. 42935, February 15, 1935

FACTS: The petitioner, Felipe Regalado, was a Justice of the Peace who was ordered to vacate his office by Secretary
of Justice Jose Yulo, the respondent. Yulo argued that under Act No. 3899, justices who reached the age of 65 must
cease holding office. Regalado argued that a literal reading of the law showed it only applied to those who had already
reached age 65 on the date the law took effect, and since he reached that age later, he was not covered.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Court may resort to a "supposed” Legislative Intent to make a law apply to future cases if such
an intent is not expressed in the actual words and phraseology used in the statute.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court ruled that the Intent to be enforced is the intent expressed in the words of the statute.
The Court held that it could not supply a meaning not found in the law.

DOCTRINE: The Intent of the legislature must be ascertained from the text; courts cannot speculate on an intent or
assume a purpose not expressed to accomplish a supposed intention.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the fundamental purpose of construction is to effectuate legislative purpose, but
only if that result is obtainable by logical construction. To supply an omitted meaning would pass beyond the bounds of
judicial power and usurp legislative power. Because the language used was in the past tense ("have completed sixty-
five years"), the Legislative Intent as written did not contemplate future occurrences. Thus, the Court must adhere to the
intent expressed in the words.

Why it was included from Intent and Policy: This case demonstrates the limit of using Intent as an aid; it underscores
that while intent is the goal, it must be found within the words of the statute and cannot be used by the Judiciary to
create a policy the legislature failed to explicitly write.

Eugenio vs. Drilon, G.R. No. 109404, January 22, 1996

FACTS: The petitioner, Florencio Eugenio, sold subdivision lots before the enactment of P.D. No. 957 (The Subdivision
and Condominium Buyers' Protective Decree). The respondent, Prospero Palmiano, stopped paying installments
because Eugenio failed to develop the subdivision as promised. Eugenio argued the law was not explicitly retroactive and
did not apply to his prior contracts. Executive Secretary Franklin Drilon affirmed the ruling in favor of the buyer.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Intent and Policy of P.D. No. 957, as expressed in its preamble, requires the law to be applied
retroactively to remedy swindling and fraudulent manipulations in the real estate industry.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the unmistakable Intent of the law was to remedy an alarming situation,
which necessitates its retroactive application.

DOCTRINE: The Intent of a statute is the law, and the primary rule of construction is to ascertain and give effect to that
intent, as culled from its preamble and the conditions it sought to remedy.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the Policy of P.D. No. 957 is to favor the weak and disadvantaged (small lot
buyers). A strictly prospective application would "emasculate” the law by allowing a source of misery for buyers to remain.
Therefore, the Intent to provide a "protective mantle," as clearly expressed in the preamble, must be enforced even if it
leads to a conclusion (retroactivity) not explicitly stated in the strict letter.

Why it was included from Intent and Policy: This case highlights Intent and Policy as tools for defining the reach of
a law, showing that the "reason and spirit" of the law found in the preamble can guide the court in applying a statute to
fulfill its protective purpose.

Cajuiat vs. Mathay, G.R. No. L-39743, September 24, 1983

FACTS: The petitioners, Justiniano Cajuiat and others, were government retirees who had already received separation
gratuities under existing laws (C.A. No. 186 and R.A. No. 1616). They filed a claim for additional separation gratuity under
P.D. No. 4. The Acting Chairman of the Commission on Audit, Ismael Mathay, Sr., the respondent, denied the claim,
citing the policy against double pension for the same service.

ISSUES: WHETHER the established Legislative Policy against double pension or gratuity for the same service should
control the interpretation of P.D. No. 4.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that petitioners were not entitled to the additional gratuity because it would
violate the general Policy of the State.

DOCTRINE: In the absence of an express provision to the contrary, laws will be interpreted to prevent any person from
receiving double compensation for exactly the same services.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that to grant the additional gratuity would be an act of "over-liberality" inconsistent
with the State's Policy. The Intent of the lawmaker must be interpreted in light of this policy unless a contrary intent is



clearly provided in the enactment. Construing the law otherwise would set at naught a policy dictated by reason and
fairness.

Why it was included from Intent and Policy: This case demonstrates how an established State Policy (avoidance of
double compensation) serves as a foundational standard for interpreting laws, ensuring that specific provisions are
not read in a way that defeats broader legislative principles.

Tinio vs. Frances, G.R. No. L-7747, November 29, 1955 (98 Phil. 32)

FACTS: The case was initiated by the heirs of the deceased Sergio Nicolas (led by Nieves Tinio), who filed an action to
annul the sale of a homestead land they had inherited. Sergio Nicolas applied for the homestead in 1917, and his final
proof was approved in 1943; however, he died before the patent was actually issued. The Director of Lands then ordered
the patent to be issued to his heirs. In 1947, the heirs transferred their rights over the land to the respondents, Gregorio
Frances, et al., a transfer that was subsequently approved by the Secretary of Agriculture and Commerce in 1948. The
respondents then obtained the patent and title in their names. The petitioners later sued to declare the sale void, arguing it
violated the legal prohibitions on alienating homesteads.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Intent and Policy of the Public Land Act (Homestead Law) regarding the five-year prohibition
against the alienation of land can be used to invalidate a transfer made by heirs before the expiration of the restricted
period.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the conveyances executed by the heirs to the respondents were null and
void.

DOCTRINE: The Intent and Policy of the homestead law is to give and preserve for the homesteader and his family a
piece of land for a home and cultivation; therefore, any contract of conveyance in contravention of the five-year restrictive
period is impliedly null and void to fulfill this public purpose.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the legislative policy behind the homestead law is a fundamental consideration
in its construction. The law explicitly prohibits the alienation or encumbrance of a homestead within five years from the
date of the issuance of the patent. This restriction is designed to ensure that the land remains with the homesteader or his
family to provide them with a permanent home and livelihood. Because the heirs merely stepped into the shoes of the
deceased applicant, they are bound by the same Intent and Policy that governed the original homesteader. Allowing a
sale within the prohibited period, even with administrative approval, would defeat the "spirit and purpose" of the law.

Why it was included from Intent and Policy: This case is included to show that the protective policy of a statute
(securing land for the family of the homesteader) serves as a primary guide for construction. It demonstrates that the
Court will prioritize the legislative intent to remedy social "evils" (like landlessness) over literal or administrative
interpretations that would otherwise allow the prohibited alienation of land.

E. Explanatory Notes and Legislative Debates

Explanatory Notes are brief statements prepared by the author or sponsor of a bill to explain the reasons for its
enactment, the specific problems it intends to solve, and the objects sought to be accomplished. While they are not part of
the law itself, courts may resort to them to clarify ambiguous provisions and ascertain the true purpose and intent of the
statute.

Legislative Debates (or floor deliberations) consist of the actual proceedings, discussions, and interpellations that take
place in the legislative body during the passage of a bhill. Courts frequently avail themselves of these records to assist in
determining the construction of a statute of doubtful meaning. The responses of a bill's sponsor to interpellations are given
significant weight as they often clarify the intended scope and application of specific terms. However, individual
statements by members of Congress do not always reflect the collective intent of the entire body and are generally
considered only when they align with the tenor of the measure as a whole.

People vs. Lidres, G.R. No. L-12495, July 26, 1960 (108 Phil. 995)

FACTS: The People of the Philippines, as plaintiff-appellee, prosecuted Dionisio Lidres, the defendant-appellant,
for the crime of usurpation of official functions under Republic Act No. 10. Lidres was accused of performing the duties of
a public school teacher without being duly appointed to the position. The trial court convicted Lidres, and he appealed to
the Supreme Court, arguing that his actions did not fall within the scope of the law. The case required the Court to
determine whether R.A. No. 10 was intended to permanently supplant the Revised Penal Code or if it was a temporary
measure tied to a specific historical context.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Legislative Debates and individual manifestations made by the bill's sponsors (specifically
regarding the temporary nature of the law) can be used to interpret the duration and intended application of Republic Act
No. 10.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the records of the legislative proceedings clarify that the law was intended
to address a specific, transient situation rather than to permanently alter the penal system.



DOCTRINE: Courts may resort to the actual proceedings of the legislative body to assist in determining the
construction and intended duration of a statute of doubtful meaning.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court examined the Legislative Debates and quoted the manifestation of Mr. Sumulong, who
stated that the measure was "intended to supplant the provision of the Penal Code... only so long as the situation which
we intend to correct with this measure continues to exist". The lawmaker explicitly mentioned that the situation was
expected to be "transient and ephemeral” rather than permanent. By looking at these deliberations, the Court was able
to conclude that the law did not intend to penalize the specific conduct of the accused in a way that would lead to an
unreasonable or unintended application of the statute.

Why it was included from E. Explanatory Notes and Legislative Debates: This case serves as an example of using
Legislative Debates to understand the temporal scope and the specific "mischief" a law was designed to address,
preventing a law intended for a temporary crisis from being applied as a permanent penal change.

Cecilio S. De Villavs. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 87416, April 8, 1991 (195 SCRA 722)

FACTS: The petitioner, Cecilio S. De Villa, was charged before the Regional Trial Court of Makati with a violation of
Batas Pambansa Blg. 22 (The Bouncing Checks Law). The dispute arose because the check in question was drawn
against a U.S. dollar account with a foreign bank. De Villa moved to dismiss the case, arguing that B.P. 22 does not
cover checks drawn in foreign currencies. The trial court denied the motion, and the Court of Appeals, the respondent,
dismissed De Villa's petition for certiorari. He then sought relief from the Supreme Court.

ISSUES: WHETHER the Legislative Debates and floor discussions recorded in the Batasang Pambansa can be used as
an extrinsic aid to determine if the term "check” in B.P. 22 was intended to include checks drawn in foreign currencies.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that B.P. 22 applies to any check regardless of the currency it represents,
based on the clear intent of the lawmakers revealed during their deliberations.

DOCTRINE: It is well-established that courts may avail themselves of the actual proceedings of the legislative body to
assist in determining the construction of a statute of doubtful meaning.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the records of the Batasan (Vol. Ill) unmistakably show the intention of the
lawmakers to apply the law to whatever currency may be the subject of the check. During the legislative deliberation, an
interpellation occurred between Mr. Tupay and the bill's sponsor, Mr. Mendoza. Mr. Mendoza explicitly stated: "The bill
refers to any check, Mr. Speaker, and this check may be a check in whatever currency. This would not even be limited
to U.S. dollar checks". Because the sponsor's explanation clearly included foreign currency, the Court adopted this
meaning to ensure the law fulfilled its legislative purpose.

Why it was included from E. Explanatory Notes and Legislative Debates: This case is a classic illustration of using
Legislative Debates—specifically the sponsor's clarification during interpellations—to define the scope of a general term
in a statute, proving that the legislative intent can broaden or clarify what might otherwise be an ambiguous term.

G. Presumptions and Implications

Statutory construction involves certain legal presumptions that courts indulge in when the intent of the law is not
immediately clear. One of the strongest is the presumption of constitutionality, which mandates that every statute is
presumed valid unless a clear and unequivocal breach of the Constitution is proven. Furthermore, the Doctrine of
Necessary Implication holds that what is implied in a statute is as much a part of it as that which is expressed, serving to
fill gaps that the legislature may have inadvertently left.

1. Presumptions
Rule 131: Burden of Proof, Burden of Evidence and Presumptions (As provided in A.M. No. 19-08-15-SC)

Section 1. Burden of proof and burden of evidence. - Burden of proof is the duty of a party to present evidence on the
facts in issue necessary to establish his or her claim or defense by the amount of evidence required by law. Burden of
proof never shifts. Burden of evidence is the duty of a party to present evidence sufficient to establish or rebut a fact in
issue to establish a prima facie case. Burden of evidence may shift from one party to the other in the course of the
proceedings, depending on the exigencies of the case.

Section 2. Conclusive presumptions. - The following are instances of conclusive presumptions: (a) Whenever a party
has, by his or her own declaration, act, or omission, intentionally and deliberately led another to believe a particular thing
true, and to act upon such belief, he or she cannot, in any litigation arising out of such declaration, act or omission, be
permitted to falsify it; and (b) The tenant is not permitted to deny the title of his or her landlord at the time of the
commencement of the relation of landlord and tenant between them.

Section 3. Disputable presumptions. — The following presumptions are satisfactory if uncontradicted, but may be
contradicted and overcome by other evidence: (a) That a person is innocent of crime or wrong; (b) That an unlawful act
was done with an unlawful intent; (c) That a person intends the ordinary consequences of his or her voluntary act; (d) That



a person takes ordinary care of his or her concerns; (e) That evidence willfully suppressed would be adverse if produced,;
(f) That money paid by one to another was due to the latter; (g) That a thing delivered by one to another belonged to the
latter; (h) That an obligation delivered up to the debtor has been paid; (i) That prior rents or installments had been paid
when a receipt for the later one is produced; (j) That a person found in possession of a thing taken in the doing of a recent
wrongful act is the taker and the doer of the whole act; otherwise, that things which a person possesses, or exercises acts
of ownership over, are owned by him or her; (k) That a person in possession of an order on himself or herself for the
payment of the money, or the delivery of anything, has paid the money or delivered the thing accordingly; (I) That a
person acting in a public office was regularly appointed or elected to it; (m) That official duty has been regularly
performed; (n) That a court, or judge acting as such, whether in the Philippines or elsewhere, was acting in the lawful
exercise of jurisdiction; (0) That all the matters within an issue raised in a case were laid before the court and passed
upon by it; and in like manner that all matters within an issue raised in a dispute submitted for arbitration were laid before
the arbitrators and passed upon by them; (p) That private transactions have been fair and regular; (q) That the ordinary
course of business has been followed; (r) That there was a sufficient consideration for a contract; (s) That a negotiable
instrument was given or endorsed for a sufficient consideration; (t) That an endorsement of a negotiable instrument was
made before the instrument was overdue and at the place where the instrument is dated; (u) That a writing is truly dated;
(v) That a letter duly directed and mailed was received in the regular course of the mail; (w) That after an absence of
seven years... he or she is considered dead for all purposes, except for those of succession... (and other specific death
presumptions listed in Section 3, x through kk).

Heirs of Juancho Ardona vs. Reyes, G.R. Nos. L-60549, 60553-55, October 26, 1983

FACTS: The Philippine Tourism Authority (PTA), as the respondent, filed four expropriation cases against the Heirs
of Juancho Ardona and other landowners, the petitioners, to acquire lands in Cebu for the development of a tourist
zone and golf course. The petitioners challenged the constitutionality of Presidential Decree No. 564 (The Revised
Charter of the PTA), arguing that the taking was not for a legitimate "public use" and that the implementation of land
reform should take precedence over tourism. The case reached the Supreme Court to determine if the PTA's exercise of
eminent domain for tourism was a valid exercise of state power.

ISSUES: WHETHER Presidential Decree No. 564 and the resulting expropriation proceedings are constitutional, given
the legal Presumption of validity that attaches to legislative acts.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court ruled that the statute is constitutional. The Court held that the petitioners failed to
overcome the heavy burden of proof required to strike down a law, as a statute has in its favor the presumption of
validity and constitutionality.

DOCTRINE: Every law has in its favor the presumption of constitutionality, and for a statute to be nullified, it must be
shown that there is a clear and unequivocal breach of the Constitution, not merely a doubtful one.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court emphasized that judicial deference to legislative policy is standard in eminent domain
cases. "Public use" is now interpreted broadly as being synonymous with "public welfare" and "public benefit". Since the
lawmaker made a policy determination that tourism development is for the public good, the Court must respect this
decision. In the absence of evidence to rebut the presumption of validity, the law must be upheld.

Why it was included from G. Presumptions and Implications: This case serves as a foundational example of the
presumption of constitutionality, illustrating that the Court starts with the assumption that the legislature intended to
enact a valid and effective law.

Basco vs. PAGCOR, G.R. No. 91649, May 14, 1991

FACTS: The petitioners, Attorneys Humberto Basco et al., filed a petition to nullify Presidential Decree No. 1869 (the
Charter of the Philippine Amusements and Gaming Corporation or PAGCOR, the respondent). The petitioners
argued that the law was unconstitutional because it violated various state policies on social justice, youth, and local
government autonomy. They specifically targeted the waiver of taxes granted to PAGCOR as being a violation of the
principle of local autonomy.

ISSUES: WHETHER P.D. No. 1869 can be declared unconstitutional despite the established Presumption that every law
is valid and Indy the coordinate branches of government.

RULINGS: No. The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, ruling that the law is constitutional. The Court found that the
petitioners failed to identify specific constitutional provisions that were directly violated and did not overcome the
presumption of validity.

DOCTRINE: A law is presumed constitutional, and those who challenge it must prove its invalidity beyond reasonable
doubt. Courts are not concerned with the wisdom or policy of a statute, which are matters for the political branches.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that the presumption of constitutionality is a time-honored principle. To nullify a
law, there must be a clear and unequivocal breach of the Constitution. The issues raised regarding morality and



monopoly were categorized as matters of "state policy" belonging to the domain of the President and Congress, not the
Judiciary.

Why it was included from G. Presumptions and Implications: This case reinforces the presumption of
constitutionality, demonstrating that the Court will not indulge in speculation to strike down a law and that the challenger
must negate all possible bases for its validity.

2. Implications

Doctrine of Necessary Implication This doctrine states that what is implied in a statute is as much a part thereof as that
which is expressed. Every statutory grant of power or right is deemed to include all incidental powers or rights necessary
to effectuate its purpose.

City of Manila vs. Gomez, G.R. No. L-37251, August 31, 1981

FACTS: The City of Manila and its City Treasurer, the petitioners, imposed an additional one-half percent (0.5%) realty
tax on land owned by ESSO Philippines, Inc., the respondent. This was done under the authority of the Special
Education Fund Law (R.A. No. 5447). ESSO challenged the tax, arguing that the City Charter only allowed a 1.5% tax
and R.A. No. 5447 did not explicitly grant the city the power to increase the basic tax beyond that. The trial court, presided
by Judge Amador Gomez, declared the ordinance void.

ISSUES: WHETHER the power of a city to impose an additional tax can be derived through the Doctrine of Necessary
Implication from a law that sets a total real property tax ceiling.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court reversed the trial court, ruling that the additional tax is valid.

DOCTRINE: The Doctrine of Implications means that "that which is plainly implied in the language of a statute is as
much a part of it as that which is expressed".

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court held that while the City Charter fixed the tax at 1.5%, the Special Education Fund Law
set a maximum tax of 3%. Because 1% was specifically for the SEF, the necessary implication is that the remaining
0.5% (to reach the 2% total base tax then being discussed) could be imposed by the city. To hold otherwise would ignore
the legislative intent to allow the augmentation of the basic tax up to the established ceiling.

Why it was included from G. Presumptions and Implications: This case is a classic application of the Doctrine of
Necessary Implication, showing that a statutory grant of a "ceiling" implies the authority to fill the space up to that limit to
effectuate the law's purpose.

Chuavs. Civil Service Commission, G.R. No. 88979, February 7, 1992

FACTS: The petitioner, Lydia Chua, had been a co-terminous employee of the National Irrigation Administration
(NIA) for 15 years through four successive projects. She applied for early retirement benefits under Republic Act No.
6683, but the Civil Service Commission, the respondent, denied her claim. They argued that the law only applied to
"regular, temporary, casual, and emergency" employees and that the omission of "co-terminous" employees meant they
were intentionally excluded.

ISSUES: WHETHER "co-terminous" employees are included in the coverage of R.A. No. 6683 through the Doctrine of
Necessary Implication.

RULINGS: Yes. The Supreme Court granted the petition and ruled that Chua is entitled to the benefits.

DOCTRINE: No statute can provide all the details of its application; thus, the Doctrine of Necessary Implication is used
to fill in the gaps. What is implied is as much a part of the law as what is expressed.

RATIO DECIDENDI: The Court ruled that a "co-terminous" employee is a non-career civil servant similar to a casual or
temporary employee. By necessary implication, including casual and temporary employees in the benefits implies that
those in a similar status—like co-terminous workers—should also be included. To exclude them would violate the Equal
Protection Clause. The Court prioritized the Doctrine of Necessary Implication over the maxim expressio unius to
avoid an unjust result.

Why it was included from G. Presumptions and Implications: This case demonstrates how Necessary Implication
acts as a tool of social justice, ensuring that an omission in a statute does not defeat the law's overall protective purpose
or lead to unconstitutional discrimination.



