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Decision 2 G.R. No. 222086 

The compliance of the statute with the constitutional "one subject-one 
title" rule is the sole issue in this Petition for Review on Certiorari1 under 
Rule 45 of the Rules oi" Court, assailing the Regional Trial Court's (RTC) 
Decision2 dated December 14, 2015 in Special Civil Action No. R-QZN-14-
11759-CV. 

ANTECEDENTS 

On March 28, 2014, Republic Act No. 106353 took effect. The law 
vested the Maritime Industry Authority (MARINA) all powers relating to the 
enforcement of the country's treaty obligations under the 1978 International 
Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for 
Seafarers (STCW Convention). Specifically, Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 of 
Republic Act No. 10635 transferred to MARINA all powers, duties, and 
functions of the Professional Regulation Commission (PRC) over licensure 
examination and certification of marine deck and engine officers: 

Section. 4. Powers and Functions of the MARINA. - In addition 
to the mandate of fae MARINA under Presidential Decree No. 474, as 
amended, and in order to carry out the provisions of this Act, the MARINA 
shall exercise the following powers and functions: 

( c) Assume all powers and functions of the Professional Regulation 
Collllllission (PRC), the Commission on Higher Education (CHED), the 
Tecbnical Education and Skills Development Authority (TESDA), the 
Department of Health (DOH) and the National Telecommunications 
Collllllission (NTC) relative to the issuance, validation, verification, 
correction, revocation or cancellation of certificates of competency, 
endorsement, proficiency and documentary evidence required of all 
seafarers and all such other matters pertaining to the implementation of the 
STCW Convention, subject to the following: 

(I) The MARINA shall ensure that the examination, 
licensing and certification system for marine deck and 
engine officers are in accordance with the requirements 
prescribed under the STCW Convention. All powers. duties 
and functions of the PRC on examination, licensing and 
certification system _.fi,r marine deck and engine officers as 
provided in Republic A.ct No. 8544, otherwise known as 

Rollo, pp. 10-6!. 
2 

Id. at 67-88. The Decision was pen..n.cd by Presi<ling Judge Elcuterio L Bathan of Branch 92, Regional 
Trial Court, Qucz;on City. 
An Act Establishing the Maritime lndustry Authority (MAR.lNl\..) as the Single Maritime Administration 
Responsible for the Implementation and Enforcement of the 1978 Intanational Convention on Standards 
of Training, Certification and ,;vatchkecµing fof s~afarers, as Amended, and International Agreements 
or Covenants Related Thereto (2014), 
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"The Philippine Merchant Marine Officers Act of 1998," 
shall henceforth be exercised by the MARINA. The 
compensation and allowances of the Board of Marine Deck 
Officers and Marine Engine Officers under Article IV, 
Section 8 of Republic Act No. 8544 shall, however, be 
comparable to the compensation and allowances being 
received by the chairpersons and members of other existing 
regulatory boards under the PRC and as provided in the 
General Appropriations Act. 

Section 8. Transitory Provisions.~ All certificates of competency, 
endorsement, proficiency and documentary evidence issued prior to the 
effectivity of this Act shall be deemed valid without necessity of 
revalidation or reissuance until the date of expiration as stated in such 
certificates or other documents. Thereafter, new certificates or other 
documents shall be revalidated or reissued only in accordance with the 
implementing rules and regulations issued pursuant to this Act, in 
conformity with the STCW requirements. (Emphasis supplied) 

On November 27, 2014, Hermogenes P. Pobre, Rudegelio D. Tacorda, 
Bienvenido S. Lorque, and United Filipino Seafarers, Inc. represented by 
Nelson G. Ramirez (petitioners) filed a Special Civil Action for prohibition, 
mandamus, and declaratory relief against MARINA and the Department of 
Transportation and Communication (respondents) before the RTC. Petitioners 
sought to declare as unconstitutional Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 of Republic Act 
No. 10635 for violating Article VI, Section 26(1) of the Constitution which 
mandates that "[e]very bill passed by the Congress shall embrace only one 
subject which shall be expressed in the title thereof" Petitioners allege that 
the assailed provisions are "riders" not reflected in the title of the law.4 

On December 14, 2015, the RTC dismissed the Special Civil Action for 
lack of merit. The RTC explained that the "one subject-one title" rule has not 
been violated and that Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 of Republic Act No. 10635 are 
gennane to the purpose of tl1e law and in harmony with the policies and 
provisions of the STCW Convention: 

WHEREFORE, foregoing premises considered, Sections [4(c)(i)] 
and 8 of RA [No.] l 0635 and each cmmterpart provisions in its 
Implementing Rules and Regulation[s] are hereby declared valid and 
constitutional. 

The petition is hereby dismissed for lack of merit. 

4 Ro/lo, p. 11. 

I 
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IT IS SO CONSlDERED. 5 

Aggrieved, petitioners appealed directly to the Court on pure question 
of law and reiterated that Sections (4)(c)(l) and 8 are "rider provisions." The 
petitioners claim that the transfer of regulatory powers is unnecessary and 
would result in outright deprivation of the professional status of thousands of 
marine deck and engine officers. 6 In contrast, the respondents, in their 
Comment,7 maintained that the title of Republic Act No. 10635 shows that 
Congress, in establishing MARINA as the single maritime administration 
agency for the implementation of maritime international agreements, 
necessarily transferred to it all the powers and functions that used to be with 
other government agencies. The respondents added that the transfer of PRC's 
powers, duties, and functions to MARINA relative to the examination, 
licensing, and certification system of marine deck and engine officers is 
germane to the subject matter of Republic Act No. 10635, i.e., the 
establishment of MARINA as the single maiitime administration charged 
with the responsibility of ensuring compliance with the STCW Convention. 
Lastly, the respondents averred that any question about the necessity of power 
transfer is not justiciable because it essentially refers into the wisdom of 
Congress.8 

RULING 

The Petition is unmeritorious. 

The "one subject-one title" rule is aimed against the evils of 
"omnibus bills" and "log-rolling legislation," as well as surreptitious 
and/or unconsidered encroaches.9 Case law instructs that the "constitutional 
requirement that the subject of an act shall be expressed in its title should be 
reasonably construed so as not to interfere unduly with the enactment of 
necessary legislation. It should be given a practical rather than technical 
construction": 10 

Moreover, a liberal construction of the "one title-one subjecf' rule 
has been invariably adopted by this cou1i so as not to cripple or impede 
legislation. Tims, in Sumulong v. Comelec, we ruled that the constitutional 
requirement as now expressed in Article VI, Section 26(1) "should be given 
a practical rather than a technical construction. It should be sufficient 
compliance with such requirement if the title expresses the general subject 

5 !d. al 87. 
6 Id. at 48-57. 
7 Id. at 352-396. 
8 Id. at 383-391. 
11 

Commission un Elections v. Cruz. 620 FhiL l )5, 2Q2 (2009) [Per J, Brion, En. Banc]. 
10 

Sum,ulong v. Commission on Elections, ·:3 PhiL 28\'S, 291 (J94]) [.Per J. Abad Santos, En Banc1. 

( 
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and all the provisions are germane to that general subject." 11 (Emphasis 
supplied, citation omitted) 

In Tatad v. The Secretary of the Department of Energy, 12 this Court 
ruled that "a law having a single general subject indicated in the title may 
contain any number of provisions, ... so long as they are not inconsistent with 
or foreign to the general subject, and may be considered in furtherance of such 
subject by providing for the method and means of canying out the general 
subject." 13 In Remman Enterprises, Inc. v. Professional Regulatory Board of 
Real Estate Service 14 and in Spouses Imbong v. Ochoa, Jr., 15 this Court also 
upheld the liberal construction of the "one subject-one title" rule: 

It is well-settled that the "one title-one subject" rule does not require 
the Congress to employ in the title of the enactment language of such 
precision as to mirror, fully index or catalogue all the contents and the 
minute details therein. The rule is sufficiently complied with if the title is 
comprehensive enough as to include the general object which the statute 
seeks to effect. Indeed, this Court has invariably adopted a liberal rather 
than technical construction of the rule so as not to cripple or impede 
legislation." 16 

Here, Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 of Republic Act No. 10635 do not violate 
the "one subject-one title" rule. The title of the law is comprehensive enough 
to encapsulate the more detailed provisions as to how exactly MARINA 
should be able to implement the STCW Convention as the single maritime 
administration agency responsible for such obligation. The title of Republic 
Act No. I 0635 likewise encompasses the declared policies of the State: 

Section 1. Declaration of Policy. - The following are hereby 
declared to be the policies of the State: 

( a) The State shall ensure compliance with the 1978 Intemational 
Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for 
Seafarers (STCW Convention), as amended; all international agreements 
implementing or applying the STCW Convention; and other international 
maritime safety conventions or agreements that the STCW Convention 
seeks to promote compliance with; 

(b) The State recognizes the vital contribution of the seafarers to the 
national economy. Toward this end, the State shall establish systems and 
mechanisms for the promotion and protection of the well-being of the 
seafarers to ensure their professionalism and competitiveness, both in local 
and international trade, consistent vtilh existing local labor laws and 
applicable international laws; 

n Tobias v. Abalos, 309 Phil. 100, 104--l 05 (] 994) [Per J. Bidin, En Banc]. 
12 346 Phil. 321 (1997) [Per J. Puno,En Banc]. 
13 Id. at 359. 
14 726 Phil. 104 (2014) Per J. Villarama, Jr., En Bancj. 
15 732 Phil. 1 (2014) [Per J. M'endoza., Fn Bancj. 
16 id. at 1.31-132; Remman .Enterprises, Inc. v. Pr l~fessional Regulatr)ly Board of Real Estate Service, 726 

Phil. 104, l 16 (2014) [Per J. VilJato.ma. Jr., Rn Banrj. 
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(c) The State shall create a single maritime administrative system 
and structure that shall provide an enabling environment.for the business 
of Philippine sea.faring; establish appropriate institutional arrangements 
with other agencies of government; and create an effective regulatory 
framework conducive to the efjiciency, transparency and competitiveness of 
the Philippine seafaring industry consistent with the STCW Convention; and 

(d) The State shall harmonize all legal and administrative measures 
which are talrnn and provided for by government regulatory agencies and 
ensure that such measures are appropriate and consistent with the STCW 
Convention. (Emphasis supplied) 

Verily, the objective of Republic Act No. 10635 is to introduce structural 
changes that will significantly minimize inefficiency and gaps in the 
implementation of the STCW Convention. The law seeks to attain this 
purpose by giving MARINA a firm control over all administrative processes 
relating to maritime industry and by eliminating layers of bureaucracy that 
complicates the efforts of the State to achieve an optimal level of efficiency, 
transparency, and competitiveness in the seafaring industry consistent with 
the STCW Convention. On this score, it bears emphasis that the title of the 
law need not be a full index or catalogue of all the contents and the minute 
details of the policies. In this case, it is sufficient that Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 
of Republic Act No. 10635 are not inconsistent with or foreign to the general 
subject of statute. Indeed, the contested provisions sensibly outlined the 
manner by which MARINA shall assume a single point of responsibility to 
comply with the STCW Convention and to ensure, among others, that Filipino 
seafarers are "seaworthy" to assume the rigors and duties of seafaring. Hence, 
the mere fact that the title of the law made no pmiicular mention of 
MARINA' s regulatory powers over licensure examination and certification of 
marine deck and engine officers does not automatically mean that such power 
is arbitrarily "log-rolled'' into the law. To be sure, the administration of 
licensure examinations is subsumed under MARINA's consolidated power to 
enforce the country's general obligations under the STCW Convention: 

Article T. General Obligations Under the Convention 

(2) The Parties undertake to promulgate all laws, decrees, orders and 
regulations and to take all other steps which may be necessary to give tbe 
Convention full and complete effect, so as to ensure that, from the point of 
view of safety of life and property at sea and the protection of the marine 
environment, seafarers on board ships are qualified and fit for their duties. 17 

Pursuant to the STCW Convention, each state-party agreed to issue 
"Certificates" for masters and officers who meet the minimum mandatory 
requirements for "service, age, medical fitness, training, qualification and 

17 
lnte~ational Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (1978), 
ax!. 1(2). 
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examinations" to ensure competence and qualification of seafarers. 18 The 
STCW Convention defines "Certificate" as a "valid document, by whatever 
name it may be known" that is issued by the government of the state-party.19 

Obviously, the certification requirement covers the regulation of licensure 
examinations of maiine deck and engine officers to guarantee that they are 
qualified and fit for sea duty. This is the very means by which the main 
objective of marine safety under the STCW Convention is realized. 
Inarguably, the assailed provisions which trai1sferred the authority over 
licensure examination and certifications of marine deck and engine officers 
from PRC to MARINA are undoubtedly embraced in the title of the law which 
seeks to uphold the cour:try's obligations under the STCW Convention. 

Undaunted, the petitioners cited the repealing clause under Section 10 
of Republic Act No. 10635 and posited that the term "amended" connotes that 
the law does not really divest PRC of its power under Presidential Decree 
No. 22320 and Republic Act No. 854421 to regulate the licensure examinations 
of marine engine and deck officers through the Board of Marine Deck Officers 
and the Board of.Marine Engineer Officers. The Court is not convinced. For 
reference, we quote Section 10 of Republic Act No. 10635: 

Section 10. Repealing Clause. - The provisions of Presidential 
Decree No. 474 on the composition of the Maritime Industry Board and all 
the provisions under Republic Act No. 8544 relating to the examination, 
licensing and certification system for marine deck and engine officers are 
hereby amended. All existing laws, orders, decrees, mies and regulations or 
parts thereof inconsistent with the provisions of this Act are hereby repealed 
or modified accordingly. (Emphasis supplied) 

There is nothing in the repealing clause that would prohibit the transfer 
of regulatory power from PRC to MARINA with respect to the licensure 
examinations of marine engine and deck officers. The term "amended" simply 
means that as far as Ii.censure examinations of marine deck and engine officers 
are concerned, the general regulatory power22 of the PRC must yield to the 

13 Jd.atarL Vl(I). 
Article VI. Certificates 
1. Certificate..,;; for masters, officers or ratings shall be issued to those candidates who, to the 
satisfaction of the Administration~ meet the requirements for service, age~ medical fitness, training, 
qualification and examinations in accordance with the appropriate prnvislons of the Annex to the 
Convention-

19 Id_ at art. !l(c). 
Article IL Definitions 

c. ""Certificate" means a valid docwnent, by whatc:ver name it may be known, issued by or under the 
authority of the Administration or recognized by the Administration authorizing the holder to serve as 
stated in this document or as authorized by national regulati.or...s[.J 

2° Creating the Professional Regulation Comrnis;-.ion and Prescribing its Powers and Functions (1973). 
21 An Act Regulating the Practice of the Merchant Marine Profe~sion in the Philippines (1998). 
22 Presidential Decree No. 223 (1973), sec. 5{a}. 

Section 5. Powers o{lhe Comrnfs,;·ion. The powers ·:if the Commission are as fo11ows: 
a) To administer, i~plement and enforce rhe rnguiat,:_1r:,r poEcies of the National Government with respect 
t~ the reguiation and iicensing ofthe vari<,;,1s prcfo.ssions and occupations under its jurisdiction including 
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specific regulatory power 23 of MARINA. It is a canon of statutory 
construction that a special law prevails over a general law and the specific 
provision is to be considered as an exception to the general provisions. 24 

Moreover, "in case of irreconcilable conflict between two laws, the later 
enactment must prevail being the more recent expression of legislative will. 
Indeed, statutes must be so construed and harmonized with other statutes as 
to form a uniform system of jurisprudence[.]" "[I]f several laws cannot be 
harmonized, the earlier statute must yield to the later enactment."25 In this 
case, apart from the express intention of the legislature to transfer power from 
PRC to MARINA, the specific and more recent provisions of Sections 4(c)(l) 
and 8 of Republic Act No. 10635 must prevail over the general and earlier 
provisions of Presidential Decree No. 223 and Republic Act No. 8544. 

Contrary to petitioners' theory, the transfer of regulatory powers would 
not result in outright deprivation of the professional status of thousands of 
marine deck and engine officers. The transitory provision under Section 8 of 
Republic Act No. 10635 commands that: "All certificates of competency, 
endorsement, proficiency and documentary evidence issued prior to the 
effectivity of this Act shall be deemed valid without necessity of revalidation 
or reissuance until the date of expiration as stated in such certificates or other 
documents. Thereafter, new certificates or other documents shall be 
revalidated or reissued only in accordance with the implementing rules and 
regulations issued pursuant to this Act, in conformity with the STCW 
requirements." As such, the professional licenses already issued by PRC will 
continue to be valid and effective until those licenses expire, subject to 
revalidation or reissuance to be processed this time by MARINA pursuant to 
Republic Act No. 10635. 

Lastly, petitioners argue that the transfer of authority over licensure 
examination of marine officers is "unnecessary" given that the previous 
licensure examinations handled by PRC is already compliant with the STCW 
Convention. As the respondents aptly pointed out, this is a political question 
which must be decided by the people in their sovereign capacity, or in regard 
to which full discretionary authority has been delegated to the Legislative or 
Executive branch of the govemment.26 The "necessity" of enacting laws that 
transfer the powers of one administrative agency to another is clearly within 
the exclusive prerogative of the Legislative department, which created those 
administrative agencies in the first place, and which expresses the sovereign 
will of the people through the la,vs it enrrct. A political question may only be 
overturned by a showing of grave ahuse of discretion amounting to lack or 
excess of jurisdiction on the part of any branch or instrumentality of the 

the maintenance of professional and occl.1patiD1.i.Jl ,;.tandards and ethics and the enforcement of the rules 
and regulations relative thereto. 

23 Republic Act No. 10635: sec, 4(c)( l ); rof!o, p. 8?. 
24 Lopez v. Civil Se17'ice Comniission. 273 Phil. 147, J52 (1991) [Per J. Sarmiento.En Banc]. 
25 People v. Quinto, 873 Phil. 679. 688 (2020) [Per .l. R~yes, J. Jr., First Division]. 
26 Taliada v. Cuenca, 103 Phil. 105 i, 1066 0957) f Per J. Concepcion~ En Banc]. 

( 
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government. 27 None is either alleged or proven in this case. Hence, the 
wisdom of transferring authority over licensure examinations of marine 
officers to MARINA cannot be decided by the Court. 

In sum, it is a settled doctrine that laws are presumptively constitutional 
until proven otherwise. 28 Petitioners miserably failed to demonstrate how 
Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 of Republic Act No. 10635 violated the "one subject­
one title" rule under Article VI, Section 26(1) of the Constitution. 

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition is DENIED. The Court upholds the 
constitutionality of Sections 4(c)(l) and 8 of Republic Act No. 10635 which 
transferred to Maritime Industry Authority all powers, duties, and functions 
of the Professional Regulation Commission over licensm·e examination and 
certification of marine deck and engine officers. 

SO ORDERED. 

27 Ocampo v. Enriquez, 798 PhiL 227, 289 (2016'! [Per L Pera!t}I: En Banc). 
28 Monreal v. Commission on Election>', 623 Phil. 6 U, 617-618 (2009) [Per J. Abad, En Berne]. 
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