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RESOLUTION 

LEONEN, SAJ: 

We affirm that impeachment is a powerful process to exact 
accountability from government especially from public officers mentioned in 

• the Constitution. We affirm that accountability done in accordance with the 
Constitution is a core value in a democratic and republican government; 

We also affirm that the House of Representatives has the sole 
• prerogative to initiate impeachment complaints and to promulgate its rules of 

impeachment in accordance with the requirements of the Constitution. 
However, its Rules must be consistent with the provisions of our Constitution. 

It is in this light that we deny the Motion for Reconsideration filed by 
respondents. 

We clarify the constitutional requirements of impeachment: 

First, the impeachment process is primarily a legal, political, and 
co11stitutional procedure. It is not a purely political proceeding. This means 
thf!t the Bill of Rights, especially the due process clause and the right to speedy 
disposition ofcases, applies to the entire impeachment process. 1 However, the 
application of the due process clause in the initiation stage of the impeachment 
process is sui generis. 

Second, given the nature of the offices and institutions subject to 
impeachment, the effect of impeachment on the independence of 
constitutional departments and organs, and its status as a constitutional 
process, and our power under Article VIII, Section 1 of the Constitution, 
consti.tutional issues involving impeachment proceedings may, m proper 
cases, be subject to judicial review. 

The Court does not determine when, who, and whether an impeachable 
officer may be removed and disqualified from political office. It only has the 
duty to construe the process in proper cases and its limitations as mandated 
by the Constitution.2 

Third, Article XI, Section 3(2) of the Constitution requires that a 
verified impeachment complaint be immediately put in the Order of Business 

1 Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen, 
En Banc] at 3. This pinpoint citation refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court 
website. 

' Id. 

J 
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within 1 O session days from its endorsement. A session day, only for purposes 
of this constitutionalprovision, means a calendar day on which the House of 
Representatives holds a plenary session. 

Neither the secretary general nor the speaker of the House is granted by 
the Constitution any discr.etion to determine when this period commences. 
Neither does the House ofRepresentatives have. any discretion except to refer 
these matters to the proper committee within three session days. The House • 
may opt to consolidate all properly commenced and endorsed impeachment 
complaints,3 

We are aware that for legislative purposes, a session day follows the 
interpretation of the House, which is not equivalent to a calendar day. It is a 
period that starts from a call to order until the session is adjourned, regardless 
of the passage of time. 

However, for the initiation stage of impeachment which is a. 
constitutional process, a session day is a cal<:ndar day in which the House of 
Representatives holds a session. This aligns with the primordial value of 
accountability of impeachable public officials and therefore that impeachment 
proceedings should be accorded the weight and priority that it is due . 

. Respondents were therefore not able to comply with Article XI, Section· 
3(2} by putting the three endorsed impeachment complaints in the Order of 
Business of the House of Representatives within! 0 session days. Thus, the 
. fourth impeachment complaint, even if endorsed by more than one-third of all 
the members ofthe House ofRepresentatives,is barred by Article XI, Section 
3(5) of the Constitution. 

Fourth, complaints base.cl on the first mode or. Article XI, Section 3(2) 
is deemed to have been initiated for purposes of the one-year bar under 
Section 3(5) when: (a) it is referred to the Committee on Justice; (b) it is 

. properly verified and endorsed by a member of the House of Representatives 
and it is not put in the Order of Business or referred to the proper committee 
within .the constitutional periods; ( c) it is properly verified and endorsed or it 
has been properly referred to the proper committee but has not been acted 
upon by the House upon its adjournment sine die. 

For this purpose, we reiterate and amplify Gutierrez v. House of 
Representatives4 based on the facts of this case. 

Complaints based on the second mode orArticle XI, Section 3( 4) of the f 
Constitution are deemed initiated for purposes of the one0year bar under • 

3 Id. 
4 660 Phil. 271 (2011) [Per J. Carpio-l\ilorales, En Banc]. 



Resolution 5 G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359 

Article XI, Section.3(5) upon the valid endorsement of at least one-third of all 
the members of the House of Representatives. A valid endorsement includes 
valid verifications from all endorsing members that they have also seen the 
evidence supporting the.allegations of the complaint as provided in the current 

• Rules on Impeachment ofthe House of Representatives. 

Fifth, we clarify that in cases of multiple complaints, the Constitution 
does not require any priority between the first and second modes of initiating 

· impeachment complaints. The process of gathering sµpport for impeachment 
complaints under the second mode is not constitutionally prohibited, even 
while the House is considering complaints filed under the first mode. 
However, the second mode ofimpeachment will be barred under Article XI, 
Section 3(5) if there are pending complaints under the first mode that violate 
the periods mandated in the Constitution. 

Sixth, the House of Representatives has the prerogative to determine 
that the requirements of the second mode of initiating a complaint under 
Article XI, Section 3(4)-that it is properly verified, accompanied with 
evidence and endorsed by at least one-third of all its members-· have been 
met. This process can be done by the plenary of the House of Representatives, 
or through the verification of the appropriate committee prior to the 
endorsement of the majority floor leader or as provided for in the Rules for 
transmittal .in plenary session, or any other alternative means at the discretion 
of the House of Representatives. 

However, the House of Representatives of the 19th Congress provided 
in Section 2 of its Rules of Impeachment that the complaint be referred to the 
Committee on Justice. Granting respect to the ability of the House of 
Representatives to craft its own. rules, and . the presumption of 
constitutionality, we interpretthat to mean that the referral to the Committee 
for complaints under the second mode of initiating . an impeachment 
complaint, that is when there is at least one-third of all its members who have 
endorsed and verified, is notmandatory. 

To be consistent with the Constitution,• when the House opts to refer a 
complaint under the second mode of initiating an impeachment complaint to 
the Committee on Justice, it is only for the following purposes: 

(l)To ensure that the endorsement of the members of the House is 
verified; 

(2)To confirm that the evidence supporting the grounds in the 
complaint exists, an.d that every endorsing member has been given a copy of 
the complaint, as well as the evidence supporting it; and 
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(3) To respect the House's prerogative to consolidate multiple 
complaints, if any, so that only one complaint is endorsed to the plenary for 
transmittaLto the Senate. 

Referral to the Committee on Justice under the first rn:ode of initiating 
impeachment complaints is for a different purpose, that is the determination 
of the sufficiency in form and substance. This. is different from referral to the 
Committee on Justice to verify whether the requirements of the second mode 
as stated above have been fully complied with. 

Obviously, sham complaints-for example, those that are not 
verified-· should be dismissed immediately. These types of dismissals will 
not trigger the one-year bar covered under Article XI, Section 3(5) of the • 
Constitution. 

Seventh, Article XI, Section 3(4) does not exist inisolaticm of the other 
provisions of the Constitution .. Therefore, it is subject to the requirement of 
due process of law. 5 Due process as applied to the impeachment process is sui 
generis. 

Eighth, the fairness and non-arbitrariness principles of due process for 
the second mode or for transmittals under Article XI, Section 3( 4) require that: 

(1) The draft Articles of Impeachment or resolution should be 
accompanied by evidence when made available to the members of the 
House, especially those who are considering its endorsement; 

(2) The evidence should meet the quantum of proof determined. 
by the House of Representatives to establish the charges in the Articles 
of Impeachment; 

(3) .During the plenary that endorses the draft Articles of 
Impeachment, their accompanying evidence should also be made 
available to all the members of the House of Representatives for their 
information. The Constitution, however, requires that the transmittal 
can be made for So long as there isat least one-third of all the members 
who have endorsed the complaint. 

(4) The respondent's opportunity to be fully heard on the entire 
Articles of Impeachment and the supporting evidence shall be during 
the trial in the Senate; 

5 Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leanen, 
· En Banc] at 4. 

t 
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(5) The basis .of any charge must be for impeachable acts or 
omissions committed in relation to their office and during the current 
term of the impeachable officer. 

For the president and vice president; these acts must be 
sufficiently grave, amounting to the offenses described in Article XI, 
Section 2. For the other impeachable officers, the acts must be 
sufficiently grave that they undermine and outweigh the respect for 
their constitutional independence and autonomy. 

Again, while we deem the fourth complaint as barred by Article XI, 
Section3(5) under the unique circumstances of this case, we underscore that 
the July 25, 2025 Decision did not absolve Vice President Sara Duterte. At 
the Bouse's discretion,thegroundsraised ln the Articles of Impeachment may 
again be raised based .on any evidencethatmay have been discovered, if any. 
It is for Congress, by initiation of the House ()f Representatives and trial by 
the Senate, to determine the fate of the incumbentVice President. 

We further clarify by reiterating the factual backdrop and addressing 
the issues raised in the Solicitor General's Motion for Reconsideration and the 
Petitioners' Comments. 

Before this Court are the: (1) Motion for Reconsideration6 filed by 
respondent House of Representatives, through the Office of the Solicitor 
General; (2) Consolidated Motion with Leave of Court to Intervene and to 
Admit Attached Omnibus Motion for Reconsideration, Status Quo Ante 
Order, and for Oral Arguments7 filed by movants-intervenors lSambayan 
Coalition, Cielo D. Magno, Dante B. Gatmaytan, Christian S. Monsod, 
Katrina Diane Noelle C. Monsod, Gen._ Noel A. Baraceros, Bishop Gerardo 
A. Alminaza, Father Odine L. Areola, Fr. Geowen A. Porcincula, Fr. Joselito 
S. Sarabia, Fr. Emmanuel Alfonso, Pastor Eduardo P. De Guzman, and 
members of San Beda College Alabang Human Rights Center, namely 
Aramaine P. Balon, Gloriette Marie C. Abundo, Elvie T. Amiscosa, Gillian 
Aia G. Capili, Sarah Katrina T. Maralit, and Charmae Ann Sherina Maravilla; 
('.l) Motion for Reconsideration Ad Cautelam8 filed by movant-intervenors 
Percival V. Cendana, as a member of the House of Representatives, Sylvia 
Estrada Claudio, Francis Joseph A. Dee, Teresita Quintas Deles, Eugene 
Louie P. Gonzalez; Ma. Yvonne Christina C. Jereza, Alicia Murphy, and 
Filomena Cinco; (4) Omnibus Motion for Leave to Intervene, Adopt the 
Comment filed by Respondent House of Representatives dated March 6, 2025 
as their Comment in Intervention, and to Admit the Attached Motion for 

6 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, pp: 1-71. 
7 Consolidated Motion With Leave of Court to Intervene and to Admit Attached Omnibus Motion for 

Reconsideration, Status Quo Ante.Ord.er, and for Oral Arguments (Movants-lntervenors 1Sambayan 
Coalition et al.) dated August l; 2025, pp. 1-23; 0mnibus Motion for Reconsideration (Movants- • 
Intervenors 1 Sambayan Coalition et al.) dated August 1, 2025, pp. 1-116.. 

8 Motion for Reconsideration Ad Caute/am (Movants-lntervenors Cendafia et al.) dated.August 1, 2025, 
pp. 1-22. 

I 
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Reconsideration9 filed by movants-intervenors ACT Teachers Partylist 
Representative Antonio Tiriio, KABATAAN Partylist Representative Renee 
Louise Co, France Castro, Arlene Brosas, Raoul Manuel, LizaLargoza Maza, 
Teodoro A. Casifio, Renato M. Reyes, Jr., .Eufemia P. Doringo, Modesto 
Floranda, and Amirah. Lidasan; and (5) Omnibus Motion for Leave· to 
Intervene and Motion for Reconsideration in Intervention, 10 filed by Reverend 
Father Antonio Labiao, Jr., Reverend Father Joel Saballa, Reverend Father 
Ruben Villanueva, Wilfredo G. Villanueva; Pinky L. Tam, Union of Peoples' 
Lawyers in Mindanao, and Maria Loreto A. Lopez, seeking this Court's· 
reconsideration of its. July 25, 2025 Decision,H declaring the Articles of 
Impeachment against petitioner Vice PresidentDuterte as .unconstitutional 
and void ab initio. • • • 

The facts surrounding the impeachment case against the vice president, 
as culled from the case records and subsequent developments following the 
promulgation of the assailed Decision, are restated as follows: 

In December 2024, three impeachment complaints were filed against 
the vice president: (1) the fitst impeachment cornplaint was filed on December 
2, 2.024 by private individuals and various organizations led by Teresita 
Quintos Deles, Father Flaviano Villanueva, and Gary Alejano, among others, 
and endorsed on the same day by Akbayan Partylist Representative Percival 
Cendafia; 12 (2) the second impeachment complaint was filed on December 4, 
2024 led by Bagong Alyansang Makabayan and endorsed on the same day by 
ACT Teachers Partylist Representative France Castro, Gabriela Partylist 
Representative Arlene Brosas, and Kabataan Partylist Representative Raoul 
Manuel; 13 and (3) the third impeachment complaint was filed on December 
19, 2024 by a coalition .of religious workers, lawyers, and civil society 
members led by Father Antonio E. Labiao, Jr. and Father Joel Saballa of the 
Diocese of Novaliches, and Carmelite priests Father Rico Ponce and Father 
Esmeraldo Reforeal, and endorsed14 by Camarines Sur Third· District 
Representative Gabriel Bordado, Jr. and AAMBIS-OWA Partylist 
Representative Lex Anthony Cris Colada.15 

9 Omnibus Motion . for Leave to Intervene, Adopt the Comment filed by respondent House of 
Representatives dated March 6, 2025 as their Comment in Intervention, and to Admit the Attached 
Motion for Reconsideration (Movants-Intervenors ACT Teachers Partylist et al.) dated August 7, 2025, 
pp. 1-27; Joint Motion for Reconsideration dated August7, 2025, pp. 1-27. 

10 Omnibus Motion for Leave to Intervene and Admit Attached Motion for Reconsideration in Intervention 
(Movants-lntervenors Labiao Jr. et al.} dated August 8, 2025; pp. 1-88. 

11 Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [)'er S.A.J. Leonen, 
En Banc]. , 

12 Compliance (Respondent House of Representatives) datedJuly 16, 2025, pp.4, 6; See Annex B to the 
Petition, Impeachment Complaint dated December 2, 2024, pp. 1~50. 

1l Compliance (Respondent House of Representatives).dated July 16, 2025, pp. 4, 6; See Annex C to the 
Petition, Impeachment Complaint dated December 4, 2024, pp. 1-48: • , 

14 The endorsement did not contain any dates. See Annex D to the Petition, Impeachment Complaint dated 
December 19, 2024, pp. 1-2. . 

15 Compliance (Respondent House of Representatives) dated July 16, 2025, pp. 4, 6; see Annex D to the 
Petition, Impeachment Complaint dated December 19, 2024, pp. 1-48. 

I 
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These three impeachment complaints were filed pursuant to the first 
mode of initiation under Article XI, Section 3(2) of the Constitution, 16 as 
implemented by Rule II, Section· 2(b) of the Rules of Procedure in 
Impeachment Proceedings (House Rules on Impeachment). 17 Under these 
provisions, private citizens may file a verified complaint for impeachment 
against an impeachable officer upon a resolution or endorsement by any 
member of the House ofRepresentatives.18 

The first three complaints alleged several grounds, as follows: 
. ( a) unaccounted or misused confidential and intelligence funds amounting to 
PHP 612.5 million from 2022 to 2025 with the Office of the Vice President 
and the Department of Education; 19 (b) fabricated or falsified liquidation 
reports;2° ( c) defiance of congressional oversight during budget 
deliberations;21 (d) unexplained wealth and omissions in the vice president's 
Statement of Assets, Liabilities, and Net Worth;22 (e) procurement 
irregularities in her capacity as secretary of Education;23 (f) public threats to 
kill or contract an assassin to killthe president, the first lady, and the speaker 
of the House of Representatives;24 (g) alleged involvement in Davao Death 
Squad killings in 2011 to 2013 and 2016 to 2022;25 and (h) other high crimes 
and moral unfitness or psychological incapacity.26 

The three complaints were referred to the speaker of the House on 
February 5, 2025.27 • 

On that date, February 5, 2025, a fourth impeachment complaint was 
filed against Vice President Duterte by one-third of all the members of the 

16 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, p. 5. 
17 

• Comment (Respondent House of Representatives) dated March 24, 2025, p. 4; see Rules of Procedure 
in Impeachment Proceedings (2023), Rule II, sec. 2(b ), which provides: 
SECTION 2 .. Mode of Initiating Impeachment. - Impeachment shall be initiated by the filing and 
subsequent referral to the Committee on Justice of: • 

(b) a verified complaint filed by any citizen upon a resolution of endorsement by any Member thereof[.) 
18 CONST., art. XI, sec. 3(2) reads: 

A verified complaint for impeachment may be filed by any Member of the House of Representatives or 
by any citizen upon a resolution of endorsement by any Member thereof, which shall be included in the 
Order of Business within ten session days, and referred to the proper Committee within three session 
days thereafter. The Committee, after hearing, and by a majority vote of all its Members, shall submit 
its report to the House within sixty session days from such referral, together with the corresponding 
resolution. The resolution shall be calendared for consideration. by the House within ten session days 
from receipt thereof. (Emphasis supplied). See also Rules of Procedure in Impeachment Proceedings 
(2023), Rule II, sec. 2; Francisco, Jr. v. House of Representatives, 460 Phil. 830 (2003) [PerJ. Carpio­
Morales, En Banc]. 

19 See Annex B (First Impeachment Complaint dated December 2, 2024), pp. 4-7, 8-11; Annex C (Second 
Impeachment Complaint dated December 4, 2024), pp. 15-28; and Annex D (Third Impeachment 
Complaint dated December 19, 2024), pp. 63--66. 

20 See Annex C (Second Impeachment Complaint dated December 4, 2024 ), pp. 28-34. 
21 See Annex B (First Impeachment Complaint dated December 2, 2024), pp. 7-8 and Annex C (Second 

Impeachment Complaint dated Ilecember 4, 2024), pp. 34-39. 
22 See Annex B (First Impeachment Complaint dated December 2,2024), pp. 18-19. 
23

, Id. at 16-17. 
24 Jd.at24,31-33. 
25 Id. at 23-24. 
26 Id. at 25-26, 28,--31. 
27 Com1nent (Respondent House of Representatives) dated July 16, 2025, p. 4. 

f 



Resolution 10 G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359 

House of Representatives, or 215 members,28 pursuant to the second mode of 
initiation under Article XI, Section 3(4) of the Constitution,29 as implemented 
by Rule II, Section 2(c) of the House Rules on Impeachment.30 

.. The fourth impeachment complaint was transmitted to the plenary and 
included as an Additional Reference of Business of the 19th Congress's 36th 

Session, alongside the first three impeachment complaints. 31 

The secretary general confirmed that 215 members of the House of 
Representatives had signed and verified the fourth impeachment complaint. 
Representative and House Majority Leader Manuel Jose Dalipe (Majority 
Leader Dalipe) affirmed that the one-third constitutional threshold had been 
met and thereafter ··.mo.vecf fo. r the . immediate endorsement of the· fourth 

' impeachment complaint to the Senate}2 

With no objection to the motion, the speaker of the House then directed 
the secretary general to immediately endorse the fourth impeachment 
complaint to the Senate, thereby constituting the Articles oflmpeachment.33 

After the approval to transmit the Articles of Impeachment to the 
Senate, Majority. Leader • Palipe. moved to send• the• first three impeachment 

28 Motion. for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, P:. 7. See 
• Journal No. 36, House, 19•• Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), pp. 75-76. 

29 CONST., art. XI, sec. 3(4) reads: . 
SECTION3 .. ~ 

(4) In case the verified complaint or resolution of impeachment.is filed by at least one-third of all the 
Members of the House, the same shall constitute the Articles oflmpeachment, and trial by the Senate 
shall forthwith proceed. . . 

3° C?mment (Respondent House of Representatives) dated Match 24, 2025, p. 4. See Rules of Procedure 
in Impeachment Proceedings (2023), Rule II, sec. 2(c), which provides: 
SECTION 2. Mode of Initiating Impeachment. - Impeachment shall be initiated by the filing and 
subsequent referral to the Committee on Justice of: .... 
(c) a verified complaint or resolution of impeachment filed by at least one-third (1/3) of all the Members 
of the House. • 

31 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, p. 5; See 
Journal No. 36, House; 19"' Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), p. 75; See Annex 
I (Additional Reference of Business) of Compliance dated July 16, 2025 (Respondent House of 

.. · Representatives), p. 1. 
In the assailedDecision,jootnote 30 on p. 8 was misplaced..It should have been placed five words 

prior to the original placement. This will he corrected according to how errors.in proofreading are 
usually corrected by the Court in due time. With the promulgation of this Resolution, the corrected 
pages will be released, published, and served to the parties." Whether there was a plenary vote or not 
ts not determinative of the resolution of this case. (See Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 

• 278353 and 278359; July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen, En Banc]at 8.) The misplacement of the 
footnote did not affect the substan,tive reasoning in.the main Decision. 

32 Motion for Reconsiderati.on (Respondent Hous<J of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, ·p. 8; See 
• Journal No. 36, House, 19"' Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), p. 75. 

33 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, p. 6; See 
Journal No. 36, House, 19" Congress, Third Regular Session(February 3 to 5, 2025), p. 75. 

j 
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complaints to the Archives. Again, with no objection to the motion, the House 
speaker ordered the archiving of the first three impeachment complaints.34 

The 19th Congress adjourned its 36th Regular Session on February 5, 
2025 at 7:27 p.m.35 The 37th Regular Session was scheduled to resume on 
June 2, 2025.36 

This Court takes judicial notice of the 19th Congress's House Rules on 
Impeachment, adopted on May 30, 2023 and published on June 2, 2023 .37 

On February 18, 2025, two separate Petitions for Certiorari and 
Prohibition were filed before this Court by Vice President Duterte and a group 
of lawyers led by Atty. Israelito P. Torreon (Torreon et al.), assailing the 
constitutionality of the fourth impeachment complaint. The Petitions were 
docketed as G.R. No. 278353 and G.R. No. 278359, respectively.38 

On June 10, 2025, the Senate convened as an impeachment court.39 

Sitting in this capacity ,the Senate voted to return the impeachment case to the 
House of Representatives to clarify its constitutionality. In response, the 
.House issued Resolution No. 328, certifying the regularity and lawfulness of 
the proceedings that led to the constitution of the Articles ofimpeachment.40 

On June 13 ,2025, the 19th Congress adjourned sine die. 41 The first three 
impeachment complaints remained archived and unacted upon at the time of 
adjournment 

On June 30, 2025, Vice President Duterte filed her Answer Ad 
Cautelam to the Articles of Impeachment before the Senate, reiterating her 
position that the impeachment complaint was void ab initio for violating the 
one-year bar rule undef4rticleXI, Section3(5) ofthe Constitution-the same 
argument she had raised before this Court as petitioner. 42 

34 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, p. 6; See Jou'mal No. 36, 
House, 19th Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), pp. 75-76. 

35 See Journal No. 36, House, 19th Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), p. 88. The 
numbering of session days are adopted from the House of Representatives' Compliance dated July 16, 
2025. 

''. Id. • 
37 Rules of Procedure in Impeachment Proceedings (2023). See Rules of the House of Representatives, 

Nineteenth Congress, pp. 121-129, crvailab/e at 
https:/1 docs. congress.hrep.onlin.e/download/docs/hrefhouse.rules.adopted.ebook. pdf • (last accessed· on 
November 24, 2025). • 

38 Rollo (G:R. No. 278353), pp. 8-43; ro//o (G.R No. 278359), pp. 3-146. 
39 Compliance (Responden(House of Representatives) dated July 16; 2025, p. 11. 
40 Id. at 10. See also Annex 5 of the Compliance, Resolution No. 328 dated June 11, 2025, pp. 1-2 .. 
41 Motion for Reconsideration dated August 4, 2025, pp. 9, 14-15; Sine die is a Latin maxim for "without 

a d'!-y:" In-the··context of a pafliamentary body sllch as the HoU:se-.of Representatives, it means they 

adjourn without setting a specific day to reconvene. In some cases, it marks the end of a congressional 
term,All bills and actions in the House of Representatives not completed are terminated. They will have 
to be refiled. See BLACK'S.LAW DICTIONARY 47 (9th ed., 2009); CONST., art. VI, secs. 4, 7, and 15; Rules tJ 
of the House ofRepresentatives, Nineteenth Congress, rule XXII, sec. 147, pp. 79. 4 42 Manifestation with Submission dated June. 30, 2025, pp. 1-4. 
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On July 8, 2025, this Court issued a Resolution43 directing all partiesto 
respond and submit, under . oath, the necessary documents relating to the 
procedure employed by the House of Representatives in handling the four 
impeachment complaints. 

On July 16, 2025,. respondent House of Representatives filed its 
Compliance.44 It clarified the exact dates of filing of the first three 
impeachment complaints, their respective status,45 and the number of session 
days that had lapsed from their endorsement to transmittal. 46 Regarding this 
Court's inquiries on the "preparation, circulation, and perusal of the 
impeachment complaint, as well as its attachments," respondent House of 
Representatives maintained that these are "matters [pertaining] to its internal 
proceedings ... [and]regarded as beyond thejurisdiction and scrutiny of this 
Honorable Court,';47 

· On July 25, 2025, this Court issued the assailed Decision,48 partially 
granting the Petitions and declaring the Articles of Impeachment 
unconstitutional and void.ab initio for violating the one-year bar rule under 
Article XI, Section 3(5) of the Constitution and the constitutional 
requirements of due process.49 

• Respondent .. House of Representatives filed its Motion for 
Reconsideration dated August 4, 2025,50 seeking reconsideration of this 
Court's July 25, 2025 Decision, the dismissal of the Petitions for lack of merit, 
and the reversal of the immediately executorynature of the Decision.51 

Respondent House of Representatives maintains that it faithfully 
observed the procedure mandated in the Constitution in handling the first three 
impeachment complaints. -n also. asserts that the fourth impeachment 
complaint did not violate the one•year bar rule or • the constitutional 
requirements on due process. 52 Further, it contends that even assuming it was 
bound_ by the new rules introduced by this Court in the assailed Decision, it 
• should not be prejudiced for having relied on the existing guidelines 
established in Francisco, Jr. v. House of Representatives, 53 and thus seeks the 
prospective application of any new rule. 54 

43 July 8, 2025 Resolution, pp. 1-3, 
44 Compliance (Respondent House of Representatives) datedJuly 16, 2025, pp. 1-16. As of this time, 

respondent Senate has not yet submitte_d its Compliance. • 
45 M. at 3-4. 
46 Id. at 6-7" 
47 Id. at 9. 
48 G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July25,2025 [Per S.A.J. Leanen, En Banc]. 
® Md%. • • 
50 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, pp. 1~71. 
51 Jd.at61. • 
⇒z 1d. at 45-47, 53. 
53 460 Phil. 830 (2003) [Per J. Carpio-Morales, En Banc]. 
54 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent House of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, pp. 26-27, 

31~34. • 
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On August 5, 2025, this Court directed petitioners Duterte and Torreon 
et al. to file their respective Comments within 10 days from receipt.55 

· On August 13, 2025, petitioners Torreon et al. filed their Comment to 
the Motion for Reconsideration.56 

Petitioners Torreon et al. • contend that respondent· House of 
Representatives gravely abused its discretion when it archived the first three 
impeachmentcomplaints and delayed taking action on them until the filing of 
the fourth impeachment complaint, which they describe as a "calculated move 
to circumvent the one-year bar rule."57 

First, petitioners Torreon et al. point out that the deliberate nomeferral 
of the first three impeachment complaints to the House Committee on Justice 
constituted a ''blatant departure from the Constitution's. prescribed 
impeachment procedure."58 They stress that such "inaction cannot be used to 
perpetually freeze complaints to evade the [onecyear] bar," as this would 
effectively"[ manipulate] the impeachment process for political ends."59 They 
note that by expanding the trigger to include termination through archiving, 
this Court addressed "the specific abuse of stalling minority-endorsed 
complaints to favor a majority-backed one."60 

Second, petitioners Torreon et al. argue that respondent House of 
Representatives' position that the one-year bar was triggered only by the 
fourth complaint is a"self-serving and novel reading of the Constitution" and 
goes against established doctrine.61 

Third, petitioners Torreon et al. oppose the prayer for prospective 
application, maintaining that the constitutional requirements, particularly the 
referral to the Committee. on Justice and the observance of the one-year bar 
and adherence to due process, were already settled principles and not "new 
standards" as respondents claim.62 They· assert that this· Court's Decision 

• merely applied the doctrine laid down in the cases of Frr,mcisco and Gutierrez 
"to address procedural abuses that the House itself created" through its willful 
departure ·from already established. procedureS· under the Constitution and 
jurisprudence.63 • 

55 August 5, 2025 Resolution, pp. 1-2. 
56 Commeri\/Opposition to the Motion for Reconsideration filed by Respondent House of Representatives 

(Petitioners Torreon et al.)dated August 13; 2025, pp. 1-54. • 
57 . Id. at ii, 5. • 
58 Id. at 4. 
59 Id. at 10. 
60 Id.at!!. 
61 Id. at 5. 
62 Id. at.6. 
63 Comment (Petitioners Torteon et al.), pp. 33-35. 
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On August 11, 2025, petitioners Torreon etal. filed their Opposition to 
the Motions to Intervene (with Motion to Expunge Submissions),64 seeking 
the denial of the intervenois' Motions for Reconsideration and to strike off 
these Motions from. the records of the case. 65 They subsequently filed a 
Consolidated Comment I Opposition Ad Cautelam .dated August 14, 2025,66 

reiterating the same arguments they raised in their Comment to the Motion for 
Reconsideration;67 and a Supplemental Opposition dated August 15, 2025,68 

mainly arguing that the intervenors lack legal interest in the case69 and that 
their Motions were filed out oftime.70 

On August 18, 2025, petitioner Duterte filed her Comment to the 
Motion for Reconsideration.71 

Petitioner Duterte preliminarily argues that .the Motion for 
Reconsideration is an unauthorized pleading, as the Office of the Solicitor 
General did not first submit it for deliberation and approval by the plenary of 
the 20th Congress, Consequently, she asserts that the Motion must be 

• dismissed outright.72 

. . . ,. . Even assuming that the pleading was authorized by respondent House 
. of Representatives, petitioner Duterte maintains that the• House nonetheless 
committed grave abuse of discretion by exceeding its constitutional authority 
to initiate impeachment proceedings. She .. claims that the House of 
Representatives' "fixation[s] on peripheral details" diverts attention from 

. issues already settled in the assailed Decision.73 

First, petitioner Duterte contends that no plenary vote was conducted in 
the manner required .by respondent Ho)lse of Representatives' own Internal 
Rules of Procedure.74 

. Second, petitioner Duterte argues that the archival of the first three 
impeachment complaints constituted a "deliberate act of disposition," 
specifically an inaction that "indicates a calculated effort to evade the [one­
year bar rule]."75 She emphasizes that by neglecting these complaints, 
respondent House of Representatives failed to comply with the constitutional 

64 Opposition to the Motions to Intervene (with Motion to Expunge Submissions) (Petitioners Torreon et 
al.) dated August I I, 2025, pp. 1-35. 

65 Id. at 28-29. 
66 Consolidated Comment/ Opposition Ad Cautelam (Petitioners Torreon et al.) .dated August 14, 2025, 

pp. 1-35. 
67 Id. at 3, 5, 13, 30-31. 

•68 Supplemental Opposition (Petitioners Torreon et al.) dated August 15, 2025, pp. 1~35. 
69 /d.at5. 
70 Id. at 8. 
71 Comment to the Motion for Reconsideration filed by Respondent House ,of Representatives (Petitioner 

Duterte) dated August 18, 2025, pp. 1-28. • 
72 Id. at 6--7 . 

• 73 Id. at 2. 
74 Id. at 4. 
75 Id. at 5. 
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periods-1O session days to include the c_omplaints in the Order of Business 
and three session days to refer them to the Committee on Justice.76 • 

Third, petitioner Duterte posits that the Constitution, when interpreted 
as a whole, mandates the observance of due process at every stage of the 
pr:oceedings, underscoring that impeachment is both a political and legal 
process.77 

Finally, petitioner Duterte irn,ists that the principle of prospective 
application should not apply in this case, arguing that jurisprudence allowing 
prospectivity is intended only to protect nonparties who would otherwise be 
affected by a ruling. 78 

From the arguments raised in the Motion for Reconsideration of 
respondent House of Representatives, the issues for this Court's resolution are 
as follows: 

First, whether respondent House of Representatives committed grave 
abuse of discretion in the interpretation and application of their Rules of 
Impeachment in relation to the provisions of the Constitution; 

Second, whether the House of Representatives had the discretion to 
choose which mode of impeachment to prioritize among several impeachment 
complaints; and 

Third, whether petitioner Duterte's right to due process was violated 
when the House of Representatives transmitted the fourth impeachment 
complaint to the Senate. 

Before addressing the substantive issues, this Court must first resolve 
the procedural question of whether the Office of the Solicitor General was 
authorized to file the Motion for Reconsideration on behalf of the House of 
Representatives of the 20th Congress. 

Ordinarily, under Rule 3, Section 1779 of the Rules of Court, a public 
officer who is a party to a case but ceases to hold office during its pendency 

76 Id. at 13. 
77 Id. at 24-25. 
'·' Id. at 16, 19. 
79 RULES OF COURT, Rule 3, sec. 17 reads: 

SECTION 17. Death or separation of a party whois a public officer. ~ When a public officer is a party 
in an action in his official capacity and during its pendency dies, resigns, or otherwise ceases to hold 
office, the action may be continued and maintained by or againsthis successor if, within thirty (30) days 
after the successor takes office or such time as may be granted by the court, it is satisfactorily shown to 
the court by any party that there is a substantial need for continuing or maintaining it and that the 
successor adopts or continues or threatens to adop~ or continue the action of his predeces'sor. Before a 
substitution is made, the party or officer to be affected, unless expressly assenting thereto, shall be given 
reasonable notice of the application therefor and accorded an opportunity to be heard. 

I 
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may be substituted by their successor, ,provided that the successor is given an 
opportunity to be heard before the substitution. In this case, the respondent is 
the House of Representatives of the 19th Congress, which became functus 
officio as of July 30, 2025.80 Thus, if this Court were to strictly apply the Rules. 
of Court, the Office of the Solicitor General would first have to secure the 
authority of the House of Representatives of the 20th Congress before filing 
the Motion for Reconsideration. 

The, requirement of notice and · opportunity to be • heard in the 
substitution of parties is a principle grounded in due process. Considering that 
the House of Representatives of the 20th Congress made no objection before 
this Court to the Office of the Solicitor General's filing of the Motion for 
Reconsideration on its behalf, nor disputed any of the arguments raised in the 
Motion, it cannot be saidthat its rightto due process was violated. 

In any case, this Court has previously stated that "[a]bove all, the 
transcendental importance to the public of these cases demands that they be 
settled promptly and definitely, brushing aside, if we must, technicalities of 
procedure."81 The novelty of the issues, the repercussions they may have on 
future cases, and the fact that this involves . impeachment-an important· 
accountability measure of the Cop.stitution-· -are sufficient reasons to set aside 
lingering procedural issues such as the one raised by petitioner Duterte. 

' ' ' 

• We proceed to resolve the Motion on the merits. 

I. 
Interpretation of the Rules of Impeachment of the House of 

Representatives during the 19th Congress 

The House of Representatives has the prerogative to ptorr:mlgate its own 
Rules of Impeachment.82 These Rules must be consistent with the 
Constitution. Definitely, any deviation by the House of Representatives from 
its own Rules will be considered as a grave abuse of discretion. 

We reproduce the entire Rules of Impeachment of the House of 
Representatives during its 19th Congress83 for reference: 

80 See CONST., art. VI, secs. 4 and 7. 
81 Araneta v. Dinglasan, 84 Phil. 368, 383 (1949) [Per J. Tuason,En Banc]. 

' 82 CONST., art. XI, sec. 3(8) provides: 
. SECTION 3 - ... (8) The Congress shall promulgate its rules on impeachment to effectively carry out 
the purpose of this section. • 

83 Rules of Procedure in Impeachm®t Proceedings (2023). See Rules of the House of Representatives, 
Nmeteenth Congress, pp. 121~129, available at. . 
htips://docs.congress.hrep.online/download/docs/hrep.house.rules.adopted.ebook.pdf (last accessed on 
November 24, 2025). 

f 
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RULE! 
Applicability of Rules 

SECTION 1. Applicability of Rules. ~ These Rules shall apply to all 
proceedings for impeachment in the House of Representatives against the 
President, VicecPresident, the Members of the Supreme Court, the Members 

. of the Constitutional Commissions and the Ombudsman for culpable 
violation of the Constitution, treason, bribery, graft and corruption, other 
high crimes or betrayal of public trust. 

RULE II 
Initiating Impeachment 

SECTION 2. Mode of Initiating Impeachment. - Impeachment shall be 
initiated by the filing and subsequent referral to the Committee on Justice 
of: 

a. a verified complaint for. impeachment filed by any Member of the 
House ofRepresentatives or; 

b. a verified complaint filed by any citizen upon a resolution of 
endorsement by any Member thereof; or 

c. a verified complaint or .resolution of impeachment filed by at least 
one-third (1/3)of all the Members of the House. 

SECTION 3: Fili11g and Referral of Verified Complaints. - A verified 
comp1aint for impeachment by a Membs0r of the House or by any citizen 
upon a resolution of endorsement by any Member thereof shall be filed with 
the office of the.Secretary Gemiral and immediately referred to the Speaker. 

An impeachment complaint is verified by an affidavit that the 
complainant has read the complaint and that the allegations therein are true 
and correct of his personal knowledge or based on authentic records. 

An impeachment complaint required to be verified which contains a 
verification based on "information and belief", or upon "knowledge, 
information and.belief," orlacks a proper verification, shall be treated as an 
unsigned impeachment complaint. 

The Speaker shaUhaveit included in the Order of Business within 
ten (10) session days from receipt. It.shall then be referred to the Committee 
on Justice within three (3) session days thereafter. 

RULE III 
Finding Probable Cause for Impeachment 

A COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS 

SECTION 4. Determination of Sufficiency in Form. - Upon due referral, f 
the Committee on Justice shall determine whether the complaint is • 
. sufficient in form .. If the committee finds that the complaint is insufficient 
in form, it shall return the .same to the Secretary General within .three .(3) . 
session days with a written explanation of the insufficiency. The Secretary 
General shall return the same to the complainant(s) together with the 
committee's written explanation within three (3)session days from receipt 
of the committeeresolution finding the complaint insufficient in form. 
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SECTION 5. Determination ofSufficiency in Substance. - Should the 
committee find the complaint sufficient in form, it shall then determine if 
the complaint is sufficient in substance. •• The requirement of substance is 
met if there is a recital of facts constituting the offense charged and 
determinative of the jurisdiction of the committee. If the committee finds 
that the complaint is not sufficient in substance, it shall dismiss the 
complaint and shall submit its report as provided hereunder. 

SECTION 6. Notice to Respondents and Time to Plead. - If the committee 
finds the complaint· sufficient in form and substance, it shall immediately 
furnish the respondent(s) with a copy of the resolution and/or verified 
complaint,· as the case may be, with written notice that the respondent shall 
answer the complaint within ten (10) days from receipt of notice thereof and 
serve a copy of the answer to the complainant(s). No motion to dismiss shall 
be allowed within the period to answer the complaint. 

The answer, which shall be under oath, may include affirmative 
defenses. If the respondent fails or refuses to file an answer within the 
reglementary period, the respondent is deemed to have interposed a general 
denial to the complaint. Within three (3)days Jrnm receipt of the answer, 

. .the. complainant may file a reply, serving a copy thereof to the respondent 
who may file a rejoinder within three (3) days from receipt of the reply, 
serving a copy thereof to the complainant. If the complainant fails to file a 
reply, aH the material allegations in the answer are deemed controverted. 
Together with their pleadings, the parties shall file their affidavits or 

• counter-affidavits, as the• case may be, with their documentary·. evidence. 
Such affidavits or . counter-affidavits shall be subscribed before . the 
Chairperson of the Committee on Justice or the Secretary General. 
Notwithstanding all the foregoing, failure to filean answer will not preclude 
the respondentfrom pres-enting evidence to support the defenses. 

When there are more than one respondent, each shall be furnished 
with a copy of the verified complaint of a Member of the House or a copy 
of the verified complaint of a private citizen together with the resolution of 
endorsement thereof by a Member of the House of Representatives and a 
written notice to answer. In this case, reference to respondent in these Rules 
shall be understood as respondents. 

SECTION 7. SubmissionofEvidence and Memoranda. -After receipt of 
• the pleadings, affidavits and counter-affidavits .and relevant documents 
provided for in Section 6, or the expiration of the time within which they 
may be filed, the Committee shall determine whether the complaint alleges 
sufficient grounds forimpeachment. 

If it finds that sufficient grounds for impeachment do not exist, the 
Committee shall dismiss the complaint and submit the report required • 
hereunder. If the Committee finds that sufficient grounds for impeachment 

. exist, the Committee shall condu.ct a hearing. The Committee, through the 
Chairperson, may limit the period of examination and cross-examination by I 
members of the Committee .. The Committee shall have the power to issue 
compulsory processes for the attendance of witnesses and the production of 
documents and other related evidence. • 

Hearings before the Committee .shallbe open to the public except 
when the security of the State or public interest requires that the hearings be 
held in executive session .. 
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After the submission of evidence, the Committee may require the 
submission of memoranda, afterwhich the matter shall be submitted for 
resolution. 

SECTION 8. Protection to Complainants or Witnesses. - The House may, 
upon proper petition, provide adequate protection to a complainant or 
witness if it is shown that the personal safety of the complainant or witness 
is in jeopardy because of participating in the impeachment proceeding. 

SECTION 9. Report and Recommendation. - The Committee on Justice 
after hearing, and by a majority vote of all its Members, shall submit its . 
report to the House containing its findings and recommendations within 
sixty (60) session days froni the referral toit of the verified complaint and/or 
resolution. Together with the report shaU be a formal· resolution of the 
Committee regarding the disposition of the complaint which shall be 
calendared for consideration by the House within ten (10) session days from 
receipt thereof. 

ff the Committee finds by a vote of the majority of all its Members 
that a probable cause exists on the basis of the evidence adduced before the 
Committee, it shall submit with its report a resolution setting forth the 
Articles of Impeachment. Otherwise, the complaint shall be dismissed 
subject to Section 12 of these Rules. 

SECTION 10. Report to be Calendared. -The Committee on Rules shall 
calendar the report and the accompanying resolution of the Committee on 
Justice regarding the disposition of the complaint in accordance with the 
Rules of the House of Representatives. The House shall dispose of the 
report within sixty ( 60) session days from its submission by the Committee 
on Justice. 

B. HOUSE ACTION 

• SECTION 1 L. Vote Required for Approval. - A vote of at least qne-third 
(1/3) of all the Members of the House is necessary for tl:ie approval of the 
resolution setting forth the Articles of Impeachment. If the resolution is 
approved by the required vote, it shall then be endorsed to the Senate. 

On the. other hand, should the resolution fail to secure approval by 
the required vote, it shall. result in the dismissal of the complaint for 
impeachment. • 

SECTION 12. Where Dismissal [is]Recommended. - When the report of 
the Committee on Justice dismisses the complaint, it shall submit to the 
House a resolution for the dismissal of the verified complaint and/or 
resolution of impeachment. A vote of at least one-third (1/3) of all the 
Members of the House shall be necessary to override such resolution, in 
which case the Committee on Justice shall forthwith prepare the Articles of 
Impeachment. 

SECTION 13. Vote by Roll Call.·- The voting on a resolution with the 
Articles of Impeachment of the Committee on Justice or a contrary 
resolution dismissing the impeachment complaint shall be by roll call, and 
the Secretary General shall record the vote of each Member. 

RULEIV 
Verified Complaint/Resolution by One-Third of Members 
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SECTION 14. Endorsement of the Complaint/Resolution to the Senate. -
A verified complaint/resolution of impeachment filed by at least one-third • 
(1/3) of all the .Members of the House shall constitute the Articles of 
Impeachment, and in this case· the verified· complaint/resolution shall be 
endorsed to the Senate in the same manner as an approved bill, of the House. 

The complaint/resolution must, at the time of filing, be verified and 
sworn to before the Secretary General by each of the Members constituting 
at least one-third (1/3) of.all the Members of the House. 

The contents of the verification shall be as follows: 

"We, after being sworn in accordance with law, depose and 
state: That we are the complainants in the above-entitled 
complaint/resolution of impeachment; that we have caused 
the said complaint/resolution to beprepared and have read 
the contents thereof; and that the allegations therein are true 
of our own knowledge and belief on the basis of our reading 
and appreciation of documents and other records pertinent 
thereto. 

,, 

(Signature) 

RULEY 
Bar Against Impeachment 

SECTION 15. Scope of Bar .. - No impeachment proceeding shall be 
initiated. against the same official more than once within a period of one (1) 

. year. 

RULEVI 
Prosecutorin All ImpeachmentProceedings 

· SECTION 16, Impeachment Prosecutor. - The House of Representatives 
shall act as the prosecutor at the trial in the Senate through a committee of 
eleven (11) Members thereof to be elected by a majority vote of the 
Members present, there being a quorum. 

RULE VII 
Applicability of the Rules of Court 

SECTION 1.7. Rules of Procedure. - The Rules of Court shall, as far as 
practicably, apply to impeachment proceedings before the House. 

Adopted, May 30, 2023 
Published, June 2, 202384 

.• The opening.paragraph ofRu!e II, Section 2 and subsection (c) of the 
Rules of Impeachment clearly provides: . . 

84 Rules of Procedure in Impeachment Proceedings (2023), secs. 1-17. (Citation omitted) 

J 
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SECTION 2. Mode ofinitiatinglmpeachment. - Impeachment shall be 
initiated by the. filing and subsequent referral to the Committee on Justice 
of: 

• c. a verified complaint or resolution of impeachmenffiled by at least one­
third ( 1/3) of all the Members of the House. (Emphasis and underscoring 
supplied) 

The opening paragraph seems to require that even a verified complaint 
or resolution of impeachment already filed by at least one-third of the 
members of the House ofRepresentatives still needs referral to the Committee 
on Justice. 

A strict textual reading appears to support this conclusion due to the use . 
of the words "shall" and "filing and.subsequent referral." Applying the rules 
on syntax and statutory construction, this-seems to mean that both filing and 
referral to the Committee on Justice are imperative and conjunctive 
requirements for all the modes of initiating impeachment complaints. 

We accord the House of Representatives its competence and power as 
• the legislative branch of governmef'!( in promulgating its Rules on 
Impeachment. However, in their interpretation of their Rules, it cannot 
contravene the clear and unambiguous provisions of the Constitution. 

We cannot read the provision as implied by our colleague, Justice Raul 
B. Villanueva, to be worded this way:85 

RULE II 
Initiating Impeachment 

SECTION 2 .. Mode of Initiating Impeachment. - Impeachment shall be 
• initiated by: 
( a) the filing and referral to the Committee of Justice of a verified complaint 

• for impeachment filed by any Member of the House of Representatives~ 
or 

(b) the filing and referral of a verified· complaint filed by any citizen upon 
a resolution of endorsement by any Member thereof; or • 

( c) the filing of a verified complaint or resolution of impeachment filed by 
at least one-third (1/3) of all the Members .of the House. (Emphasis 
supplied) 

Ifit were to be crafted based on the House's interpretation, the wording 
should have expressly required that the first mode of initiating an 
impeachment complaint under Rule II, Section 2(a) and (b) requires both 
filing and referral to the Committee on Justice while the second mode under j 

85• J. Villanueva, Separate Opinion, p. 19. • 
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. RuleH, Sectio~ 2(c) only requires the filing of an Impeachment complaint and 
no more referral to the Committee on Justice. ' • 

Instead, we read the current House .Rules on Impeachment to 
mandatorily require referral of any complaint i or complaints filed under· 
Article XI, Section 3(2) or. the first mode of initiating a complaint to the 
Committee on Justice. 

However, based onthe House Rules on ~mpeachment, the House of 
Representatives may also refer any complaint fil~d under Article XI, Section 
3( 4) or the second mode ofinitiating a complai1t to the committee. but only 
for a limited purpose. Clearly, the referral under tp.e second mode of initiating 
an impeachment complaint is not mandatory. • 

The Court cannot ignore the formulation of this provision without 
undermining the constitutional prerogative of the House ofRepresentatives to 
promulgate its own Rules of Impeachment. We cannot also read the 
provisions so that they contravene the provisions of the Constitution. 

We assume that the speaker and members of the House of· 
Representatives were fully aware of the two modes of initiating a complaint 
under Article XI, Section 3 of the Constitution: 

SECTIONJ .... 

•. (2) A verified complaint for impeachment may be .filed by any Member of 
the House of Representatives or by any cifo-:en .upon a resolution of 
endorsement by any Member thereof, which shall be included in the Order 

· of Business within ten session days, and referred to the proper Committee 
within three session days thereafter. The Committee, afterhearing, and by 
a. majority vote of all its Members, shall submit its report to the House 
within sixty session days from such referral, together with the 
corresponding resolution. The resolution • sh:tll be calendared for 
consideration by the House within ten session days from receipt thereof. 

(3) A vote of at least one-third of all the Members of the House shall be 
necessary either to affirm a favorable resolution with the Articles of 
Impeachment of the Committee, or override its . contrary resolution. The 
vote of each Member shall be recorded. 

{ 4) In case the verified complaint orresolution of impeachment is filed by 
at least one-third of all the Members of the House, the same shall.constitute 
the Articles oflmpeachment, and trial by the Senate shall forthwith proceed. 

Article XI, Section 3, subsections (2) and {3) cover the first mode of 
• initiating an impeachment complaint. / 

Article XI, Section-3, subsection (4) covers the second mode of 
initiating an impeachment complaint. 
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In the first mode, as contemplated under subsections (2) and (3), 
impeachment is initiated through the regular and deliberative process in the 
House· of Representatives. A verified complaint may be filed either by a 
member of the House. or by a private citizen with 'the endorsement of a 
member. Upon filing, the complaint is referred to the House Committee on 
Justice, which evaluatesits sufficiency in form and substance and conducts 
the appropriate hearings. Only after favorable committee action does the 
impeachment. process proceed further. This mode therefore emphasizes 
institutional screening and.committee review. 

By contrast, subsection ( 4) introduces an alternative and more direct 
mechanism for initiating impeachment. Under this provision, . a verified 
complaint or resolution ofimpeachment signed by at least one,third of all the 
members of the House of Representatives immediately initiates impeachment 
proceedings. • • 

These provisions reflect a deliberate constitutional design; 
subsections (2) and (3) provide a structured and committee~directed 
approach; while subsection (4) allows a streamlined initiation when a 
sufficient level of consensus already. exists. 

Given the House's plenary power.under the Constitution to craft its own 
Rules, the. House formulated the present House Rules on Impeachment and 
required the filing and referral of the impeachment complaint under the two 
modes. • 

I.A. 
Referral under the First Mode 

The first mode of filing an impeachment complaint pertains to the filing 
. of a complaint by a citizen, which should be subsequently endorsed by a 
member of the House of Representatives, or by the filing ofa complaint by a 
member of the House. 

In such cases, the Constitution and the House Rules on Impeachment 
require that impeachment complaints be included in the Order of Business 
within.10 session daysfromreceipt, and referred to the Committee on Justice 
within ):hree session.days thereafter .. 

Rule II, Section 2, paragraphs.(a) and (b}and Rule III provide for the 
procedure .as detailed in the .Rules of Impeachment approved by the House of 
Representatives. 86 

86 Rules of Procedure in Impeachment Proceedings (2023), Rule II, sec. 2(a) and 2(b) and Rule HI. 
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From the Rules of the House of Representatives, the purpose of the 
referral is for the Committee to receive the. evidence for the purpose of 
evaluating it so thai:the Conimittee itselfwill draft the report to be submitted 
to the plenary. Also, the procedure already clearly respects the respondent's 
due process rights. 

I.B. 
Referral under the Second Mode 

· A cursory reading of Article XI, Section 3{4) might suggest that referral 
. to a committee of the House is no longer necessary or even contrary to its 
intent. 

The second mode exists because the Constitution requires that 
impeachment can commence with the support of only one-third of all the . 
members of the House of Representatives. 

However, the Bouse Rules• on Impeachment require that any ground 
raised in a complaint must be supported by evidence and that this.evidence 
has been furnished to and evaluated by the endorsing member. 

This is clear in the provision on verification in Rule IV, Section 14 of 
the House Rules on Impeachment, thus: 

RULE IV 
Verified Complaint/Resolution by One-Third of Members 

SECTION 14. Endorsement of the Complaint/Resolution to the Senate. -
A verified complaint/resolution of impeachment filed by at least one-third 
(1/3) of all the Members of the House shall constitute the Articles of 
Impeachment, and in this case the verified complaint/resolution shall be 
endorsed to the Senate in the same manner as an approved bin of the House. 

The complaint/resolution must, at the time of filing, be verified and 
sworn to before the Secretary G.eneral by each of the Members constituting 
at least one-third (1/3) of all the Members of the House. 

The contents of the verification shall be as follows: 

"We, after being sworn in accordance with law, depose and 
state: That we are the complainants in .the above-entitled 
complaint/resolution of impeachment; that we have caused 
the said complaint/resolution to be .prepared and have read 
the contents thereof; and that the allegations therein are 
tr11:e of our own. knowledge and belief on the basis of our 
reading and appreciation of documents and other records 
pertinent thereto. 

_______ " (Signature) (Emphasis supplied) 

I 
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The verificationrequirement in the House Rules exacts compliance 
under Oath that the endorsing members read the contents of the complaint and 
examined the evidence pertinent to the allegations. 

To give effect to the House Rules on Impeachment, as well as to the 
intent of the constitutional provision, the optional referral to the Committee 

•• on Justice provided by.the opening paragraph of Section 2 in relation to 
Subsection (c) of the sameprovision, ifavailedofby the House, should only 
be for the following purposes: 

(l)To ensure that the endorsement of the members of the House is 
verified; 

(2) To confirm that the evidence supporting the grounds in the 
complaint exists, and that every mernber has been given a copy of the 
complaint; as well as the evide.nce supporting it; and 

(3)To respect the Committee's prerogative to consolidate different 
formulations of the complaint, if arty, so thatonly one complaint is endorsed 
to the plenary for transmittal to the Senate. 

Unlike during the referral under the first mode, the Committee does not 
need to hold a heatingto present witnesses or. documentary or other evidence, 
Ifthe House opts to refer the complaint to the Committee under the second 
mode, the process is more expedited. It merely requires the endorsement by 
at least one-third of the members of the House. 

Initiating an impeachment complaint under the second mode is the act 
of the entire House of Representatives. It does so with only a one-third vote 
of all its members, manifested through their endorsement and verification of 
a draft Articles of Impeachment. Thus, the transmittal of the endorsed 
complaint as the Articles of Impeachment can only be done in a plenary 
sessiorrwhere the transmittal is.part ofthe Order ofBusi.ness. 

This means that all members of the House of Representatives should 
have been given copies of the complaint and its accompanying evidence. 
However, the transmittal should be made immediately if it appears that onec 
third ofthe House membership has already endorsed the complaint. Providing 
the other non-endorsing members with copies during plenary is not only a 
matter of courtesy but also so they can properly inform their constituents that 
an impeachment complaint has already been initiated. This is not idle 2 
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ceremony, it is an essential so all members-not only those who endorse--can 
discharge their functions as representatives.87 

II. 
Distinguishinginitiated complaints from sham complaints 

This Court is aware that, as in this case, multiple impeachment 
complaints may sometimes be filed against the same official within the same 
period. Hence, in the assailed Decision, this Court introduced a rule: 

Third, Article XI, Section 3(2) of the Constitution clearly requires 
that a verified impeachment complaint be immediately put in the Order of 
Business within 10 session days from its endorsement. Neither the secretary 
general nor the speaker of the House is granted by the Constitution any 

• discretion to determine when this period commences. Neither does .the 
House of Representatives have any discretion except to refer these matters 
to the proper committee within three session days. Within these periods, 
the House may opt to consolidate an impeachment complaints properly 
commenced and endorsed: 

• Obviously, shdrrL complaints, for example, those that are not 
• verified, should be dismissed immediately, even if endorsed. Complaints 
that are not properly endorsed by a member of the House of Representatives 
within a reasonable period should also be dismissed. These types of 
dismissals will not trigger the one-year ban. 88 (Emphasis supplied) • 

This rule reinforces the doctrine established in the case of Gutierrez, 
which sought to prevent the filing of frivolous or sham complaints.89 Sham. 
complaints may be weaponizedto create a false "initiation" and, in effect, 
insulate an impeachable officer from legitimate impeachment proceedings for 
one year. 

Under the House Rules on Impeachment, insufficiency of form 
determines whether an impeachment complaint is a sham complaint. While 
it should be the respondent House that determines how it dismisses sham 
complaints, the 19th Congress has, through its House Rules orLimpeachment, 
dete:rmined that it be only through referral to the .Committee on Justice. 

87 The poflencia notes without action the statements made by Senator Rodante. Marcoleta and former Senate 
President Francis Escudero at the floor of the .senate. Senator Marcoleta suggested that even as a member 
of the House of Representatives during its 19th Session, he did not receive a copy of the complaint 
together with its evidence. (See Journal No. 6, Senate, 20•' Congress, First Regular Session (August 6, 
2025), p. 12). Former Senate President. Escudero alleged that, to his knowledge the endorsement of many 
of the members of the House of Representatives to the. Fourth Impeachment Complaint were in. 
consideration for favorable provisions inthe Appropriations Act (See Journal No. 25, Senate, 20th 
Congress, First Regular Session. (September 29, 2025), pp. 2-7). While serious, it is not within the 
competence of this Court to consider these disturbing allegations because they were not properly 
presented in evidence here. . . . 

88 Duterte v. House ofRepresentatives, G.K Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025. [Per S.A.J. Leonen, 
En Banc] at 92, 

89 Gutierrez v. House of Representatives, 660 Phil. 271 (2011) [Per J. Carpio-Morales, En Banc]. 

f 
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Respondent House of Representatives, in turn, has already provided in 
its own Rules what constitutes a sham complaint. 

At the minimum, an impeachment complaint is determinedto be a sham 
complaint if: (1) under the first mode, it is notproperly verified when it was 
first filed and, therefore, should not be included in the Order of Business, or 
it was not properly endorsed by a member of the House (Rule III, Sections 3 
and 4); or (2) under the second mode, it is insufficient in form, such as when 
the signing members ofthe House did not properly verify in accordance with 
the House Rules on Impeachment (Rule IV, Section 14), or it was not 
endorsed by at least one-third of all members of the House in accordance 
with Article XI, Section 3(4)ofthe Constitution. 

In any· case, mindful of the doctrine of separation of powers, we 
reiterate that while this Court may define what constitutes initiation for 
constitutional purposes; we will not intrude upon the discretion of 
respondent House of Representatives, as a collective body, to determine 
whether an impeachment complaint is sufficient in form and in substance. 
This Court is likewise not positioned to make such factual determinations 
in the present case, particularly . in deference to the House of 
Representatives, which opted not to respond to the Court's specific inquiry 
in its July 8, 2025Resolution.90 

The House Rules on Impeachment already provide gµidance on how to 
address sham complaints or those that are not properly verified. It is not for 
this Court to dictate how the House of Representatives should exercise its 
_discretion in making these determip.ations; neither is it within the authority of 
the speaker or the secretary general to do so unilaterally on behalf of the entire 
House. 

III. 
On the Priority between the First and Second Mode of Impeachment 

We clarify that the Constitution accords no priority to either the first 
or the second mode of initiating an impeachment complaint. The House has 
the prerogative to file impeachment complaints, to dismiss impeachment 
complaints for being sham complaints or due to insufficiency in form or 
substance, to choose which .among multiple complaints to prioritize. or to 
consolidate multiple .complaints. 

We thus rule that the transmittal of the Articles of Impeachment was 
not rendered invalid merely because it was based on the fourth complaint. 
iwhich was endorsed by at least one,,third of the members of the House of 
Representatives. Rather. the transmittal was invalid because it was already 
barred by Article XI; Section 3(5) of the Constitution. ~ 

90 See Compliance (Respondent House of Representatives) dated July 16, 2025, p. 9. 
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The circumstances of this case are unique. At the time the House acted 
on the fourth impeachment complaint endorsed by at least one-third of all 
House members, three impeachment complaints had already been properly 
filed and endorsed under the first mode and remained pending. 

The Constitution and . the House Rules on Impeachment prescribe 
specific time lines .. within which the. House• must act on · impeachment 
complaints filed under the first mode. Consequently, preference may be 
accorded to a complaint filed .under the second mode only insofar as doing so 
does not result in the violation of the timelines or procedural requirements 
governing complaints filed under the first mode. 

. During the deliberations of this Resolution, Justice Amy Lazaro-Javier 
and Justice Henri Jean Paul -Inting submitted that the constitutional periods in 
Article XI should be interpreted to mean calendar days when respondent 
House is in session. 91 

Citing Gutierrez, Justice Lazaro-Javier · pointed out that the 
constitutional mandates, particularly the prescribed timelines under the 
Constitution, are self-executing provisions that do not need legislation to take . 
effect. Otherwise, they would be rendered ineffective by the action or inaction 
of Congress.92 

Justice Inting also raised that the definition of a session day, as the term 
used in the Constitution, . should be interpreted in its . plain and ordinary 
meaning, and not as a technical term in legislation.93 

We agree. Article XI, Section 3(2) provides for the constitutional 
periods to be observed by respondent House in impeachment proceedings, as 
follows: • 

(2) A verified complaint for impeachment may be filed by any Member of 
the House of Representatives or by any citizen upon a resolution of 
endorsement by any Member thereof, which shall be included in the Order 
of Business within ten session davs, and referred to the proper Committee 
within three session davs thereafter. The Committee, after hearing, and by 
a majority vote of all its Members, shall submit its report to the House 
within si.xtv session davs from such referral, together with the 
corresponding resolution. The resolution shall be calendared for 
consideration by the House within ten session days from receipt thereof. 
(Emphasis supplied) • 

91 See J. Lazaro-Javier, Separate Opinion, pp. 11-16; _See also J. Inting, Separate Concurring and 
Dissenting Opinion. 

92 J. Lazaro-Javier, Separate Opinion, p. 7. 
93 J; Inting, Separate Concurring and.Dissenting Opinion, p. 3. 
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We are aware that, for legislative purposes, a session day follows the 
interpretation of the House, which is not equivalent to a calendar day. It is a 
period that starts from a call to order until the session is adjourned, regardless 
of the passage of time. In our July 25, 2025 Decision, we previously 
interpreted session days as follows: 

Session days, however, are not calendar dates. To determine the session 
days, we first refer to House Concurrent Resolution No. 30 of both the 
Senate and the House. Second, we consider how the Rules of the House of 

· Representatives are interpreted and implemented by the House. 94 

However, this is not the only interpretation. 

There are two approaches in interpreting the length of a session day: 
first, how respondent House applies it; and second, how the wording in the 
Constitution is to be interpreted within its. plain, ordinary meaning. 
Ultimately, interpreting the Constitutionis a judicial function. The role of the 
Judiciary is to give spirit to. the values of every provision of the Constitution 
in light of its entire context and the present social reality. 

Considering the two approaches, the intention of the impeachment 
process is that it be done expeditiously. If the allegations are tn1e and can be 

. proven during trial, an impeachable, officer should not pe allowed to continue 
to serve within the soonest possible time. Impeachable officers enumerated 
under Article XI, Se.ction 2 play a significant role in the constitutional order 
and have a great impact cm the Filipino people. 

If, however, the allegations are not true, having an efficient and 
expeditious impeachment process means not subjecting the impeachable 
O\ficer to further harassment. 

. . . 

The 10 session daysjs sufficient to include the complaint in the agenda 
and refer it to the proper committee. During this period, the House may decide 
to wait for other impeachment complaints, if any, such as in this case, to make 
sure that the impeachment is taken as a serious process and any sham 
complaint is not considered or entertained. 

Based on the tabulated session days of the first three impeachment 
complaints submitted by Justice luting in his Separate Concurring and 
Dissenting Opinion,95 the House had session on the following dates: 

Impeachment Complaints Filing l)ate Session days lapsed 
. . . . 

94 Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 27.8353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leanen, 
En Banc] at 61. 

95 J, Inting, Separate Concurring and Dissenting Opinion, pp. 3-4. 
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First Impeachment Complaint December 2, 2024 19 Session days: December 3, 
4, 9, 10, 11, 16, 17, and 18, 
2024; January 13, 14, 15, 20, 
21, 22, 27, and 28, 2025; 

.. · .. Februarv 3. 4, and 5, 2025 
Second Impeachment December 4, 2024 17 Session days: December 9, 

Complaint 10,. 11, 16, 17, and 18, 2024; 
January 13, 14, 15, 20, 21, 22, 
27, and 28, 2025; February 3, 4, 

I . . . and 5, 2025 
Third Impeachment December 19, 2024 11 Session days: January 13, 

Complaint 14, 15, 20, 21, 22, 27, and 28, 
2025; February 3, 4, and 5, 
2025 

Here, the l O session days should be reckoned from the filing and 
endorsement of the first impeachment complaint on December 2, 2024. Thus, 
respondent House had until January 14, 2025 to include it in the 'Order of 
Business and until January 21, 2025 to refer itto the proper committee. As 
Justice Ramon Paul Hernando raised during deliberations, any delay in the 
proceeding is immoral. 

. Since the first impeachment complaint failed to follow the 
constitutional periods, any succeeding complaints are barred by Article XI, 
Section 3(5). 

IV. 
On Due Process of Law 

There is insistence that the due process clause does not apply to 
impeachment proceedings. 

One strand of the ~gument posits that Article XI of the Constitution 
should be interpreted separately from any provision in Article III, and that due 
process protections shall only be applicable during the Senate trial stage. 

Another strand contends that entitlement to an elective public office 
such as the Office of the Vice President does not fall within the "life, liberty, 
or property" protected under Article III, Section 1 of the Constitution. 

j 
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IV.A. 
Nature of Impeachment 

Impeachment-the power of Congress to remove the highest public 
officials for serious crimes and misconduct resulting in loss of public trust96 

-is not merely a political process. It is a mechanism provided in the 
Constitution and, therefore, a constitutional, legal, and political process.97 

Impeachment was not designed to be merely adjudicatory,. nor was it 
intended to operate exclusively as a political exercise. Rather, it .draws from 
both legal and political foundations to ensure accountability at the highest 
levels of government. As such, impeachmentproceedings must comply with 
the Constitution as a whole and must operate within its bounds, including the 
fundamental requirements of due process. 

' ' ' ' 

The • Constitution mandates the observance of due process m all 
proceedings, including impeachment. Article III, Section 1 provides: 

SECTION 1. No person shall be deprived oflife, liberty or property without 
due process of law, nor shall any person be. denied the equal protection of 
the laws.98 

"Every person is. guaranteed the right to due process before any 
judgment against them is issued."99 Thus, applying due process principles to 
the constitutionalprovisions on impeachment is neither novel nor extraneous, 
but a necessary, holistic approach to giving full effect to the Constitution. 

Due process is anchored on fairness and equity. It is flexible and 
context-dependent, shaped by the circumstances, subject matter, and 
necessities of the situation.100 _At its core, due process requires notice, hearing, 
and a fair opportunity to be heard. 101 

A due process issue arises "if a person has not been given the 
opportunity to squarely and intelligently answer the accusations or rebut the 
e\:idence presented against [them], or raise substantive defenses through the 

96 CONST., art. XI, sec. 2 reads: 
SECTION 2. -The President, the Vice-President, the Members of the Supreme Court, the Members of 
the Constitutional Commissions, and the Ombudsman may be removed from office, on impeachment 
for, and conviction of, culpable violation of the Constitution, treason, bribery, graft and corruption, other 
high crimes, or betrayal of public trust. All other public officers and employees may be removed from 
office as provided by law, but not by impeachment. 

97 See J. Vitug; Separate Opinion in Francisco, Jr. v. House of Representatives, 460 Phil. 830 (2003) [Per 
J. Carpio-Morales, En Banc]. 

,. CONST., art. III, sec. 1. 
99 Flores-Concepcion v. Judge Castaneda, 884 Phil. 66, 92 (2020) [Per J. Leonen, En Banc]. 
100 Saunar v. Executive Secretary Ermita, 822 Phil. 536, 5-46(2017) [Per J. Martires, Third Division]. 
101 See Ang Tibay v. Court of Jr,dustrial Relations, 69 Phil. 635 (1940) [Per J. Laurel, En Banc]. 
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proper pleadings before a quasi-judicial body ... where [they stand] 
charged." 102 

At the same time, impeachment is undeniably political in character. The 
Constitution vests in Congress the exclusive power to initiate impeachment103 

and to promulgate its own rules to govern the process. 104 It is political in the . 
sense that impeachment authority is exercised by politically accountable 
bodies: the House of Representatives, which initiates, and the Senate, which 
tries and decides, 

This political character reflects the framers' intent to entrust the 
ultimate judgment over impeachable officials to the people's representatives. 
During the deliberations on Article XI, one of the framers proposed that 
procedural matters be left to Congress:s discretion, as follows: 

MR. REGALADO: Mr. Presiding Officer, I. have decided to put in an 
additional section because, for instance, under Section 3(2), there is mention 
of indorsing a verified complaint for. impeachment by any citizen alleging 
ultimate facts constituting a ground or grounds for impeachment In other 
words, it is just like a provision in the rules of court. Instead, I propose that 
this procedural requirement, like indarsement of a complaint by a citizen ta 
avoid harassment or crank complaints, could very well be taken up in a new 
Section 4, which shall read as follows: THE CONGRESS SHALL 
PROMULGATE ITS RULES ON IMPEACHMENT TO EFFECTIVELY 
CARRY OUT THE PURPOSES THEREOF I think all these other 
procedural requirements could be .. taken care ofby the Rules of the 
Congress. 105• (Emphasis· supplied) 

However, impeachment being a legal, political, and constitutional 
process, Congress's authority is not unbridled. Where constitutional rights are 
violated or grave abuse of discretion is committed, judicial review lies. In 
cases where there is no grave abuse .of discretion, this Court must defer to 
Congress. Where two interpretations of _the .Rules on Impeachment are 
possible-one consistent with the Constitution and the other not-the 
constitutionalinterpretation must prevail. 

102 
Fontanilla v. The Commission Proper, COA, 787Phil. 713, 725-726 (2016) [Per J. Brion,En Banc]. 

103 
CONST., art. XI, sec. 3(3). A vote ofat least one-third of all the Members of the House shall be necessary 
either to affirm a favorable resolution with.the Articles of ln)peachment of the Committee, or override 
its contrary resolution. The vote of each Member shall be recorded. • • 

104 
CONST., art. XI, sec. 3(8). The Congress shall promulgate its rules on impeachment to effectively carry 
out the purpose of this section. • • 

w, Records of the Constitutional Commission No. 41, July 28,J 986. 
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IV.B. 
Inalienable Rights 

Past jurisprudence already reflects recognition that the due process 
clause also applies to impeachment proceedings. 

In his Separate Concurring Opinion in Francisco, former Chief Justice 
Artemio Panganiban explained: 

The due process clause, enshrined in our fundamental law, is a 
conditio sine qua non that cannot be ignored in any proceeding­
administrative, judicial or otherwise. It is deemed written into every law, 
rule or contract, even though not expressly stated therein. Hence, the House 
rules on impeachment, insofar as they do not provide the charged official 
with (1) notice and (2) opportunity to be heard prior to being impeached, 
;i;re also unconstitutionaI. 106 (Citations omitted). 

Former Chief Justice Panganiban agreed that the impeachment 
proceedings against former Chief Justice Hilario Davide, Jr. were void ab 
initio for failure to comply with the twin requirements of notice and hearing. 
He further rejected the view that the Court lacks jurisdiction to intervene in 
impeachment proceedings simply because the House of Representatives has 
the "exclusive" power to initiate impeachment cases a~d the Senate the "sole" 
prerogative to try and decide them. 107 He also c:larified that the jurisdiction of 
this Court may be invoked in cases of grave abuse of discretion: 

3. The Constitution has grant(fd many powers and prerogatives exclusively 
to Congress. However, when these are exercised in violation of the 
Constitution or withgrave abuse of discretion, the jurisdiction of the Court 
has been invoked; .and its decisions thereon, respected by ihe legislative 
branch. Thus, in Avelino v. Cuenca, the Court ruled on the issue of who 
was the duly elected President. of the Senate, a question normally left to the 
sole discretion of that chamber; in Santiago v. · Guingona, on who was the 
minority floor leader of the Senate; in Daza v. Singson and Coseteng v. 
Mitra Jr., on who were the duly designated members of the Commission on 
Appointments representing the House of Representatives. It was held in the 
latter two cases that the Court could intervene because the question involved 
was "the legality, not the wisdom, of the manner of filling the Commission 
on Appointment as prescribed by the Constitution."108 (Emphasis supplied, 
citations omitted) 

The Court's intervention in such cases is not an intrusion into political 
questions, but the discharge of its duty to resolve justiciable controversies 
arising from constitutional violations.109 

• 

,o, J. Panganiban, Separate Concurring Opinion in Francisco v. House of Representatives, 460 Phil. 830, 
979 (2003) [Per J. Carpio Morales, En Banc]. 

to7 Id. at 977. 
ios' Id. at 978. 
109 Tanada v. Angara, 338 .Phil. 546, 574~575 (1997) [Perl Panganiban, En Banc]. 
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The phrase "right to life, libertv, or property" should not be read with 
undue literalism. It must be accorded reasonable flexibility to achieve its 
intent ofprotecting1nherent and inalienable rights.that could not have been 
exhaustively articulatedatthe tiine ofitsframing. The due process clause 
embodies the fundamental constitutional commitment to· reasonableness, 
fairness, and non-arbitrariness. It envisions that we cannot have a true 
democratic and republican/representative state that is arbitrary and unfair. 

The Office of the Vice President is neither decorative nor ornamental. 
It was deliberately created to ensure continuity in executive leadership. 

Thus, extending due process protections in impeachment proceedings 
does. not merely safeguard the incumbent, but also protects the electorate that 
entrusted the office to them and their right to have a competent and qualified 
commander-in-chief leading them. 

In Marje v. Mutuc, 110. this Court considered security of tenure as a 
constitutional guarantee "analogous to property': that should be protected by 
due process. 111 • 

However, the privilege to serve the publicis more than just property. 
Security of tenure is founded on public trust, conferred by the electora.te, 
whose right to competent and lawful governance must likewise be protected. 
Public service is sometimes a profession or_ even a vocation. In some cases, 
the public itself is invested in both the office and. in its incumbent,. as in the 
case of elected public officers. In this instance, the public selects the public 
officer who they will entrust the duty of delivering the kind of public service 
they want. 

The right to the public office or the privilege to serve is not only a 
choice of occupation but an answer to the call of the electorate to deliver the 
public service committed to them. This right is not only held by the incumbent· 
but also by the public, knowing that their chosen public officers serve them. 

Jurisprudence. also provides that due process is a malleable and :flexible 
concept anchored on fairness and equity and dependent on the circumstances, 
subject matter, and necessities of the situation.112 It does not have a controlling 
and precise definition but responds to reason, obeys justice, and avoids 
arbitrariness and unfairness. 113 _ It does not have a particular form of procedure 

110 130 Phil. 415 (1968) [Per J. Fernando, En Banc]. 
111 fd, at 428-429, 430. 
112 Saunar v. Executive Secretary Ermita, 822 Phil. 536, 546, 555 (2017) [Per J. Martires, Third Division]. 
113 Ermita-Ma/ate Hotel and Motel Operators Association, Inc. v. City Mayor of Manila, 127 Phil. 306, 319 

(1967) [Per J. Fernando, En Banc]. 
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but nonetheless protects • substantial rights114 and promotes orderly 
administration of justice. 

IV.C. 
Impeachment Proceedings are Sui Generis 

We clarify further that the application of the due process clause in 
impeachment proceedings at the initiation stage is sui generis. 

Particularly under the second mode of impeachment, and as raised by 
Chief Justice Alexander G. Gesmundo during deliberations, due process is 
required under the House of Representatives' own Rules. This due process 
requirement is a class of its own .because lt does not demand an 
administrative hearing or a mandatory referral of the impeachment 
complaint to the Committee.on Justice. 

For the process of initiating the impeachment complaint under Article 
XI, Section 3(4), due process only requires: 

One. The grounds invoked in the complaint or resolution are those 
contained in Article XI, Section 2 of the Constitution. 

Two. The procedure is governed by the Rules on Impeachment 
promulgated by the House of Representatives prior to any filing of any 
impeachment complaint. • 

Three. As already provided by the current House Rules on 
Impeachment, all endorsing members should have been given a copy of the 

· complaint and all its supporting evidence. 

v. 
The Doctrine of Operative Fact 

Respondents submit that the July 25, 2025 Decision should be applied 
and enforced only "prospectively in the commencement of future 
impeachment complaints,"115 arguing that its immediate application "would 
simply be unfair."116 They also suggest that the "doctrine of operative fact" 

114 Board a/Commissioners of the Bureau of Immigration v. Wente, 937 Phil. 148, 180 (2023) [Per C.J . 
. Gesmundo, En Banc]. 

115 Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent Hoµse of Representatives) dated August 4, 2025, p. 4. 
116 Id. 
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should apply to this case to justify the prospective applicability of the 
guidelines stated in the Decision.117 

The general rule for the applicability of laws and administrative acts 
can be found in Article 7 of the Civil Code, which states:· 

ARTICLE 7. Laws are repealed only by subsequent ones, and theirviolation 
or non-observance shall not be excused by disuse, or custom or practice to 
the contrary. 

When the courts declare a law to be inconsistent with the Constitution, the 
former shall be void and the latter shall govern. 

Administrative or executive acts, orders and regulations shall. be valid only 
when they ·are not contrary to the laws or the Constitution. 

In the 1971 case of Serrano de Agbayani v. Philippine National Bank, 118 

this Court was confronted with the issue of whether a bank could still 
foreclose on a mortgage in 1959 for a loan that matured in 1944. The debtor's • 
defense was that the period for foreclosure had already prescribed. The bank 
argued, however, that in 1945; a law had decreed a moratorium on the 
collection of loans, which was subsequently nullified in 1948. The 
nullification of the law had been further affirmed by the 1953 case .Of Rutter 
v. Esteban: 119 In resolving the issue, the Court explained: 

The decision now on appeal reflects the orthodox view that an 
unconstitutional act, for that matter an executive order or a municipal 

.· ordinance likewise suffering from that infirmity, .cannot be the somce of any 
legal rights or duties. Nor can it justify any official.act taken under it. Its 
repugnancy to the fundamental law once judicially declared results in its 
being .to all intents and purposes a mere scrap of paper. As the new Civil 
Code puts it: "When the courts declare a law to be inconsistent with the 
Constitution, the former shall be void and the latter shall govern. 
Administrative or executive acts, orders and regulations shall be valid only 
when they are not contrary to the laws of the Constitution." It is 
understandable why it should be so, the Constitution being supreme and 
paramount. Any legislative or executive act contrary to its terms cannot 
survive. 

Such a view has support in logic and possesses the merit of 
simplicity. It may not however be sufficiently realistic. It does not admit of 
doubt that prior to the declaration of nullity such challenged legislative or 
executive act must have been in force and had to be complied with. This is 
so as until after.the judiciary, in an appropriate case, declares its invalidity, 
it is entitled to obedience and respect. Parties may have acted under. it and 
may have changed their positions. What could be more fitting. than that in a 
subsequent litigation regard be had to what has been done while such 

117 See Motion for Reconsideration Ad Cautelam (Movants-Intervenors Cendafia et al.) dated August I, 
2025, p. 13; Omnibus Motion for Leave to Intervene and Admit Attached Motion for Reconsideration 
in Intervention (Movants-Intervenors Labiao, Jr. et al.) dated August 8, 2025, pp. 66-70. 

ns 148 Phil. 443 (1971) [Per J. Fernando, En Banc]. 
11 ' 93 Phil. 68 (1953) [Per J. Bautista Angelo, En Banc]. 
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legislative or executive act was in operation and presumed to be valid in all 
respects. It is now accepted as a doctrine that prior to its being nullified, its 
existence as a fact must be reckoned with.. This is merely to reflect 
awareness that precisely because the judiciary is the governmental organ 
which has the final say on whether or not a legislative or executive measure 

. .is valid, a period of time may have elapsed before it can exercise the power 
of judicial review that may lead to a declaration of nullity. It would be to 
deprive the law of its quality of fairness and justice then, if there be no 
recognition of what had transpired prior to such adjudication. 

In the language of an American Supreme Court decision: "The 
actual existence of a statute, prior to such a determination [ of 
unconstitutionality], is an operative fact and may have consequences which 
carmot justly be ignored. The past cannot always be erased by a new judicial 
declaration. The effect of the subsequent ruling as to invalidity may have to 
be considered in various aspects, with respect to particular relations, 
individual and corporate, and particular conduct, private and official." This 
language has been quoted with approval in a resolution in Araneta v. Hill 
.and the decision inManila Motor Co., Inc. v. Flores. An even more recent 
instance is the opinion of Justice Zaldivar speaking for the Court in 

· Fernandez v. Cuerva and Co. 120 (Citations omitted) 

In Commissioner · of Internal Revenue v. San Roque Power 
Corporation, 121 the doctrine of operative fact is described as "an exception to 
the general rule, such that a judicial. declaration of invalidity may not 
necessarily obliterate all the effects and consequences of a void act prior to 
such declaration." 122 This Court further stated: 

[F]or the operative fact doctrine to ,apply, there must be a "legislative or 
executive measure," meaning a law or executive issuance, that is invalidated 
by the court. From the passage of such law or promulgation of such 
executive issuance until its invalidation by the Court, the effects of the law 
or executive issuance, when relied upon by the public in good faith,. may 
h.ave to be recognized asvalid. 123 

As an exception to a general rule, the doctrine "is resorted to only as a 
matter of equity and fair play."124 In Arau/lo v. Aquino Ill, 125 although the 
Disbursement Acceleration Program (DAP) was unconstitutional, its 
consequences and all its related issuances could no longer be undone without 
causing grave inequity, given the scale of reliance, the good faith of the actors 
involved, and the irreversible nature of the resulting public projects: 

The doctrine of operative fact recognizes the existence of the law or 
executive act prior to the determination of its unconstitutionality as an 
operative fact that produced consequences that carmot always be erased, 
ignored or disregarded. In short, it nullifies the void law or executive act but 

120 De Agbayani v. Philippine National Bank, 148 Phil. 443,447"448 (19"71) [Per J. Fernando, En Banc]. 
121 719 Phil. 137 (2013) [Per J;. Carpio,En Banc]. 
122 Id. at 157. 
123 Id. at 158. 
124 Arau/lo v. Aquino III, 737 PhH. 457,621 (2014) [Per J. Ber~amin, En Banc]. 
125 737 Phil. 457 (2014) [Per J. Bersamin, En Banc]. 
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sustains its effects. It provides an exception to the general rule that a void 
or unconstitutional law produces no effect. But its use must be subjected to 
great scrutiny and circumspection; and it cannot be invoked to validate an 
unconstitutionallaw or executive act, but is resorted to only as a matter of 
equity and fair play. It applies only to cases where extraordinary 
circumstances exist, and only when the extraordinary circumstances have 
met the stringent conditions that will permit its application. 

We find the doctrine of operative fact applicable to the adoption and 
implementation of the DAP, Its .application to the DAP proceeds from 
equity and fair play .. The consequences resultirtg from the DAP and its 
nilated issuances could not be ignored or could no longer be undone. 

- It is clear from the foregoing . that the adoption and the 
implementation of the DAP and its related issuances were executive acts. 
The DAP itself, as a policy, transcended a merely administrative practice 
especially after the Executive, through the DBM, implemented it by issuing 
various memoranda and circulars. The pooling of savings pursuant to the 
DAP from the allotments made available to the different agencies and 
departments was consistently applied throughout the entire Executive. With 
the Executive, through the DBM, being in charge ofthe third phase of the 
budget cycle - .the budget execution phase,· the President could 
legitimately adopt a policy like the DAP by virtue of his primary 

-responsibility as the Chief Executive of directing the national economy 
towards growth and development. This is simply because savings could 
and should be determined only during the budget execution phase. 

As already mentioned,the implementation of the DAP resulted into 
the use of savings pooled by the Executive to finance the P APs that were 
not covered in the d:AA, or that. did not have proper appropriation cbvers, . 
as well as to augment items pertaining to other departments of the 
Government in clear violation of the Constitution. To declare the 
impl!:lmentation of the DAP unconstitutional without recognizing that its 
prior implementation constituted an operative fact that produced 
consequences in the real as well as juristic worlds of the Government and 
the Nation is to be impractical and unfair. Unless the doctrine. is held to 
apply, the Executive as the disburser and the offices .under it and elsewhere 
as the recipients could -be required to undo everything that they had 
implemented in good faith under the DAP. That scenario would be 
enormously burdensome for the Government. Equity .alleviates such 
burden. • 

The other side of the coin is that it has been adequately shown as to 
be beyond debate that the implementation of the DAP yielded undeniably 
positive results that enhanced the economic welfare of the country. To 
count the positive results may be impossible, but the visible ones, like public 
infrastructure, could easily include roads, bridges, homes for the homeless, 
hospitals, classrooms and .the Hke. Notto apply the doctrine of operative 
fact to the D~ could literally cause the physical undoing of such worthy 
results by destruction, and would result in most undesirablewastefulness. 1•26 

(Citations omitted) 

126 Id ai 620-{i21, 624-{)25. 
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This Court further emphasized that the doctrine "can beinvoked only 
in situations where the nullification of the effects of what used to be a valid 
law would result in inequity and injustice:" 127 

. 

This doctrine, in the interest ofjustice ahd equity, can be applied liberally 
and in a broad sense to. encompass said decisions of the executive branch. 

• In keeping with the. demands of equity, -the Court can apply the operative 
fact doctrine to acts and consequences that resulted from the reliance not 
only on a law or executive act which is quasi-legislative in nature but also 
on decisions or orders of the executive .branch which were later nullified. 
This Court is not unmindful that such acts and consequences must be 
recognized in the higherinterest of justice, equity and fairness. 128 

Likewise, laws and governmental acts are presumed constitutional until 
otherwise declared to the contrary by this Court, and thus the public should 
not be penalized for its reliance in good faith in its validity. Justice Fernando 
explains in his Concurring Opinion in Municipality of Malabang v. Benito: 129 

Since under our Constitution,judicial review exists precisely to test 
the validity of executive or legislative acts in an appropriate legal 
proceeding, there_ is always the • possibility of their being declared 
inoperative and. void. Realism compels the acceptance of the thought that 
there could be a time-lag between the initiation of such Presidential or 

. congressional exercise of power and the final declaration of nullity. In the 
meanwhile, it would be productive of confusion, perhaps at times even of 
chaos, if the parties affected were left free to speculate as to its fate· being 
one of doom, thus -leaving them free to disobey_ it in the meanwhile. Since, 
however, the orderly processes of government, not to mention common 
sense, requires. that the presumption of validity be accorded an act of 
Congress or an order-of the. President, it would be less _than fair, and it may 
be productive of injustice, ifno notice of its existence as a fact be paid to it, 
even if thereafter, it is stricken down as contrary, in the case of Presidential 
act, either to the Constitution or a controlling statute. 130 

Thus, the doctrine of operative fact is a doctrine rooted in equity and 
fair play. H calls for the prospective application of this.Court's decision when 
the consequences of nonprospectivity would result, for example, in "the 
physical undoing of[worthy results such as public infrastructure, could easily 
include roads, bridges, homes for the homeless, hospitals, classrooms, and the 
like] by 'destruction" or "most undesirable wastefulness." 131 The 
consequences must be of a magnitude that it can no· longer be undone. Thus, 
the doctrine of operative fact does not apply in every case where parties 
invoke it. 

127 ld:at 625. 
izs Id. at 623. 
129 13 7 Phil. 358 ( l 969) [Per J. Ruiz Castro, En Banc]. 
130 J. Fernando, Concurring Opinion in Municipality o/Malabangv. Benito, 137 Phil. 358,370 (1969) [Per 

J. Ruiz Castro, En Banc]. 
131 Arau/lo v. Aquino lll, 737 Phil. 457,625 (2014) [Per J. Bersamin, En Banc]. 
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In Mandanas v. Ochoa, 132 the doctrine of operative fact "applies only 
to cases where extraordinary circumstances exist, and only when the _ 
extraordinary circumstances have met the stringent conditions that will permit 
its application."133 Film Development Council of the Philippines v. Colon 
Heritage Realty Corporation134 explains further: 

Therefore, in applying the doctrine of operative fact, courts ought to 
examine with particularity the effects of the already accomplished acts 
arising from the unconstitutional statute, and determine, on the .basis of 
equity and fair play, if such effectsshould be allowed to stand. It should not 
operate to give any· unwarranted advantage to parties, but merely seeks to 
protect those who, in good faith, relied on the invalid law.135 

In Commissioner of Internal Revenue . v. San Roque Power 
Corporation, 136 this Court hesitated to apply the doctrine to a mere 
administrative practice not formalized as a rule or ruling and not lmown to the 
general public: 

Under Section 246, taxpayers may rely upon a rule or ruling issued by the 
Commissioner from the time the rule or ruling is issued up to its reversal by 
the Commissioner or this Court. The reversal is not given retroactive effect. 
This, in essence,is .the doctrine of operative fact. There must, however, be 

.• a rule or n,Iing issued· by the Cotnmissioner that is relied upon by the 
taxpayer in good faith. A mere administrative practice, not formalized into 
a rule or ruling, will not suffice because such a mere administrative practice 
may not be uniformly and consistently applied. An administrative practice, 
if not formalized as a rule or ruling, will not be known.to the general public 
and can be availed of only by those with informal contacts with the 
government agency. 137 

While Araullo recogn.ized th_e beneficial effects that would be undone 
based on a good faith application of an otherwise invalid executive act, not all 
alleged "beneficial consequences" are to be considered in applying the 
doctrine. In Concerned Officials and Employees of the National Food 
Authority-Regional Office No.· II, Santiago, Isabela v. • Commission on 
Audit, 138 the continuous grant of benefits to employees did not merit 
retroactive application in circumstances where the facts clearly .show a failure 
to comply with the pertinenfrules and regulations: 

The situation in the case at bar, however, does not call for the 
application of the doctrine of operative fact. The basis of the underlying 
disallowance that precipitated this case was not because of a statute, law, or 
executive issuance or act being judicially declared unconstitutional or 
invalid. The disallowance was for failure to follow the pertinent laws or 

132 835 Phil. 97 (2018) [Per J. Bersamin, En Banc]. 
133 Id.at171. 
134 865 Phil. 384 (2019) [PerJ. Perlas-Bernabe, En Banc]. 
135 Id. at 395. • • • 
136 719 Phil. 137 (2013) [Per J. Carpio, En Banc]. 
137 Id. at 162'. 
138 913 Phil. 1020 (2021) [Per J. Carandang, En Banc]. 



Resolution 41 G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359 

rules for the grant of additional benefits to NF A personnel. As a rule, 
originating from considerations of equity, the doctrine does not and cannot 
bypass or erase laws, rules, or regulations that apply to a certain state of 
facts on the basis of an_ allegation that an executive act or issuance is valid 
because of its beneficial consequences - in this case the grant of FGI to 
NF A personnel -.. when these state of facts clearly demonstrate a failure to 
comply with the pertinent laws, rules, or regulations. 1,'his is not how the 
doctrine of operative fact should be applied. To subscribe to this line of 
thinking that petitioners would<most certainly render the audit power of 

• COA over the use of public funds nug1:1tory .139 • 

Thus, . the doctrine of operative fact is not a tool to legitimize 
noncompliance with rules, regulations, laws, or the Constitution, or to validate 
unlawful or unconstitutional· acts. It can only be invoked by the party who 
acted in good faith, and cannot be used by a party directly responsible in the 

• • commission of an illegal or unlawful act An Opinion in Araullo v. Aquino 
111140 explains: • • 

As a rule of equity, the doctrine of operative fact can be invoked 
only by those who relied in · good faith on. the law or the administrative 
issuance, prior to its declaration of nullity. Those who acted in bad faith or 
with gross negligence cannot invoke the doctrine. Likewise, those directly 
responsible for an illegal or unconstitutional act cannot invoke the doctrine. 
He who comes to equity must come with clean hands, and he who seeks 
equity must do equity. Only those who merely relied iri good faith on the 
illegal or unconstitutional act, without any direct participation in • the 

. commission of the illegal or unconstitutional act, can invoke the doctrine. 141 

(Citation omitted) 

Most recently, m Castaneda v. Commission on Audit, 142 this Court 
emphasized: 

To stress, the doctrine of operative fact is an equitable tool designed 
to mitigate the unintended negative consequences of the subsequent 
invalidation of statutes or executive issuances. It is not a tool to validate or 
excuse actions that were never lawful in the fust place. 143 

In this case, the doctrine of operative fact has doubtful applicability. 
The July 25, 2025 Decision squarely found that respondent House of 
Representatives failed to comply with the requirements of Article XI, Section 
3 of the Constitution andits own House Rules on Impeachment in initiating 
the impeachment complaints,_effectively resulting in a violation of petitioner 
Duterte's fundamental right to due process. The .operative fact invoked by . 
respondents-· -the transmittal to the Senate of the Articles of Impeachment 
against petitioner Duterte-·-was itself tainted by serious constitutional and 

139 Id. at 1035. 
140 737 Phil. 457(2014) [Per J. Bersamin, En Banc]. 
141 

• J. Carpio, Separate Opinion in Arau/lo v. Aquino Ill, 737 Phil. 457, 658 (2014) [Per J. Bersamin, En 
Banc]. 

142 G.R .. No. 263014, February 25, 2025 [)'er J. Inting, En Banc]. 
143 Id. , 
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procedural infirmities, all of which were already extensively discussed in the 
assailed Decision andreiterated in this Resolution. • 

We clarify the constitutional requirements of impeachment: 

First, the impeachment process .is primarily a legal, political, and 
constitutional procedure. It is not a_ purely political proceeding. This means 
thatthe Bill of Rights, especially the due process clause and the right to speedy 
disposition of cases, applies to the entire impeachment process. 144 However, 
the application of the due process · clause iri the initiation stage of the 
impeachment process is sui generis. 

Second, given the nature of the offices and institutions subject to· 
impeachment, the effect of impeachment on the independence of 
constitutional departments .and organs, and its status as a constitutional 
.process, and our power under Article VIII, Section 1, constitutional issues 
involving impeachment proceedings may, in proper cases, be subject to 
judicial review. 

The Court does not determine when, who, and whether an impeachable 
. officer may be removed and disqualified from political office. It only has the 
duty to construe the process in proper cases and its limitations as mandated 
by the Constitution. 145 • 

Third, Article XI, Section 3(2) of the Constitution requires that a 
verified impeachment complaint be immediately put in the Order of Business 
within 10 session days from its endorsement. A session day, only for purposes 
ofthis constitutional provision, means a calendar day on which the House of 
Representatives holds a plenary session. 

Neither the secretary general nor the speaker of the House is granted by 
the Constitution any discretion to determine when this period commences. 
Neither does the House of Representatives have any discretion except to refer 
these matters to the proper committee within three session days. The House 
may opt to consolidate all properly commenced and endorsed impeachment 
complaints. 146 

. . 

We are aware that for legislative purposes, a session day follows the 
interpretation of the House, which is not equivalent to a calendar day. It is a 
period that starts from a call to order until the session is adjourned, regardless 
of the passage of time. 

144 Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen, 
En Banc] at 3. This pinpoint citation refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court. 
website. 

14s Id. 
!46 Id. 
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However, for the initiation stage of impeachment which is a 
constitutional process, a session day is a calendar day in which the House of 
R~presentatives holds a session. This aligns with the primordial value. of 
accountability of impeachable public officials and therefore that impeachment 

• proceedings should be accorded the weight and priority that it is due. 

Respondents were therefore not able to comply with Article XI, Section 
3(2) by putting the three endorsed impeachment complaints in the Order of 
Business of the House of Representatives within 10 session days. Thus, the 
fourth impeachment complaint, even if endorsed by more than one-third of all 
the members of the House ofRepresentatives, is barred by Article XI, Section 
3(5) of the Constitution. 

Fourth, complaints based on the first mode or Article XI, Section 3(2) 
is deemed to have been initiated for purposes of the one-year bar under 
Section3(5) when: (a) it is referred to the Committee on Justice; (b) it is 
properly verified and endorsed by a member of the House of Representatives 
and it is not put in the Order of Business or referred to the proper committee 
within the constitutional periods; (c) it is properly verified and endorsed or it 
has been properly referred to the proper committee but has not been acted 
upon by the House upon its adjournment sine die. • 

For this purpose, we reiterate and amplify Gutierrez v. House of 
Representatives147 based on the facts of this case. 

Complaints based on the second mode or Article XI, Section 3(4) of the 
Constitution are deemed initiated for purposes of the one-year bar. under 
Article XI, Section 3(5) upon the valid endorsement of at least one-third of all 
the members of the House of Representatives. A valid endorsement includes 
valid verifications .from all endorsing members that they have also seen the 
evidence supporting the allegations of the complaint as provided in the current 
Rules on Impeachment of the House of Representatives. 

Fifth, we clarify that in cases of multiple complaints, the Constitution 
does not require any priority between the first and second modes. of initiating 
impeachment complaints .. The process of gathering support for impeachment 
complaints under the second mode is not constitutionally prohibited, even 
while .the House is considering complaints filed under the first mode. 
However, the second mode of impeachment will be barred under Article XI, 
Section 3(5) if there are pending complaints under the first mode that violate 
the periods mandated in the Constitution. 

Sixth, the House of Representatives has the prerogative to .determine 
that the requirements of the second mode of initiating a complaint under 

. Article XI, Section 3(4)-.. that it is pro_perly verified, accompanied with / 

147
• 660 Phil. 271 (2011) [Per J. Carpio-Morales, En Banc]. 
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evidence and endorsed by at least one-third of all its members-have been 
met. This process can be done by the plenary of the .House of Representatives, 
or through the verification of the appropriate committee prior .to the 
endorsement of the majority floor leader or as provided for in the Rules for 
transmittal in plenary session, or any other alternative means at the discretion 
of the House of Representatives. 

However, the House of Representatives of the 19th Congress provided. 
in Section 2 of its Rules of Impeachment thatthe complaint be referred to the 
Committee on Justice, Granting respect to the ability of the House of 
Representatives to craft its own •· rules, and the presumption of 
constitutionality, we interpret tha.t to mean that the referral to the Committee 
for complaints under the second mode of initiating an impeachment 
complaint,-that is when there is at least one-third of all its members who have 
endorsed and verified, is not mandatory. 

To be consistent with the Constitution, when the House opts to refer a 
complaint under the second mode of initiating an impeachment complaint to 
the Committ~e on Justice, it is only for the following purposes:. 

(1) To ensure that the endorsement of the members of the House is 
verified; 

(2) To confirm· that the evidence supporting the grounds in the 
complaint exists, and that every endorsing member has been given a copy of 
the complaint, as well as the evidence supporting it; and 

(3) To respect the House's prerogative to consolidate multiple 
complaints, if any, so that only one complaint is endorsed to the plenary for 
transmittal to the Senate. 

Referral to the Co1TIJTiittee on Justice under the first mode of initiating 
impeachment complaints is for a different purpose, that is the determination 
of the sufficiency in form and substance. This is different from referral to the 
Committee on Justice to verify whether the requirements of the second mode 
as stated above have been fully complied with. 

Obviously, sham complaints-for example, those that are not 
verified-should be dismissed immediately. These types of dismissals will_ 
not trigger the one-year ban covered under Article XI, Section 3(5) of the 
Constitution . 

. ~eventfh,hArtCicle J_CI, ~ection 3(4) does not exist in isolation of.the other J·· 
prov1s1ons o t e onst1tut10n. Therefore, it is subject to the requirement of 
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due process. of law. 148 Due process as applied to the impeachment process is 
sui generis. 

Eighth, the fairness and non-arbitrariness principles of due process for 
the second mode or for transmittals under Article XI, Section 3( 4) require that: 

(1) The draft Articles of Impeachment or resolution should be 
accompanied. by evidence when made available to the members of the 
House, especially those who are considering its endorsement; 

(2) The evidence should meet the quantum of proof determined by 
the House of Representatives to establish the charges in the Articles of 
Impeachment; 

(3) During the plenary that endorses the draft Articles of 
Impeachment, their accompanying evidence should also be made 
.available to all the members of the House of Representatives for their 
information. The Constitution, however,requires that the transmittal can 
be made for so long as there is at least one-third of all the members who 
have endorsed the complaint. 

( 4) The respondent's opportunity to be fully heard on the entire 
Articles of Impeachment and the supporting evidence shall be during the 
trial in the Senate; 

(5) The basis of any charge must be for impeachable acts or 
omissions committed in relation to their office and during the current 
term of the impeachable officer. 

For the president and vice president, these acts must be sufficiently 
grave, amounting to the offenses described in Article XI, Section 2. For 
the other impeachable officers, the acts must be sufficiently grave that 
they undermine and outweigh the· respect for their constitutional 

. independence and autonomy. 

Again, while we deem the fourth complaint as barred by Article XI, 
Section 3(5)under the unique circumstances of this case, we underscore that 
the July 25, 2025 Decision did not absolve Vice President Duterte. At the 
House's discretion, thegrounds raisedjn the Articles of Impeachment may 
again be raised based on any evidence that may have.been discovered, if any. 
It is for Congress, by initiation of the House of Representatives and trial by 
the Senate, to determine the fate of the incumbent Vice President. 

148 Duterte v. House of Representatives, G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen, 
En Banc] at 4. 
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A FINAL NOTE 

The Court once more underscores the nature of all public office as a . 
public trust. We emphasize that impeachment, carried out in accordance with 
the promulgated rules for initiation by the House of Representatives and trial 
by the Senate, and, .more importantly, in accordance with the Constitution, is 
a powerful public and democratic process to ensure accountability. 

• Corruption and abuse in any form are a failure to discharge the public 
trust. It is a failure of the incumbent who, given the temporary privilege of 
power, fails to discharge the fiduciary agency given to them by its principal: 
our people. 

· Impeachment is a powerful democratic process to call out corruption 
and grave abuse. 

But impeachment can be abused. It has never been imagined in our 
basic law as a tool for the powerful to maintain the status quo, to maintain a 
political faction in power by silencing independent, strident, and insistent • 
critics. Impeachment should never be abused to maintain the hegemonic 
dominance .of greed by shaming tho.se who occupy high government positions 
into preventing them i.nto doing what they were .sworn to do. 

This is why impeachment has been designed so that it is not merely a 
political process initiated by mere allegations or by perceived public acclaim 
shaped by the propagandistic effect of timed press releases or irresponsible 
viralposts on social media. Impeachment is conscious, deliberate, and grave. 
Impeachment is a constitutional, legal, and political process. 

Justice works not with the speed of a socialmedia commentary but with 
the due, deliberate, conscious, and impartial consideration of issues properly 
.framed and with evidence fairly presented. 

The mandate of this Court is to.check abuses by examining the process . 
. and ensuring that its interpretation of the rules, the law, and the Constitution 
cannot be used to undermine the values and the goals embedded in the 
impeachment process. Every justice that sits in this Court should have the 
moral courage to have that foresight and the conscience to decide justly, even 
if their decision produces a result contrary. to their political predilections. 

Judicial decisions are laid down not for the political convenience of a 
faction of those in power. Judicial decisions are also not laid down for the 
political convenience of the. opposition. 
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The rule of law that does justice is our lodestar. Justice includes 
accountability. Justice also includes fairness. Without fairness, there is abuse. 
This fairness is what our democracy is all about. 

There is a right way to do the right thing at the right time. That is 
inherent in the rule of law, That is inherent in the rule of justice. 

ACCORDINGLY, the Motion for Reconsideration is DENIED 
WITH FINALITY. 

The following Motions are NOTED: 

1. The Consolidated Motion with Leave of Court to Intervene and 
Admit the Attached Omnibus Motion for Reconsideration, Status 
Quo Ante Order, and for Oral Arguments dated August 1, 2025 filed 
by movants-intervenors lSambayan Coalition et al.; 

2. Omnibus Motion for Leave to Intervene, Adopt the Comment filed 
by respondent House of Representatives dated March 6, 2025, and 
Admit the Attached Motion for Reconsideration dated August 7, 
2025 filed by movants-intervenors-respondents ACT Teachers 
Partylist Representative Antonio_ Tinio et al.; 

' ' 

3. Omnibus Motion for Leave to Intervene and Motion for 
Reconsideration in Intervention, the Omnibus Motion (1. For 
Reconsideration; 2. For Status Quo Ante Order;· and 3. For Oral 
Arguments} dated Aµgust 8, 2025 filed by movants-intervenors Rev. 
Fr. Antonio Labiao, Jr. et al.; 

4. Motion for Reconsideration Ad Cautelam and Joint Motion for 
Reconsideration [of the Decision dated July 25, 2025] dated August 
1, 2025 filed by intervenors Percival V. Cendana et aL; 

5. Opposition to the, Motions to Intervene (with Motions to Expunge 
Submissions) dated August 11, 2025 filed by petitioners in G.R. No. 
278353; 

6. Consolidated Comment/Opposition Ad Cautelam (to the Motions 
for Reconsideration filed by Movants-Intervenors) dated August 14, 
2025 filed by petitioners in G.R. No. 278359; 

7. Supplemental Opposition (to the Motion to Intervene ofLabiao, Jr. 
et al.; to the Motion for Status Quo Ante Order; and to the Motion 
for Oral Arguments)dated August 15, 2025 filed by petitioners in / 
G.R. No. 278359; and 



Resolution 48 G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359 

8. Motion for Leave of Court to Intervene with Attached Petition-In­
Intervention dated September 11, 2025 filed by movant-intervenor 
Henry R. Giron. 

This Resolution is IMMEDIATELY EXECUTORY. It shall be 
deemed served on the parties and.released upon publication in the Supreme 
Court website and receipt of the parties of their digital copy in accordance 
with A.M. No. 25-05-16-SC or the Guidelines on the Transition to 
Electronic Filing inthe Supreme Court. 

No further pleadings shall be allowed. 

Let entry of judgment be issued IMMEDIATELY. 

SO ORDERED; 
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WE CONCUR: 

(No part) 
ALFREDO BENJAMIN S .. CAGUIOA 

Associate Justice , _ 
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AMYC. 

.ROSARIO 
A sociateJustice 
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ssociate Justice 
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RAM J'.\UL L. HERNANDO 
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SAMU~ 
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Associate Justice 
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J-~AS P. MARQUEZ' 
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CERTIFICATlON 

Pursuant to Article VIII; Section 13 of the Constitution, I .certify that 
the conclusions in the above Resolution had. been reached in consultation 
before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the court . 

. GESMUNDO 


