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 Resoluon . .3 . GR Nos 278353 and 278359
. RESOLETION -
- '..;LEONEN,’SAJ; SR s e

_ We afﬁrrn that 1mpeachment isa powerful process to - exact
..'accountablhty from’ government espec1ally from public officers mentioned in

o the Constitution. "We affirm that accountab1hty done in-accordance with the
L __--Const1tut10n 1s a core value ina democratlc and republlcan government

We also - afﬁrm that the House of Representatlves has -the sole

" prerogative to initiate 1mpeachment complalnts and to promulgate its rules of

impeachment 'in accordance with' the requirements of the Constitution.
o HoweVer, its R_ul_es must be consistent w1th the provisions of our .Const1tut1on.

3 It is in this l1ght that we deny the Mot1on for Recons1derat10n ﬁled by
o respondents | | _

' 'We cl_ari.fyg-the -'constitu:t_iOn'al requir_ements of imp eachment:

Fzrst the 1mpeachment process s pr1mar11y a legal poht1cal and
' const1tut1onal procedure It is-not a purely political proceeding. - This means
that the Bill of Rights, espec1ally the due process clause and the right to speedy

el disposition of cases, apphes to the entire nnpeachment process.! However, the,

o -apphcatlon of'the due; process clause i the m1t1at1on stage of the. 1mpeachment
. process is sui generzs R . . _

'Se_cond,' giVen f the 'natu:re -of the offices and institutions subject to
impeachment, “the effect of. impeachment on the independence of

L constituti'ona'l de'partments and. organs, and its status as a constitutional

- -process, and our power under Article VIII, Section 1 of the Constitution,
_-const1tut1onal issues - 1nvolv1ng 1mpeachment proceedlngs may, in- proper

S __-cases be subject to Jud1c1al review.

The Court does not determ1ne When who and whether an 1mpeachable :
ofﬁcer may be’ removed and d1squal1ﬂed from: pol1t1cal office. It only has the
: duty to construe the process in | proper cases and its 11m1tat1ons as mandated

f by the Const1tut1on :

Thzrd Art1cle XI Sectlon 3(2) of the Const1tut1on requ1res that a

o '_ ‘Iver1ﬁed 1mpeachment cornplamt be 1mrned1ately put n the Order of Bus1ness

' Duterte v. House of Representatives; G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359, July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen,
En Barzc] at 3. This plnpomt citation refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court
- website. . .
R
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o W1thm 10 session days from its endorsement A session day, only for purposes
~ of this constitutional prov151on means:a. calendar day on whlch the House of

S _Representatrves holdS a plenal'y session. -

Nerther the secretary general nor the speaker of the House is granted by

f‘the Constrtut1on any . discretion to determine. when this per1od commences.
Neither does the House of Representatlves have any discretion except to refer

these matters to the proper committee within three session days The House

‘may opt to. consohdate all properly commenced and endorsed 1mpeachment
_'fcomplamts e _ _ L

| We are aware that for leg1slat1ve purposes a sess1on day follows the

‘mterpretatlon of the House, which is not equ1valent to a calendar day. Itisa
~period that starts from a call to order unt1l the sessron is adjourned regardless
- of the passage of t1me ' : SRR :

However for the 1n1t1at10n stage of 1mpeach1nent which is a

o j--constltutronal process; a session day is a calendar day in which the House of

" Representatives holds a session. This aligns: with the pr1mord1al value of

~accountability of’ rmpeachable publ1c officials and therefore that. 1mpeachment
rproceedmgs should be accorded the we1ght and priority that 1t is due

Respondents were therefore not able to comply with Art1cle XI, Section-

E 3(2) by putting the three ‘endorsed: 1mpeachment complamts in the Order of
'~ Business of the House of Representatlves ‘within 10 session days Thus, the
" fourth impeachment cornplamt even if endorsed by more than one-third of all.
: '_the members-of the House of Representatlves 1is barred by Artlcle XI Section

: 3(5) of the Constrtutlon | . | o

F ourth complamts based on the first mode or Art1cle XI Sect1on 3(2)

__'-'1s deemed to have been 1n1t1ated for purposes. of the one-year bar under

" -Section 3(5) when: (a) it ig referred to the Committee on Justice; (b) itis
e properly verified and endorsed bya member of the- House of Representat1ves
. and itis:not put in the: Order of Business or referred to the proper committee
‘within the constitutional perlods (c)itis properly verified and.endorsed or it

has been properly referred to the proper commlttee but has not been acted

‘upon by the House upon 1ts adjournment sine: dze

-For this purpose we teiterate and amphfy Gutzerrez v. House of

Representatzves4 based on the faots of thls case.

Complamts based on the second mode or. Artlcle XTI, Sect1on 3(4) of the

- Constltutlon are- deemed 1n1t1ated for purposes of the one-year bar under

3 |
_ 4 660 Phil. 271 (201 l) [Per L Carplo-Morales En Banc]
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- Article XI, Section 3(5) upon the Vahd endorsement of at least one-thrrd of all
the members of the House of Representatives. A’ valid endorsement includes
valid verifications from all endorsmg members that they have also seen the
evidence supporting theallegations of the- complaint as prov1ded in the current
o 'Rules on Impeachment of’ the House of Representatlves :

F zﬁ‘h we clarlfy that in cases of multlple complamts the Constltutlon

'_'does not require any priority between the first and second modes of initiating .
: 1mpeachment complaints.- The process of gathering support for impeachmerit .

complaints. under the second mode is not constitutionally prohibited, even

-~ while the House is. consrderlng complaints filed under the first mode.
" THowever, the second mode of impeachment will be barred- under Article XI,
- Section 3(5) if there are pendmg complaints under the first mode that Vrolate-
L -"the perrods mandated in the Constrtutron L

Szxz‘h the House of Representatlves has the prerogatrve to determme

that the requlrements of the second mode of iditiating a complalnt 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 Representatlves
Loor through the verification:: of the approprlate committee - prior to the

L endorsement of the maJorlty ﬂoor leader or-as provided for in the Rules for
* - transmittal i in plenary session, or any other alternatrve means at the dlscretron .

e of the House of Representatlves

However the House of Representatrves of the 19th Congress provrded

-7 in Section 2 of its Rules of Impeachment that the complamt be referred to the
| Comnnttee on Justice.- Granting respect: to the ability of the House of
. 'Representatlves ‘to” craft its. own: rules, “and . the presumptlon of
- constitutionality, we 1nterprct that to mean that the referral to the Committee .

- for complaints under the second mode of ' 1n1t1at1ng an : 1mpeachment
complamt that is when there i is atleast one-thlrd of all its members ‘who have
endorsed and verlﬁed is not mandatory

To be consrstent Wrth the. Constltutron ‘when the House opts to refer a
- complamt under the second mode of 1n1tlat1ng an impeachment complamt to
. the Commrttee on Justrce it is only for the followmg purposes

R 'Ver1ﬁed

(Z)To conﬁrm that the eV1dence supportmg the grounds in the

. complaint ex1sts and that every endorsing member has been glven a copy of

- the complarnt as. Well as the evrdence supportrng it; and

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



(3) To respect the House s prerogatlve to- consolldate multlple

E '-'.cornplamts if any, s0 that only one complalnt 18 endorsed to the plenary for
o transm1tta1 to the Senate o

Referral to the Co:mrmttee on, Justrce under the ﬁrst mode of 1n1t1at1ng

'-1mpeachment cornplalnts is for a different purpose ‘that.is the-determination
- ofthe sufﬁc1ency in form and. substance. This is dlfferent from referral to the
. ?Commlttee on Justice to Verrfy whether the requ1rements of the second mode g
| =as stated above haVe been fully complled w1th SR

Obv1ously, sham compla1nts-~—for exarnple those that are not
Verlﬁed—should be- drsmlssed immediately. These types of dismissals will

_not trigger the one- year bar covered under Artlcle XI Sectlon 3(5) of the -
g Constltutlon . _ _

Seventh Artlcle XI Sectlon 3(4) does not ex1st in 1solat10n of the other -

R ‘pr0V1s1ons of the Const1tutlon Therefore it'is subJect to the requ1rement of

:'5'

- due process of law.5 Due process as applied to the 1mpeachrnent process 1s sui
o generzs e :

Ezghth the falrness and non——arbltrarmess prmcrples of due process for

i ‘_jthe second mode or for transm1ttals under Artlcle XI Sectlon 3(4) requ1re that

(1) The draft Artlcles of Impeachment or resolut1on should be
'accomparned by evidence when made available to‘the members of the

SRR l-'-House especially those WhO are cons1der1ng its endorsement; -

o (2) The =eVldence should meet the quantum' of proof determined_
by the Houseé of Representatwes to establlsh the charges in the Art1c1es

S _-of Impeachment

L (3) Durlng the plenary that endorses the draﬁ Artlcles of :
S Impeachment their accompanying ‘evidence should -also be made
- available to all the members of the House of Representatives for their
- information. The Constltutlon however requlres that the transmittal
- can be made for'so. long as there is at least. oneuthlrd of’ all the members
- who have endorsed the complalnt ' '

R - i(4) The respondent s opportumty to be fully heard on the ent1re -
.\_‘.--_‘_Artlcles of Impeachment and the supportlng ev1dence shall be durlng :
- the trial in the Senate | o

Duterte v. House of Representanves G R Nos 278353 and 278359 July 25 2025 [Pcr S.A. ] Leonen
En Banc] at 4. L L
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o (5) The baS1s of any charge must be for. 1mpeachable acts or
. omissions comrmtted in relation to their ofﬁee and durmg the current
r'term of the 1mpeaehable ofﬁcer 'j_j Sl

_ For the presrdent and Vlce presrdent these acts must be
sufﬁcrently grave, amountmg 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

o the1r constltutlonal 1ndependence and autonomy

ER '--Agam whlle we. deem the fourth complamt asg barred by: Artrcle X1, - |
> "Sect1on 3(5) under the unique circumstances of this case, we underscore that

o o “the July 25,-2025 Decision did not. absolve Vice President Sara Duterte. At
-+ the House’s discretion, the grounds raised in the Articles of Impeachment may
Ve :agam be raised based on any evidence that may have been discovered, if any.
o Ttis for Congress “by-initiation of the House’ of Representatives a.nd trial by

:-the Senate to determme the fate of the mcumbent V1ce Presrdent

e We further elanfy by rerteratrng the factual backdrop and addressmg
B ifi."the issues ra1sed in the Sollc1tor General’s Motron for Reconsrderatlon andthe

' Pet1t10ners Comments

| B"efore this- 'Court are the: (1) Motion for- Reconsideration® filed by
respondent House of - Representatrves, through the Office of the Solicitor
~-General; (2) Consolidated Motion with Leave of Court to Intervene and to
: Admit Attached Ominibus Motion for Reconsideration, Status Quo Ante

~.Order; and for Oral- Arguments filed. by movants-intervenors - ISambayan
'_--_'_Coal1t10n, Cielo-D." Magno, Dante B.: Gatmaytan Christian' S. Monsod,
- Katrina Diane Noelle C..Monsod, Gen. Noel A. Baraceros, Bishop Gerardo
- 4‘-A Almmaza Father. OdrneL Areola, Fr GeowenA Porcincula; Fr. Joselito

.S. Sarabia,” Fr. Emmanuel Alfonso, Pastor Eduardo P. De Guzman and

- members of" San Beda’ College Alabang Human Rights Center namely

‘ 'Aramame P. Balon ‘Gloriette Marie C. Abundo, Elvie T. Amiscosa, Gillian

“Aia G Cap111 Sarah Katrina T. Maralit, and Charmae Ann Sherina Maravilla;
~© (3) Motion for Recons1derat10n Ad Cautelam® filed by movant-intervenors -
"7 Percival V. Cendana as a member of the House of Representatlves Sylvia'
' Bstrada Claudio, Francis Joseph A. Dee, Tereslta Quintos Deles, Eugene

".-_Loure 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 Representatlves dated March 6,2025
| as therr Comment m Interventlon and to Admrt the Attached Mot1on for

: Motron for Reconsrderatron (Respondent House of Representatlves) dated August 4; 2025 pp- 1—71
.7 Consblidated: Motion with ‘Leave of Court to, Intervene and to' Admit Attached Omnibus Motion for.
* 7 Reconsideration, Status Quo ‘Ante Order, and for Oral Arguments (Movants Intervenors -15ambayan -
* Coalition et al.). dated-August 1; 2025, pp. 1-23; Omnibus Motion for Reconsideration (Movants—’
Intervenors 1 Sambayan Coalition et al.) dated August 1,2025, pp. 1-116.
', Motion for Reconsrderatron Ad Cautelam (Movants—lntervenors Cendaﬁa etal.) dated August 1, 2025 :
~ Pp. lm22 S : :
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‘-:_ReconSIderatlon9 filed by movants—mtervenors ACT Teachers Partyhst :
'-'-Representatrve Antcmo T1n10 KABATAAN' Partyhst Representative Renee
‘_"Lou1se Co, France Castro Arlene Brosas Raoul Manuel lea Largoza Maza
":Floranda, and Amrrah L1dasan and (5) Ommbus Motrcn for Leave to
Intervene and Motion for Rec0n51derat10n in Interventlon,’0 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 Mrndanao, and- Marra Loreto A.-Lopez, seeking this Court’s
_ ‘_recon51derat1on of its, July. 25,.2025 Decision,!* declarmg the Articles of
) -:Impeachment agamst petltloner Vrce Pre51dent Duterte as unconstltutronal
.;'andvord ab’ mmo a R RS RN ‘

The facts surroundmg the 1mpeachment casc agamst the vice pres1dent |
as culled from the case records and. subsequent developments follow1ng the
_ 'promulgatmn of the assalled Decls10n, are restated as follows: = °

5 In December 2024 three 1mpeachment complalnts were filed agamst
I ':the Vlce pres1dent (1) the first 1mpeachment complalnt was filed on December -
12,2024 by private individuals and" various organizations led by Teresita
Qumtos Deles, Father Flaviano Villanueva, and Gary Alejano, among others,
-and endorsed on the same day by Akbayan Partylist Representatrve Percival
Cendafia;!? (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
"_Representatwe Arlene Brosas, and:Kabataan Partylist Representatrve Raoul

~“Marniuel;” and: (3) the third nnpeachment complaint was filed on December .
" 319 2024 by a coal1t10n of- rel1g10us ‘workers, lawyers “and - civil ‘society

members led by Father: Antonro E. Labiao, Jr. and Father Joel Saballa of the
‘Diocese of Novallches and Carmelite pr1ests Father Rico Ponce and Father
~_Esmeraldo Reforeal, and- endorsed14 by ‘Camarines ‘Sur “Third - District
- Representative .  Gabriel - Bordado, - and AAMBIS OWA Partyhst
Representatlve Lex Anthony Cns Colada -

Omnibus Motion ‘for Leave to. Intervene, Adopt the 'C'ornnlent ‘filed by respondent Hoiise of
_* Representatives dated March 6, 2025 as their Comment in Intervention, and to Admit the-Attached
" Motion for Reconsideration (Movants-Intervenors ACT Teachers Partyhst etal.} dated August 7, 2025,
“pp. 1-27; Joint Motion for Reconsideration dated August 7,2025, pp. 1-27. :
¢ Omnibus Motion forLeave to Intervene and Admit Attached Motion for Reconsrderanon in Interventron
- .(Movants-Intervenors Labiao Jr. et al.) dated August 8,2025; pp. 1-88.
‘Duirerte v. House of Repr‘esentatzves G R Nos 278353 and 278359 July 25, 2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen
" En:Banc].
. Compliance (Respondent House of Representatlves) dated July 16 2025 pp 4 6 See Annex B to the
. Petition, Impeachment Complalnt datéd December 2, 2024, pp. 1-50. - :
: _'Cornphance (Respondent House of Representatlves) dated July. 16, 2025 pp. 4, 6; See Annex C to the
Petition, Impeachment Complaint dated Decetnber 4, 2024, pp.:1-48.
.The endorsement did not contain any dates See Annex D to the Pet1t10n Irnpeachment Complamt dated
. Deceémber- 19, 2024, pp. 1-2.
157" Compliance (Respondent House of Representatwes) dated July 16, 2025 pp. 4, 6; see. 2 Annex D to the
_ ‘.Pet1t1on Impeachment Compiamt dated December 19 2024 pp 1—48 ' :
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© Resolution

These three' impeachment complaints were filed pursuant to the first
‘mode of initiation under Article XI, Section 3(2) of the Constitution,'® as
implemented by Rule-II,. ‘Section 2(b) of the Rules of Procedure in
.Impeachment Proceedmgs (House Rules on Impeachment).!” Under these
. provisions, private citizens may file a. ‘verified complaint for impeachment
' against-an- 1mpeachable officer ‘upon a resolutlon or endorsement by any .
, member of the House of Representatlves

o The ﬁrst three compla1nts alleged several grounds as follows
(a) unaccounted or misused.confidential and intelligence funds amountrng to
~ _PHP 612.5 million from 2022 to 2025 with the Office of the Vice President

~and the Departn‘lent of Educatlon o (b) fabricated or falsified liquidation

) "reportS' () deﬁance of - congressmnal over31ght durmg budget

[ del1berat1ons () unexplalned wealth and 0m1ss1ons in the vice pre51dent S

- Statement of - Assets, - Liabilitiés, and ‘Net  Worth;?2 (e) procurement

1rregular1t1es in her capacrty as secretary of Educatlon .23 (f) public threats to
- kill or contract an assassin to kill the pres1dent thefirst lady, and the speaker
of the House of Representatlves 24 (g) alleged involvement in. Davao Death
Squad killings in 2011 to 2013 and 2016 to2022;% and (h) other hlgh crimes

| and moral unﬁtness or psychologlcal 1ncapac1ty

The three complalnts were referred to the speaker of the House on
“February S, 2025 21 L -

S On that date February 35, 2025 a fourth nnpeachment complamt was
_"'iﬁled agalnst Vlce Pre51dent Duterte by ‘one- th1rd of all the members of the

LR Motlon for ReconSIderatlon (Respondent House. of Representatwes) dated August 4, 2025 P35
v Comment (Respondent House of Representatives) dated: March 24, 2025, p. 4; see Rules of Procedure
2 in Impeachment Proceeclmgs (2023), Rule 11, sec. 2(b), which. provldes ', ‘
.~ SECTION 2, Mode of Initiating Impeachmenr = lmpeachment shall be mrttated by the ﬁhng ancl .
subsequent referral to the Commtttee on J ustlce of i : ,

‘ (b) a vertﬁed complamt ﬁlecl by any c1t1zen upon a resolut1on of endorsement by any Member thereof].]
'8 CONST,, art. XI, sec. 3{2) reads: -
A verifi ea‘ complamr Jor. zmpeachmenr may be fi lea‘ by any Member of the House of Representatwes 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. hearmg, and by a majority vote of all its Members, shall submit .
its report to the House. within sixty session clays ‘from'such referral, together with the correspondmg :
‘resclution. 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-TT, sec; 2 Fr'anctsco Jr. v, House af Representanves, 460 Phrl 830 (2003) [Per T, Ca.rplo- -
" Morales, En Bane)..
180 SeeAfinex B (First Impeachment Ccmplamt dated December 2, 2024) pp.4-7, 8-11; Annex C (Second
L Impeachment Complamt dated :December 4, 2024) pp 15—28 and Annex D. (Th1rd Impeachment
-+ Complaint dated December:19, 2024), pp. 63-66. C
- 2 :See Annex C (Second Impeachment Complaini dated December 4, 2024) pp.28-34.
v See Annex B (First Impeachment Complamt dated December 2, 2024), pp 7-8 and Annex C (Second
Impeachmerit Complaint dated December 4, 2024), pp.34-39.
¢+ 22 - See Alinex B (First Impeachment Complamt dated December 2 2024) pp 18-19.
2 I at 16-17. L o ,
“M o [d at24,31-33.
% doat23-24..
o260 g at 25-26, 28—31 : : e R '
e 'Ccmment (Respondent House of Representattves) datcd July 16 2025 p- 4.
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_'_"‘House of Representat1ves or 215 members pursuant to the second mode of
initiation under Article XI, Section 3(4) of the: Constitution,” as implemented
'by Rule 11, Sect1on 2(c) of the House Rules on Impeachment 30

- The fourth 1mpeachment complatnt was' transmttted to: the plenary and |
| -mcluded as an - Additional Reference of Business of the 19th Congress S, 36ﬂ1__ :

ST fSesston along51de the f rst three 1mpeachment complamts

The secretary general conﬁnned that 215 members of the House of

| -."Representatwes had signed and verified the fourth 1mpeachment complaint.

’ Representatrve ‘and: House ‘Majority Leader Manuel Jose Dalipe (Majority
‘Leader: Dalrpe) affirmed that the: one-thlrd const1tut10nal threshold had been

. _met and thereaf’ter moved for the 1mrned1ate endorsement of the foutth
” 1mpeachrnent complamt to the Senate. ST

o320

W1th no obj ecnon to the motron the speaker of the House then d1rected
i __the secretary general - to 1mmed1ately endorse the fourth impeachment
| complamt to the Senate thereby constltutlng the Artlcles of Impeachment 33

- After the approval to transmlt the Art1cles of Impeachment to the
Lot =Senate Majorlty Leader Dallpe moved to send the ﬁrst three 1mpeachment

MOthn for Reeorlsrderatton (Respondent House of' Representathes) dated August 4 2025 p. 7. See
.. Journal No. 36, House, 19% Congress Thrrd Regu}ar Sesslon (February3 to 5 2025) pp 75-76

B CoNsT., art, XI sec. 3(4) reads

'SECTIONB s

i (4) In case the verlfied complamt or resolution of unpeachment is- ﬁled by at least one-third of all the
- Members of the House, the same shall constltute the Articles of Impeachment and trial by the Senate
- “shall forthwith proceed. ‘
. Comment {Respondent House of Repnesentatlves) dated March 24 2025, p. 4. See Rules of Procédure
- mImpeachment Proceedings (2023), Rule TI, sec. 2(e) which provides:
“- BECTION 2. Mode of Inrttatmg Impeachment — Impeachment shall be. lmtlated by the ﬁhng and
'_‘_ subsequent referral to the Committee on Justice of : '
. (¢)a verified complamt or resolutlon of 1mpeachment ﬂled by at least one—thn’d (1/3) of all the Members
T, “of the' House _
3 "Motion for. Reconsrderatton (Respondent House of Representatwes) dated August 4, 2025 p 5 See

it

- Journal No. 36, House; 19™ Congress; Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), p. 75; See Annox -~

~1(Additional- Reference -of: Busmess) of Comphance dated July. 16 2025 (Respondent House of
S Representatrves) pol.c
o Inthe assailed Dec:s:on, foomote 3 0 on p.  8'was m:splaced. It shau!d have heen placed f Tve words
L prmr to the original placement.. This will be corrected accordmg to how errors in proofreading are
: 'usua!{v corrected by the Court in due time. With the pramulgatwn of this Resolution, the corrected
- pages will be'releasedd, pubhshed ‘and served to the. parties: Whether there was a plenary vote or not
- is not determinative of the resolution of this case. (8ee Duteérte v. House of Representatives, G.R.-Nos.
278353 and 278359, July 25,2025 [Per S.A.J. Leonen, En “Banc] at 8.) The mtsplacement of the
- footnote.did nof affect the sibstantive reasoning in the main Decision. : ‘
‘Motion for Reconsideration (Respondent Housg ‘of Representatwes) dated. August 4, 2025 p. 8; See
" “Journal No, 36, House, 19%. Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5,2025), p. 75.
3 Motion for Reconsideration.(Respondent House of Representatwes) dated ‘August 4, 2025; p. 6; See
-+ - Journal No. 36, House, 19% Congress, Third _Regular Session (February 3105, 2025), p. 75.
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._ 'complarnts to'the Archlves Agaln w1th no ObJ ection to the mot1on the House
"speaker ordered the arch1v1ng of the first three impeachment complaints.**

"'T:he 19t Congress'adjourned its'36th Regular"Session oanebruary 5,

5005 at 7:27 pm.3 The 37th Regular Sessmn was scheduled to resume on .

June 2, 2025.%

Th1s Court takes JUdlClELl not1ce of the l9th Congress S House Rules on

B ‘-'._Irnpeachrnent adopted on May 30; 2023 and publlshed on June 2, 2023 37

o On February 18 2025 two separate Petitions for Cerrzorarz and
* Prohibition were filed before th1s Court by Vice President Duterte and a group

E docketed as G.R. No 278353 and G. R. No 278359 respectlvely 38

‘On June 10 2025 the Senate convened as an impeachment court.
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 proceedmgs that Ied to the const1tut10n of the Artlcles of Impeachrnent 0

. “.of lawyers' led by Atty: Tsraelito:P. Torreon (Torreon et al.), assailing the -
-constrtutronallty of the fourth impeachment complaint. The Petitions were

On June 13 2025 the 19“‘ Congress adJourned sine dze 41 The ﬁrst three

o "'1n1peachrnent compla1nts rema1ned arclnved and unacted upon at the time of_

e adJ ournment

On June 30 2025 Vtce Presrdent Duterte filed: her Answer Ad

. Cautelam to the Artlcles of Impeachment before the Sendte, reiterating her
position- that the impeachment complaint was void ab initio for violating the

W one-year bar rule under Article X1, Section 3(5) of the Const1tut1on~—~the same

'argument she had rarsed before thrs Court as pet1t10ner A2

3 Motion for Reconsaderat:on (Respondent I-Iouse of Representatlves) dated August4 2025, p. 6; See Joumal Nao. 36,
s House, 19" Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5, 2025), pp. 75-76.
'3 See Journal No. 36, House, 19" Congress, Third Regular Session (February 3 to 5 2025) p- 88. The-

2028,
h Rules of Proeedure in Impeachment Proceedmgs (2023) See Rules of the House of Representatwes
- Nineteenth Congress pp. 121129, available at
“https://docs,congress. hrep onlme/download/docs/hrep house rules adopted ebook. pdt (1ast aecessed on
.-+ ~November 24; 2025). " -
3 Rollo (G.R. No, 278353), pp. 8—43; rollo (G R. No 278359),pp. 3 146
¥ Compliance (Respondent House of Representatives) dated July 16, 2025 p. 11.
9 14 at10.'See also Annex 5 of the Compliance, Resolution No. 328 dated June 11, 2025 pp. 1-2.
41" "Motion.for Reconsnderatron dated August 4, 2025, pp. 9, 14--15; Sine die is a Latin maxim for “without
- - a day? In the context of a: -parliamentary body sich as the [louse 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 Representatwes not completed are termmated They willhave
Lo+ toberefiled. See BLACK’ SLAW DICTIONARY 47 (9thed: ,2009); CONST., art. VI, secs. 4; 7, and 15; Rules
. of.the House ofRepresentatwes Nmeteenth Congress, rule XXII, sec. 147 PP- 79
w4z Mamfesta‘non with. Subm:sslon dated June 30,:2025, /PP 1—4

: numberrng of session- days are adopted from the House of Representa‘nves Compllance dated July 16,
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~ On July 8,2025, th1s Court issued a Resolut10n43 d1rect1ng all parties to
-respond and submit, “under oath; the necessary documents relating to the
procedure employed by the House of Representatwes in handhng the four
' 1mpeachment complamts SRR I : ‘

On July 16 2025 respondent House of Representatwes ﬁled its -
’-'_Cornphance “oTt clanﬁed the cxact . dates of filing of the first. three
' 'unpeachment complalnts the1r respectwe status,*> and the number of session

. days that had lapsed from their endorscment to transrmttal 46 Regarding this

- Court’s ‘inquiries. on ‘the “preparation, c1rcu1at1on and. perusal: of the
:\impeachment complaint, as well as its attachments %8 respondent House of

e Representatlves maintained that these are “matters [pertalnlng] to its internal

e proceedings . . [and] regarded as beyond the Junsd1ct1on and scrutlny of th1s
- ’*’Honorable Court FAESONEE SR ORE g | S

On July 25 2025 thls Court 1ssued the assalled De0131on partlally

~ granting the Petitions and declaring the . Articles of Impeachment
‘uficonstitutional and void ab initio for Vlolatlng the one-year bar rule under

Article: XI, “Section 3(5) of the Constltutlon and the const1tut10na1 '
_'requ1rernents of due process SN T : : ‘

_ Respondent House of Representatlves ﬁled Motlon for

"?.E'Recons1deratlon dated August 4,2025,% sceking recons1derat10n of this~
- Court’s July 25, 2025 Decision, the dismissal of the Petitions for lack of merit,

and the reversal of the 1mmed1ately executory nature of the Dec1s1on '

Respondent House of Representatlves rnalntams that it fa1thfully |
: observed the procedure mandated in the Const1tut10n in handhng the first three

.;1mpeachment complalnts "It also: asserts. ‘that  the -fourth 1Inpeachrnent

110

: 1compla1nt did not- violate - ‘the ‘one-year - bar rule or the- constltutlonal -

" requirements on due process.’? Further, it conténds that even assuming it was

" bound by the new rules introduced by this Court in the assailed Decision, it

“should not be preJudlced for having relied on the existing guidelines

_ estabhshed in Francisco, Jr. v. House of Represenratzves 33 and thus seeks the
prospectlve appl1cat10n of any new rule .

e 'July 8; 2025 Resolunon pp. 1-3 Lo T e y :
_#. Compliance. (Respondent House of. Representatlves) dated July 1o, 2025 pp 1~16 As of. thls time, .
L responderit Senate hasnot. yet submltted its Comphance R : _
. % Id At 34, :
% Id at 6-7.
71, at9. ' ' : " '
%GR Nos. 278353 and 278359 ]uly 25 2025 [PerS AJ Leonen En Banc]
9 J4.at 95, 2 o
o Motion for Reconsnderatlon (Respondent House of: Representatlves) dated August 4, 2025 PP: 1_71
o3l Id a6l : . _ : F ‘ .
% Id. at 4547, 53, S '
‘_"53j 460 Phil. 830 (2003) [PerJ Carplo Moraies, En Banc] _ ' ' ' :
3 Motion for Recon51derat1on (Respondent House of Representatlves) dated August 4, 2025 Pp- 26—~27
31434, . . .
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P On August 5 2025 th1s Court dlrected pet1t1oners Duterte and Torreon
e et al. to ﬁle therr respectrve Comments wrthm lO days from recerpt 5,

On August 13 2025 pet1t1oners Torreon et al ﬁled their Comment to
the Mot1on for Recons1derat10n :

Petrtroners Torreon et al contend that respondent’ House of
_ Representatlves gravely abused its discretion- when it archived the first three
- 1rnpeachment complarnts and delayed taking action on them until the filing of
the fourth 1rnpeachment complaint, wh1ch they descrlbe as a “calculated move

'-:to c1rcumvent the one- year bar ru]e AL e

_ F1rst pet1t1oners Torreon et al po1nt out that the del1berate nonreferral-
of the first three' 1mpeachment compla1nts to the Honse Comrmttee on Justice
" constitited -a “blatant departure from - the - Constitution’s ‘prescribed -
- impeachment procedure. »58 They stress that such “inaction cannot be used to

. “perpetually freeze- complamts to evade the [one-year] bar,” as this would
- effectively “|manipulate] the 1mpeachment process for political ends.”> They

“note that by expanding the trigger to include termination through archiving,

_this Court addressed  “the spec1ﬁc abuse of - stalhng m1n0r1ty sendorsed
i complarnts to favoramajonty backed one 760

_ Second pet1t1oners Torreon et al argue that respondent. House of

- Representatives” pos1t10n that the one-year bar was triggered only by the
o '_-fourth complaint is a “self- servrng a:nd novel readmg of the Const1tut1on and -
o '_goes agalnst estabhshed doctr1ne :

Th1rd pet1t1oners Torreon et al oppose the prayer for prospect1ve._

applrcatlon ma1nta1mng that the. const1tut1onal reqmrements part1cularly the
" referral to the Committee’ on Just1ce and the observance of the one-year bar

and adherence to due process, were already settled principles and not “new
standards” ‘as respondents claim.%? They assert that this Court’s Decision
3 merely applied the doctrine laid down in the cases of Francisco and Gutierrez

o address procedural abuses that the House itself created” through its willful
S departure from already establ1shed procedures under the Const1tut1on and

Jur1sprudence 63.

.55 August 5, 2025 Resolution, pp -2 L :
38 Comment/Oppomhon to-the Motion for Recons1deratlon ﬁled by Respondent House of Representatrves
- (Petitioners Torreon et al Y dated August 13 2025 pp. 1-54. '
3T Id. atii, 5. , ) y

8 a4

e g atgro'. o
0 ar 1l

6l Id ats.

- 1d. at6 7

263 'Comment (Petruoners Torreon et al ), P 33—35
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On August 1 l 2025 pet1t1oners Torreon et al ﬁled the1r Oppos1t1on to

N the Mot1ons to Intervene (w1th Motion' to Expunge Submlssrons) 64 seeking.

" the: demal of the 1ntervenors Motlons for Recons1derat1on and to- stnke off

UH-"-‘.-':Z:‘:these Motions from the récords of the case.® They- subsequently fileda

Consolidated Comm.ent /- Oppos1t1on Ad. Cautelam dated August 14, 202556
'-l"relteratmg the same arguments they- raised in their’ Comment to the Motion for -
--.;Recons1derat10n 67 and a Supplemental Opposition dated August 15, 2025,
" ‘mainly arguing that the intervenors lack legal 1nterest in the case® and that
' :the1r Mot1ons Were ﬁled out of t1me

On August 18 2025 pet1t1oner Duterte ﬁled her Comment to the

o _MOthIl for Recons1derat1on

_ Petltloner Duterte prehmmanly argues that the Mot1on for
=Recons1derat10n 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 209 Congress Consequently, she asserts that the Mot1on must be
‘f_:d1sm1ssed outrlght o S : :

N Even assummg that the plead1ng was author1zed by respondent House
"'iof Representatlves pet1t1oner Duterte: mamtams that ‘the House nongtheless:
.committed grave abuse of discretion by exceedlng its constitutional authority
“to - initiate impeachmient proceedmgs -She claims that: ‘the House of
:Representatrves’ “fixation[s] on per1pheral detarls ‘diverts attention from
.1ssues already settled 1 1n the assa_lled Dec1s_1on_ o ' ) ' :

‘ F1rst pet1t10ner Duterte contends that rio. plenary Vote was conduoted in
' -;the manner requ1red by respondent House of Representatlves own Internal'

e ':Rules of Procedure

- Second pet1t1oner Duterte argues that the archrval of the ﬁrst three'
: _1mpeachrnent complaints - const1tuted a- “delrberate act- of disposition,”

A 'spec1ﬁcally an inaction that f md1cates a calculated effort to évade the [one-

|68

. year bar rule] 75 She emphas1zes that . by neglectmg these complaints,
e -:respondent House of Representatwes fa1led to comply with the constltutlonal

... Opposmon to the Motlons to. Intervene (w:th Motlon to Expunge Submissmns) (Petltloners Torreon et
- al.y dated August Il 2025 pp. 1-35. '
65 Id. at 28-29. '
<8 Consolidated Comment / Opposmon Ad Cautelam (Pet1t1oners Torreon et al. ) dated August 14, 2025,
. pp- 1-35. :
¢ fd.at3,5,13,30-31. e
- Supplemental Opposmon (Pet1t1oners Torreon et al, ) clated August 15,2025, pp 1435
'ﬁg_-'ldatS o _ R _
s 'Comment to the Motlon for Recons1deranon fi led hy Respondent House of Representatlves (Petmoner
- ¢ Diuterte) dated August 18 2025 PP 1w28
I at 67, ' .

P ddoat2,

" i atd, -
eI atS.
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] _perrods~+~10 sessron days t0 include the. complarnts in the Order of Busrness
and three sessron days to refer them to the Commlttee on J ustice.”’ e

- ...Third.,.;peﬁt.ionerDUte_r'te"_po'si'ts 'that_"”the Coristitution, whe_n inter‘preted
as a whole, mandates the observance of due process at every stage of the
'proceedmgs underscorlng that 1mpeachrnent is both a pohtlcal and legal

._process | : -

Flnally, petltloner Duterte 1n31sts that the pr1ncrple of prospectrve
-application-should not apply in this case, arguing that jurisprudence allowing
prospectivity is 1ntended only to protect nonpart1es who would otherw1se be
affected by a ruhng

From the arguments ra1sed in the ‘Motion for Recons1deratlon of
| -respondent House of Representat1ves the 1ssues for th1s Court’s resolution are
as follows o o '

Fzrst whether respondent House of Representanves commltted grave
. “abuse of . d1scret10n in the - 1nterpretat10n and application of their Rules of
e ;Impeachment in relatlon to the prov131ons of the Const1tut1on ' -

Second whether the House of Representattves ‘had the dlscretlon to
j?"¢-;choose which. Inode of 1mpeachment to pr1or1t1ze arnong several 1mpeachment
'complamts and . o

| ' Third whether petitioner Duterte’s'r'ight to due process was-violated
_When the House of Representatlves transmrtted the fourth nnpeachment
'.complamt to the Senate o

_ Before addressmg the substantlve 1ssues thrs Court must ﬁrst resolve .

. '_the procedural question: of whether the Office of the Solicitor General ‘was

- authorized to file the Motion for Recon51derat10n on behalf of the House of
Representatlves of the 20th Congress '

Ordlnarlly, _under Rule 3 Sectlon 1779 of the Rules of Court a public
ofﬁcer who is a party to'a case but ceases to hold office durlng its pendency

o at 13,

U gt 0405,

% d at16,19.- '

7 . RULES OF COURT, Rule 3 sec 17 reads
SECTION 17. Death or separatxon of a party who is'a pubhc oﬁ‘ Gcer. —— When a public ofﬁcer isa 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’ mamtamed by or against his 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 adopt or continue the action of his predecessor, Before a
substitution is made, the party or officer to be affected, unless expressly assenting théreto, shall be given
reasonable notice of the apphcat}on therefor and accorded an opportunlty to be heard
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‘may be substltuted by therr successor, prov1ded that the successor is glven an
opportunity to be heard before the substitution. In this case, the respondent is
the House of Representatlves of the 19% Congress, which became functus
afficio as of July 30, 2025.% Thus, if this Court were to strictly apply the Rules .

~of Court, the Office of the Sohc1tor General ‘would first have to secure the
. authority of the House of Representat1ves of the 20“‘ Congress before ﬁhng
L the Motlon for Reconsrderatlon - :

The requ1re1nent of ‘notice and opportumty to be heard in the
'substrtutlon of parties is a pr1nc1p1e grounded in due process. Consrderlng that
" “the House of Representatlves of the 20 Congress made no obJectron before
this Court to the Ofﬁce of the Sohcrtor General’s filing of the Motion: for

- _ Recons1deratton on its behalf; nor- dlsputed any of the arguments rarsed in the

: _Mot1on it cannot be sard that 1ts rrght to due process was. Vrolated

In any case, th1s Court has prevrously 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.”® The novelty of the issues, the repercussions they may have on
future cases, and the “fact that this involves: impeachment—an important
: accountablhty measure of the Constltutlon—are sufficient reasons to set aside
-hngerlng procedural 1ssues such as the one ra1sed by petlttoner Duterte

we prObeed'toiresoh/e'_-th'e_fMotion._on thie merits.

_ I. : :
Interpretatlon of the Rules of Impeachment of the House of
' ' Representatlves durmg the 19th Congress
L The House of Representatlves has the prerogatrve to promulgate 1ts own
- '*Rules of Impeachment.® These - Rulés must. be consistent with - the
o Constltutlon Deﬁnrtely, any devratlon by the House of Representatlves from
_ :1ts own Rules will be consrdered as a grave abuse of drscretron |

We reproduce the “entire Rules of Impeachment of ‘the House of _
VRepresentatlves dur1ng 1ts 19“‘ Congresss3 for reference

8’ ".See CONST art, V1, secs. 4 and 7

31 Ararieta v, Dmglasan 84 Phil. 368, 383 (1949) [Per] Tuason -En Banc]
8 CongT,, art. X1, sec; 3(8) provides; . -

DU 'SECTION 3—...(8) The Congress shall promulgate 1ts rules on nnpeachment to effectlvely carry out

- -thepurpose of tlus section,+

¥ Rules of Procedure in Impeachment Proceedmgs (2023) See Ru]es of the House of Representatlves
- . Nineteenth Congress, pp. 121-129, available at L

- . htipsi//docs.congress.hrép. onlme/download/docs/hrep house rules adopted ebook pdf (last accessed on

Novembcr 24, 2025) S : R :
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: RULE I
Applrcabrhty of Rules

"‘.‘SECTION 1. Applzcabzlzty of Rules = These Rules shall apply to- all_

: proceedmgs for impeachment in the House of Representatlves against the

" President, Vice-President, the Members of the Supreme Court, the Membets.

- -of ‘the Constitutional’ Corrnmssmns “and . the Ombudsman for culpable

L :vrolatron of the Constltutron ‘treasor, bnbery, graft and corruptron other
5 -hrgh cr1mes or betrayal of pubhc trust - :

, RULE II
Imtratlng Impeachment

T SECTION 2. Mode of Initiating Impeachment o Impeachment shall be
S '1mt1ated by the. ﬁhng and subsequent referral to the Commlttee on Justrce
~of: S T

Toiasa Ver1ﬁed complalnt for lrnpeachrnent ﬁled by any Member of the
. House of. Representatives or;
-~ b. a verified complaint filed by any citizen upon a resolunon of
" endorsement by any Member thereof; or s
¢, averified. complaijnt or resolutlon of impeachment filed by at least
' -one- -third (1/3) of all the Members of the House. ‘

SECTION 3. lemg and Reﬁzrml af Verzf‘ed Complaints. — A Venﬁed

e complamt for 1mpeachrnent by a Member of the House or by any-citizen

. upona résolution of endorscment by any Member thereof shall be ﬁled ‘with :
the ofﬁce of the Secretary General and 1mmed1ately referred to the Speaker L

. An nnpeachrnent complamt is Ver1ﬁed by ‘an affidavit that the |
g complamant has read the complaint and that the allegations therein are true
-and correct of: hrs personal knowledge or based on- authentlc records.

An 1mpeachrnent complarnt requ1red 1o be Verlﬁed ‘which contalns a
P _Ver1ﬁcat10n based on' “informiation ‘and - behef" ~or; upon . “knowledge, .
- information and belief,” or lacks a proper Ver1ﬁcatlon shall be treated as an
:unsrgned 1mpeachrnent complamt -

The Speaker shall have it 1nc1uded in. the Order of Busmess within
' ten (10) session days from receipt. It shall then be referred to the Commlttee
on .Tustrce wrthm three (3) session days thereafter. -

' - RULE 1T :
Fmdmg Probable Cause for Impeachment

: :-'.A COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS
‘_ ___SECTION 4. Dez‘ermmanon of Sujﬁczency in: Form - Upon due referral
“the Com_rmttee ‘on Justice shall determine whether the - complaint " is
. sufficient in form, If the comrmttee finds ‘that the complaint is insufficient
in form it shall return’ the same 'to the Secretary General within three (3)
. session days with a wrrtten explananon of the msufﬁclency The Secretary
o ‘General- shall Teturn the same to the complalnant(s) together with the
*committee’s written explanatlon within three (3) session days from receipt
_ of the commrttee resolutlon ﬁndmg the complalnt 1nsufﬁcrent in form. - -
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SECTION 5 Determmatzon of Suﬂ' czen:cy in Substance ~ Should the )
-+ .committee ﬁnd the complamt sufficient in form, it shall then determineif .
- the. complalnt is sufficient in’ substance. The requirement of substance is o
. met if there is' a recital of facts constltutlng the offense charged -and
“. determinative of the _]unsdlctlon of the committee. If the committee finds
" - that ‘the complamt is not.sufficient in substa.nce it shall d1smrss the'
7'compla1nt and shall submrt 1ts report as prov1ded hereunder

o SECTION 6 Not‘tce to Respondents and Ti tme 10 Pleaa’ - If the commitiee. o
© .- finds the- complaint sufficient in form and substance, it shall immediately
. furnish the respondent(s) Wwith a copy ‘of the resolution and/or verified
L :complamt as the casé. may be, with written notice that the respondent shall
S answer the complatnt within ten (1 0) days from receipt. of notice thereof and
" serve a copy of the answer to the cornplamant(s) No motion to dlSHllSS shall
] be allowed w1th1n the perrod 10 answer the complamt

The answer, wh1ch shall be under oath rnay 1nclude afﬁrrnatrve
“defenses. If the respondent fails or refuses to file an answer within the
. reglementary period; the respondent is. deemed to. have interposed.a general
i denial to the complamt Within three (3).days. from receipt ‘of the answer,
. the cornplamant may file'a reply, serving a copy thereof to the respondent |
7 'who ‘may file & rejomder within three (3) days from teceipt of the reply, -
. "serving a copy thercof to the complalnant If the complainant fails to filea
" reply, all the material allegations in the answer. are deemned’ controverted .
. Together with- their pleadings, the, parties. shall ; file their affidavits or -
" !counter-affidavits, as the: case may be, with’ the1r docurnentary _evidence.
- Such affidavits .or” counter-afﬁdav1ts shall. be subscribed before (the -
" Chairperson” of the Committee” on Justice or the. Secretary General.
.. Notwithstanding all the foregorng, failure to- ﬁle an answer will not preclude o
N the respondent frorn presentlng ev1dence to support the defenses '

FaR When there are more than one respondent each shall be furnlshed -
e w1th a copy of the verified complaint of a Member of the House or.a copy
- of the verified complaint of a private citizen to gether with the resolution of -
"~ endorsement thereof by a Member of the House. of Representattves and a
i+ written notice to answer In this case, reference to respondent in these Rules
S shall be understood as respondents -

. SECTION 7. Submzssmn of Evzdence ana’ Memoranda - Aﬂer rece1pt of o
% the pleadlngs affidavits ‘and . counter-affidavits and relevant documents |
o provided for'in- Sectlon 6, or. the explratlon of the time- within ‘which they." -
- may be filed, the Commiftee ‘shall determine whether the complamt alleges s
sufficient grounds for 1rnpeachrnent ;

: lf it ﬁnds that sufﬁcrent grounds for 1mpeachment do not exist, the
7% Committee -shall dismiss the complaifit and’ submit the. report requu‘ed'”'
e ‘hereunder. if the Committee finds that: sufﬁc1ent grounds for impeachment

- exist, the. Corninittee shall conduct a hearing.. The Committee, through the - ‘.
Cha.trperson may. 11m1t the perlod of examination and cross~exam1natlon by -
.~ members of the Committee: - The-Committee shall have the power to issue

' :compulsory processes for the attendance of w1tnesses and the product1on of S
- -:'-’*r'documents and other related evrdence o

Hearings before the Committee shall'be' open to the pubhc excep:t-

- when the security of the State or publlc interest reqmres that the hearlngs be
- held in executive sessmn
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: After the submlss1on of ev1dence the Commlttee may requlre ‘the -
. submlssron of memoranda, after Wthh the matter shall be subm1tted for' -
. resolutron f;_.:‘..‘”; _- LT LT : - SR

SECTION 8 Prorecnon to Complamants or- Wzmesses — The House may,
upon proper petrtlon provide “adequate’ protectlon to a complamant or
witness if it is shown that the personal safety. of the complainant or witness
'1s in Jeopardy because of part101pat1ng in the 1mpeachment proceedlng

_ jSECTION 9 Reporz‘ and Recommendatmn - The Committee on Justlce
. after hearing, and by a:majority vote of all'its Members; shall submit its
L report to the House' containing its ﬁndlngs and recornrnendatrons within
- sixty (60) sessmn days from the referral to it of the verlﬁed complaint and/or
“resolution.’. Together w1th the report shall be a. formal resolution of the -
B '_Commrttee regardlng the- dlsposmon of the complalnt which shall be
.. calendared-for conS1derat10n by the House w1th1n ten (10) session days from-
;recelpt thereof e .

‘ If the Comrnlt'tee 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 submrt ‘with-its: report a resolutron setting forth the

. Articles of . Impeaehment Otherwise, - the. complamt shall be d1sm1ssed
' ""subject to Seetron 12 ofthese Rules SRR o :

SECTION 10 Repori, 10 be C’alendared The Commlttee on Rules shaIl
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 s1xty (60) session days from its submlssmn by the Comrmttee
A 'on Justlce : e

e 'B HOUSE ACTION

"SECTION 11 Vote Requzred for Approval - A vote of at least one-thlrd
- (1/3)of all the Members of the House is necessary for. the approval of the
- -resolution settmg forth+the Articles of Impeachment If the resolution is

_approved by the requlred vote it shall then be endorsed to the Senate

~On the other hand should the resolutlon fail to secure approval by

’-_the requlred vote 1t shall result in. the d1sm1ssal of the complatnt for_
__1mpeachment e s ‘ :
’ SECTION 12 Where Dzsmzssal [zs] 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 1mpeachment 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 Commlttee on Just1ce shall forthwrth prepare the Artlcles of
- Impeachment N : L

_ '."E.SECTION 13 Vote by Roll Call = The votrng on a resolutlon Wlth the N
. -Articles of- Impeachment of ‘the: Comrmttee 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 :

' : RULE I _ :
erlﬁed Complamt/Resqutron by One Third of Members
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s 'SECTION 14 Endorsement of the Complamt/Resqutzon to the Senare -
A verified complamt/resolut1on of 1mpeachment filed by-at least one-third
SRGRE '(1/3) of all: the Members of the' House shall ‘constitute- the ‘Articles of o
' ‘—":_.,';"'_-Impeachment and in this cas¢. the venﬁed complamt/resolutron shall be® -
i endorsed to the Senate in the same manner as an approved bilt-of the House .

- The complamt/resolutlon must at the time of ﬁhng, be ver1ﬂed and o
3 sworn to before the Secretary General by each of the. Members constltutrng '
_at least one—th1rd (1/3) of.all the Members of the House

The contents of the VCIIﬁCathI’l shall be as follows

L “We, after bemg sworn in accordance wn‘h law depose and

. state: That we -are ‘the. complamanrs in the above—entztled'
- _complamz‘/resolutzon of impeachment; that we_have caused
' the said complamz‘/resolutzon to'be. prepared and have read
the com‘enzs thereof; and that the allegatrons therein are true

of our own knowledge and bellef on the basis of our réading ‘
and appreczatzon of documents and. oz‘her records pertmenr

e fthereto PR : : -

(S1gnature)

RULE V _
Bar Agalnst Impeachment

. SECTION 15 Scope of Bar —~ No 1rnpeaehment proceeding’ shall be
- -__1n1t1ated agalnst the same ofﬁcra.l more than once within a perlod of one (1)
. year. _

s RULE VI : -
Prosecutor in All Irnpeachrnent Proeeedlngs B

o ;-[SECTION 16 Impeachment Prosecutor w5 The House of Representatrves -
- shall act as the prosecutor at the trial in the Senate through a committee of .
- eleven (11) Members* thereof to be elected by a. ma]orrty Vote of the
L _Mernbers present there belng a quorum . :

B R RULE VH R =
Apphcablhty of the Rules of Court

SECTION 17 Rules of Procedure = The Rules of Court shall as far as.' 5
O '_'_practlcable apply to rmpeaehment proceedmgs before the House." -

o Adopied, May 30,2023
. Published, June 2, 2_0238.4.

: The opemng paragraph of Rule I, Sect1on 2 and subseetron (c) of the
Rules of Irnpeachrnent clearly prov1des e .

. __‘34 ‘ Rul_e_s_of Procedure in Impeachrnent.lf'roceediugs' (2023), sees..l—lT'.'.(Citati‘ou omitted)
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- _-SECTION 2 Mode of Imnatmg Impeachment — Impeachment shall be o
. 1n1tlated by the f' lm,e and subsequent referml to the: Comm1ttee on I ust1ce

';'c ‘a ver1ﬁed complamt or resolutlon of 1mpeachment ﬁled by at least one-
. third (1/3) of all the Members of the HouSe (Emphasm and underscormg
I supplred) : _ :

‘The openmg paragraph seems to requ1re that even a Verrﬁed complamt
or resolution of ‘impeachment already filed by at least one-third of the
° members of the House of Representatwes still needs referral tothe Commrttee
i 'on Justlce _ . : : ' : -

R A strict textual readmg appears to support thls conclus1on due to the use
L ‘-_of the words “shall” and “ﬁlmg and subsequent referral ” Applying the rules

-‘;_ﬁ"..z-:-.-on syntax’ and: statutory construcﬂon this'seems to.mean that. both ﬁlmg and
.. referral . to the Committee on- Justice . are’ imperative and- conjunctive . .
A _.req_u1rements for all the modes of 1n1t1at1ng 1mpeachment complamts

We accord the House of Representafzves its competence and power as.

i,‘.f',__‘_‘gz‘he legislative branch of . government . in- promulgatmg its, Rules on
Lo f]mpeachment However, in their: mterpretatmn of their: Rules, it cannot

r_."contravene the clear and unambtguous provlsmns of the Constztutmn

We carmot read the prov1s1on as 1mplled by our colleague, Just1ce Raul
' B Vlllanueva to be worded thls Way : :

RULE II 5
In1t1at1ng Impeachment

R SECTION 2 Mode of Imtzatzng Impeachment - Impeachment shall be
. initiated by: _ :
- ':(a) the filing and and referral ro the Commzrtee of Justzce of a verified complamt .
‘ for 1mpeachment ﬁled by any Member of the House of Representatrves L
: or
s (b) the fi lmg and reﬁarral of a venﬁed complalnt ﬁled by any c1trzen upon
-+ aresolution of endorsement by any Member thereof: or -
'(c) the filing of a verified complamt or resolution of impeachment filed by
< at least one—thrrd (1/3) of all the Members of the House (Emphasrs
supphed) g o G :

If it were to be craﬁed based on the House . 1nterpretat1on the wording
-should  have expressly requ1red that the- ﬁrst mode of 1n1t1at1ng an

o 1mpeachment complaint under: Rule II, Séction 2(a) and (b) requires both

~Afiling and referral to the Committee on’ Ju_strce while the second m_ode under

8], Villanueva, Separate Opinion; p; 19. -
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r.Rule II Sect1on 2(c) only requires the ﬁlmg of an 1mpeachment complamt and
"'_no more referral to the Commlttee on Justlce | ,

Instead, we read the current House Rules on’ Impeachment to

-mandatorily require referral of any. complamt or complaints filed under

. Article XI, ‘Section 3(2) or the ﬁrst mode of 1n1t1at1ng a complamt to the'

_ However based on the House Rules on. Impeachment the House of
‘Representatlves may also refer any complaint filed under AI'thle X1, Section
B 3(4) or the second mode of initiating.a complamt to the committee but only

< ZE GR o '278.3_53' abd 278359 |

fora limited purpose. Clearly, the referral under the second mode of'i 1n1t1at1ng -

R an 1mpeachment complamt 1s not mandatory

The Court cannot 1gnore the formulatron of th1s prov151on w1thout |

"-_-underm1n1ng the const1tut10nal prerogative of the House of Representatrves to-

-'promulgate its own Rules of Impeachment ‘We cannot also read the .

.iprov1s1ons SO’ that they contravene the prov1s1ons of the Const1tut10n

_ We assume “that - the speaker and members of the House of-
R Representatlves were: fully aware of the two modes of 1n1t1atmg a complamt'
L .-under Art1cle XI Sectlon 3 of the Constrtutron : -

SECTION 3

"-':"-}"(2) A ver1f1ed complalnt for 1mpeachment may be ﬂled by any Member of . -
“. the House: of - Representatlves or by any citiZen upon a resolut1on of
. endorsement. by any Member thereof, which shall be- mcluded in the Order
. of Business within ten session days, and referred to the proper Committee
- Lwithin-three session days thereafter The Comm1ttee, after hearmg, and by -
S Ta ‘majority vote of all its Members shall submiit its report to the House
o within sixty - session - days fromi - such® referral,. together - with the .
.. corresponding resolution. The resolutron shall ‘be calendared for =
- cons1derat10n by the House w1th1n ten sess1on days from receipt thereof '

(3) A vote - of at: least one- thlrd of all the Members of the House shall be -
- . necessary either to affirm a favorable resolution with the Articles of
. Tmpeachmerit of the Committee, or - overnde 1ts contrary resolutron The
R _‘.'vote of each Member shall be recorded

T .-(4) In case the venﬁed complamt or: resolut1on of 1mpeachment is filed by_
T o at least. one-third of. all the Members: of the: House; the same shall constitute 3
I the Art1cles of Irnpeachment and tr1al by the Senate shall forthw1th proceed

Artlcle XI Sect1on 3, subsectrons (2) and (3) cover. the ﬂrst mode of:
1n1t1at1ng an 1mpeachment complarnt o Lo :

Artlcle XI Sect1on 3 subsect1or1 (4) covers the second mode of

'. 1n1t1atmg an 1mpeachment complalnt
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_ In the ﬁrst mode as: contemplated under subsections (2) and (3),
. 1mpeachment is initiated: through the regular and deliberative. process in the

.- House-of. Representatlves A verified complalnt may be filed either by a
'qmember of the House or by a -privatecitizen ‘with the endorsement of a’
- ‘member. Upon filing, the complaint is referred to-the House Committee on
R j'fJustlce ‘which evaluates its sufficiency. in form and substance and conducts
' the appropriate hearings. Only after favorable committee action does the
1mpeachment process proceed further. Thls mode therefore: emphasrzes :

e _1nst1tut1onal screenmg and commrttee review. L

By contrast subsectron (4) 1ntroduces an alternatlve and more d1rect

:-'-f'l;,_;mechamsm for 1n1t1at1ng 1mpeachment Under thls prov1slon a verified

' complamt or resolution of 1mpeach1nent slgned by at least one-third of all the
- members of the House of Representatlves 1mmed1ately initiates 1mpeachment
proceedmgs ' :

‘ T kese prowswns reﬂect a deltberate constitutional - destgn,
subsectwns (2) and- “(3) prawde a Structured and commtttee-dzrected
-approach while- subsectmn (4) allows a streamlmed mmatmn when a
3 suff aent level of consensus already extsts

- Grven the House S plenary power under the Constrtutlon {0 craft itsown'
’__'-Rules the: House: formulated the present House Rules on Impeachment and
requ1red the ﬁlmg and referral of the 1mpeachment complamt under the two

: ‘ I A L
Referral under the Frrst Mode

_ The first mode o_f ﬂli_‘ng an-.imp:eak:hment-complaint pertains to the filing

.of a complaint by a citizen, which should be subsequently endorsed by a
~member of the House of Representatlves or by the filing of a complamt by a
L _member of the House :

o In such cases, the Constltutlon and the House Rules on Impeachment'
: requlre that 1mpeachment complamts be included in the Order of Business
~within 10 session days from: recelpt and referred to the Comm1ttee on Justlce

w1th1n three sessron days thereafter

T Representatrves

Rule II Sectlon 2 paragraphs (a) and (b) and Rule II1 prov1de for the

| 'procedure as deta1led in the Rules of Impeachment approved by the House of
36;['_'; : L N

8 . Rules of Procedure in Impeat:hment-_P'roceedings-('2023:),_ Rule 11, sec. 2(a) and 2(b)} and 'Rule_:III.
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From the Rules of the House of Representatlves the purpose of the

o ,referral is for the Commiiltee, to receive the:evidence: for the purpose of

f'?'evaluatmg it'so that the Conimittee itself will draft the report to be submitted

L to the’ plenary Also; the procedure already clearly respects the respondent s
-due process rlghts : ‘ _ ‘

S IB ,
Referral under the Second Mode

A cursory readtng of Arttcle XI Sectlon 3(4) rnlght suggest that referral

\ a.'to a comm1ttee of the House 1s no longer necessary or even contrary to its
" 1ntent - ' :

 The second mode ex1sts because the . Constltutlon ‘requires that
1mpeachment can commence with the support of only one-third of all the .

: =jmembers of the House of Representatlves R

| However the House Rules on Impeachment requ1re that any ground o

" 'ralsed in a complalnt must be: supported by evidence and that this, ev1dence-
| .-has been furmshed to and evaluated by the endorsmg member :

_ This is clear in the prov151on on verlﬁcatlon in Rule IV Sectlon 14 of

e _' the House Rules on Impeachment thus

S RULEIV ;ﬁu, - SURERE
Ver1ﬁed Complamt/Resolutlon by OnevThlrd of Members v

W SECTION 14. Endorsement of the Complamt/Resolutton to the- Senate -
A verified complaint/resolution of 1rnpeachment filed by at. least one-third -
- (1/3) .of all the Members of the House shall .constitute the’ Artlcles of
Impeachment and in-this case the verified complalnt/resolutlon shall be-
-endorsed to the Senate in the same. manner as.an approved blll of the House :

L _ The complamt/resolutton must, at the t1rne of ﬁhng, be ver1ﬁed and
. sworn to before the Seeretary General by-each: of the. Members const1tut1ng .
at least one-thlrd (1/3) of all the Mernbers of the House. '

The contents of the ver1ﬁcat1on shall be as follows

“We, aﬁe_r' beiﬁg'mokn in accordance-wtth lav_v_, depdse and -
‘state: That we are the complainants in the above-entitled
- complaintiresolution of impeachment; that we have caused

the said complaint/resolution o be prépared. and have read

| the. contents thereof. and. that the alle,eattons therein are. )

- true of our-own knowledge and belief on the basis of our
'readmg and apprecmtmn of. documents aml otker records '
pertmem‘ thereto ' -

(Stgnature) (Empha513 supphed)
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The ver1ﬁcat1on requlrement in the House ‘Rules exacts comphance _

under oath that the endorsmg members read the contents of the complalnt and
o -'examlned the ev1dence pertlnent to the alleganons :

To glve effect to the House Rules on Impeachment as. well as to the

: _mtent of the constitutional prov1s10n ‘the optwnal referral to the Committee
‘- on Justice provided by the opening paragraph of Section 2 in relation to

'_ f ;'_Subsectzon (c) of the same prov:swn if: avalled of by the House, should only
“be for the followmg purposes - . :

(l)To ensure that the endorsement of the members of the House is
- ver1ﬁed o : o :

(2)To conﬁrm that the ev1dence supportlng the grounds in the .
L -complamt ex1sts, and ‘that every. ‘member has been given a copy of the:

| -tcomplalnt as well as, the ev1dence supportmg it; a.nd o
(3)To respect the Comrnlttee 8 prerogatlve to consohdate dlfferent

o formulanons of the complalnt if any, so-that: only one complalnt is endorsed
.0 :to the plenary for transm1ttal to the Senate - R :

Unhke durlng the referral under the ﬁrst mode the Commlttee does not

“51 _""need to holda hearmg to present W‘ltnesses or: documentary or other evidence. -
- .If the House opts to refer the" complalnt 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 :

R In1t1at1ng an 1mpeachrnent cornplalnt under the second mode 15 the act
~of the entire House of Representatives. It-does so with only a one-third vote

el of all its members, mamfested through their. endorsement and verification of

a draﬁ: Art1cles of Impeachment Thus, ‘the- transmlttal of the endorsed

c0mp1a1nt as the Artlcles of. Impeachrnent can“only be done in. a plenaryf'

o fsess1on where the transm1tta1 is: part Ofthe Order of Bus1ness

Th1s means that all members of the House of Representatlves should
: have been given copies of the complaint and its accompanying -evidence.

- However, the transmittal should be made 1mmed1ate1y if it appears that one-
. third of the House membership has already endorsed the complaint. Providing
o .__._the other. non—endorsmg members w1th copies- durmg plenary is not only a

- matter of courtesy but'also so'they can properly inform their constituents that

| an 1mpeachment complalnt has. already been 1n1t1ated ThlS is not idle

7



i Resolutlon i 26 GRNos .27.133'53 and27g359

' ceremony, itisan essentlal 50 all mernbers—»not only those who endorse——can
i ”dlscharge therr ﬁJnct1ons as representatwes : -

Dlstmgulshmg 1mt1ated complamts from sham complamts

Th1s Court 15 aware that ‘as in thls case, multlple 1mpeachment

: lcomplarnts may sometimes be filed against the same official w1th1n the same
_ 'perlod Hence, in the assalled Declslon thls Court 1ntroduced a rule:

Third, Art1cle Xl Sect1on 3(2) of the Constrtutmn clearly requires
) . “that a verified 1rnpeachment complamt be 1mmed1ately put in the Order of -
.- Business wrthln 10 session days from-its endorsement: Neither the secretary .
if-:--general nor. the speaker of the House is’ granted by the Constitution any~
v i discretion o determine when this per1od COMMEnces.- Neither does: the
- House of Representatrves have any discretion except to refer these matters.
-~ to the proper comrmittee within' three session days. - Within these periods,
" the House may opt 10 consolldate all 1rnpeachment complarnts properlj,r
'commenced and endorsed ' : i .

R Obvmusly, sham complamts for example those : that are not .
L verifi ed should be dismisséd zmmedzately, even if endorsed. Camplamts

. that are not properly eridorsed bya member of the House of Répresentatives
within' a reasorzable perzod should also be dismissed. These” types of
o dzsmzssals wzll not trzgger rhe one-year ban 88 (Empha31s supphed)

) Thls rule remforces the doctrrne establrshed in the case of Gutzerrez

Whlch sought to prevent the filing of frivolous or sham complaints.*” Sham .
complalnts may be Weaponrzed to create a false “initiation™ and, in effect,
o ._1nsulate an 1mpeachable ofﬁcer from legltnnate 1mpeach1nent proceedlngs for

Under the House Rules on. Impeachment msufﬁc1ency of form

determmes whether an 1mpeachment complaint is'a sham cornplamt Whlle

it should be the respondent House that determlnes how. it dismisses sham

- complalnts the 19th Congress has; through its House Rules on. Impeachment
o determmed that 1t be only through referral to the Cornrnlttee onJ ustrce

The ponencia notes w1thout action the statements rnade 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 Representatwes during its 19th’ Session; he did not receive a «copy of the -complaint

.- together with its evidence, (See-Journal No. 6, Senate, 20t Congress, First Regular Session (August 6,

_ 2025) p. £2). Former Seriate President Escudero alleged that; to'his knowledge the endorsement of many
" -of the -members of the House:of Representatrves to: the Fourth Impeachment Complaint were in
. consideration for. favorable provisions in the Approprlatlons Act (See Journal No. 25, Senate, 20th
" Congress, First-Regular Sess1on (Septernber 29, 2025), pp. 2-7). While serious, it is not within' the -

- competence of this Court to cons1der these: d1sturbmg alleganons because they were not properly-

“presented in evidence here, wo:

88 Duferte v. House of Representaﬂves, G R Nos 278353 and 278359 July 25 2025 [Per SA J Leonen ‘

En Banc] at 92.

' ‘89_ Gurlerrez v. House of Representarzves 660 Phll 271 (201 l) [Per T Carp10- orales En Banc]
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. | Respondent House of Rep:res__entatives,:_in_ turn, has already provided in
it own_ 'Ru'les What_eonstimte'_s a 'shar_n cor_nplaint._' _

. At the minimum, an 1mpeach1nent complamt is determmed to be a sham

complamt if: (1) under the first mode,'it is not properly verifi fed 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 of the House did not properly verify in accordance with

~ the House Rules on Impeachment (Rule IV, Scction 14), or it was not
endorsed’ by at least one-third of all members of the House in accordance

s Wlth Art1cle XI Sect1on 3(4) of the Const1tut1on

In any- case, mmdful of the doctnne 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 Representatlves, as a collective body, to determine
whether an tmpeachment complaint is sufficient in form and in substance.
This Court is likewise not positioned to make such factual determtnattons
in the present case; - parttcularly in deference to the House of
g Representattves, which apted not to. respand to the Court’s specific inquiry

o -.: in its July 8, 2025 Resalutwn 20

The House Rules on Impeachment already prov1de gu1dance on how to
* address:sham: complainits or those that are not properly verified. It is not for
~this Court to dictate how the House of Representatives should exercise its

o -‘d1scret10n in making these determmatlons neitheris it within the authority of

the speaker or the seoretary general to do SO umlaterally on béhalf of the entire
- House. : o ‘ :

_— | - IO '
- On the Priority between the First and Second Mode of Impeachment

We C'la!ﬂﬂ' that the Consntutmn accords no priority to either the fi rst -

| '_' - or ‘the second mode.of initiating an tmpeachment complaint. The House has
e ‘the prerogatzve to_file lmpeachment camplamts, to dismiss tmpeachment?
 complaints for - bem,t,Jr sham complamts or due to insuffi iciency in form: or.

- substance, to choose which among multtple complamts fo prioritize, or to

L cansaltdate multiple complatnts

We tkus rule that the transmlttal of the Articles of Impeachment was
_not rendered mvaltd merelv becaise tt was based on the fourth camplatnt

. which was endorsed. by-at least. one-third Of the members of the House of

"_'Representatwes Rather the transmntal was invalid because it was alreadv
barred by Arttcle XI Sectwn 3(5) of the Constztunon

%0 See Compliance (Respondent ,Ho_use of Represe_ntatives) dated July 16, 2025, p. 9.
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The crrcurnstanoes of th1s case are umque At the tlme the House acted
on. the fourth -impeachment complamt 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 rema1ned pendmg

The Constltutlon and the House Rules on Impeachment prescribe
pecrﬁc trmelrnes wrthrn ‘which - the House ‘must -act on 1rnpeachment

. complaints filed: underthe fifst 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 prooedural reqmrements
3 governrng complamts ﬁled under the first mode.

Durmg the dellberatrons of thlS Resolutron Just1ce Amy Lazaro Javier
fo and Justice Henri Jean Paul Intrng submitted that the constitutional periods in
‘Article XT should be 1nterpreted to’ mean calendar days when respondent
i House is in session. R = TE F -

o Cltrng Gurzerrez Justice - Lazaro- Jav1er pomted out that the
‘constitutional mandates, part1cularly the prescrrbed timelines under the
Constitution, are self-executing provisions that do not need legislation to take _
‘effect. Otherwise, they would be rendered meffectrve by the actlon or mact1on
__-ofCongress 2 S T

| .T ustlce Intlng also ra1sed that the deﬁnltlon of asession day, as the term
used. in the Constitution; should be interpreted-in its" plarn and ordmary
meamng, and not as a techmcal term. 1n leglslatron 93 :

We agree. Artrcle XI Sectlon 3(2) provrdes for the constrtutronal |
_perrods to be observed by respondent House 1n unpeachment proceedmgs as
' follows o : : : :

v (2) A Ver1ﬁed complamt for 1mpeachment may be ﬁled by any. Member of
: the House of Representatlves or by any .citizen upon a resolutron of
~:  endorsement by any Member thereof, which shall be included in the Order
- of Business within fen session days, and referred to the proper Committee
~within three session-days thereafter.. The Comm1ttee ‘after hearing, and by

- ‘majority vote of all its Members, shall submit its report to the House
- within sixty session_ dag from - such referral “together ‘with the.
e correspondrng resolution!  The - resolutron shall be - calendared for

.+ . consideration by the House wrthrn ten sess1on days from recelpt thereof

BE (Empha51s supphed) co -

- See J Lazaro-]avrer Separate Oprmon pp: 11 16 See aisa T, Intmg, Separate Concurrmg and
Dlssentmg Opinion.: . :

- J:Lazaro-Javier, Separate Oprmon p. 7.
9_3 - Intmg, Separate Concurrmg and Drssentmg Oplmon p. 3
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. We are ‘aware: that for leglslatlve purposes a sess1on day follows the
_ _1nterpretat10n of the House, ‘which is not equivalent to a calendar day. Tt is a
period that sta.rts from a call to order unt11 the session is adjourned, regardless
of the. passage of time. In our July 25, 2025 Decision, we prevrously '
" interpreted sessron days as follows ' : ‘

- Session days, however, are: not calendar dates To deterrrnne the . sessmn
‘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

o Representatwes are mterpreted and 1mplemented by the House

_Howeyer, this is hot the 01_11y _interpretation.

- There are two approaches in mterpretrng the length of a session day:
o ﬁrst how respondent House apphes it; and second, how the wordlng in the

‘ "COIlStltutIOIl 1s to be 1nterpreted w1th1n 1ts p1a1n ordlnary rneanmg

| Jud101ary is to glve sp1r1t to the Values of every prov131on of the Constrtutlon
- in hght of its entire: context and the present social reality.

'Considering 't'he two' approaches the ‘intention of the impeachment
process is that it be' done expeditiously. If the allegations are true and can be
.‘proven durmg tr1al an impeachable: officer should not be allowed to continue

to-serve within the soonest possible time. Impeachable officers enumerated
~“under Article XI, Section'2 play a s1gn1ﬁcant role in the const1tut10na1 order
and have a great nnpact on the F 1hp1no people . S

If however the allegatrons are not true, havmg an efﬁ01ent and
'expedltrous 1mpeachrnent process mea:ns not subjectmg the 1mpeachable
_ofﬁcer to further harassment o

| The 10 session days is sufﬁc1ent to: 1nclude the complamt in the agenda
_ 'and refer it to the proper commiittee. During th1s per1od the House may decide
to wait for other 1mpeachment complarnts if any, such as in this case, to make
sure that the impeachment is taken as a serious process and any sham
' cornplalnt 1s not con_sldere_d_ =or entertarned , -

R Based on' the tabulated session days of the first three. 1mpeachment'
" -complamts submitted- by “Justice Inting in - his Separate Concurrrng and
‘ D1ssent1ng Oplnron 95 the House had session on the followrng dates

' -‘Impeachment Co’niplaints__' ' "3_:'-Fi.li11g Da_te - | © Session days lapsed

s Duterte v, House of Representatrves, G.R. Nos 278353 and 278359 July 25, 2025 [Per S.AJ, Leonen,
' - En Banclat 61.

B, Intmg, Separate Concurrmg and D1ssentmg Opmlon pp 3—4 :



'Firs't:Impeachment.'Complaint_ December 2, 2024 | 19 Session days: December 3,
AT | : 4,9, 10,11, 16,17, and 18,
12024; January 13, 14, 15, 20,
~21,:22, 27, and 28, 2025

P : T I e FebruaryS 4, and 5, 2025 '
| Second meeachment -} December 4, 2024 - . .17 Session days: December 9,
Cornplarnt S e 0, 1, 16, 17,7and 18, 2024;

: oo | January 13, 14, 15, 20, 21, 22,

“1'27, and 28, 2025; February3 4,

v 1 s “and 5, 2025
Third Impeachment . - | December 19, 2024 - | 11 Session days: January 13
- Complaint S R 14, 15, 20, 21, 22, 27, and 28,
o - o o - | 2025; February 3, 4, and 5,
-2025 '

- Here the 10 sess1on days should be reckoned from the ﬁhng and.
. endorsement of the first 1mpeachment 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 it to the proper. committee. -As -

Justice Ramon Paul Hernando ralsed dur1ng dehberatlons any delay in the
proceedmg i8 1mmoral ' |

Smce the f st lmpeachment complamt ﬁuled to follow the
o 'canstztutmnal perwds, any succeedmg complamts are barred by Artlcle XI
':Sectmn 3( ) ) ‘ o : :

, ,On D_ue Process-ofiLaw

‘ There is 1ns1stence that the due process clause does not apply 10
.1mpeachrnent proceedmgs ' : _

One strand of the argument pOSltS that Artlcle XI of the Constltutlon
should be interpreted separately from any provision in Article 11, and that due
process protectlons shall only be apphcable durlng the Senate trial stage

_  Another. strand contends that: ent1t1ement to an electlve public ofﬁce
such as the Office of the Vice Pres1dent does not fall within the “life, liberty,
. or property protected under Artrcle 111, Sectlon 1 of the. Constltutron

b
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IV A
Nature of Impeachment

lmpeachment—the power of Congress to remove the hlghest public

LU ofﬁclals for serious crimes and misconduct resultmg in loss of pubhc trust®®

~-is not merely a: polrtlcal process. It is' a-mechanism. provided in the
Const1tut1on and therefore aconstztuﬁonal legal and political process.””

: Impeach'ment ‘was not designed to be merely adjudicatory, nor was it
intended to operate exclusively as a pohtlcal exercise. Rather, it draws from
~-both legal and political foundations to ensure accountability at the highest
~ levels of government As such, 1mpeachment proceedmgs must comply with
- the Constitution as a whole and must. operate W1th1n its bounds 1nclud1ng the
¥ ﬁfundarnental requrrements of due process | -

L The Constltutlon mandates the observance of due process in all '
proceedmgs 1nclud1ng 1rnpeachment Artlcle III Section 1 prov1des

SECTION 1. No person shall be depr1ved of life, liberty or property Wlthout
~due. process of law nor shall any person be demed the equal protectlon of
the laws %8 CnTE

“Every person is guaranteed the right ‘to due process before any
judgment against them is issued.” Thus, applying due process pr1n01ples to
the constitutional provisions on 1mpeachrnent is neither novel nor extraneous,
but a necess_ary, hohstlc approach to giving full effect to the Constitution.

Due process is anchored on falrness and equity. It is ﬂex1ble and

context- dependent shaped by the cucumstances subJect matter, ‘and -

_necessmes of the 51tuatlon 100 At its core, due process requlres notlce, hearmg,

o 3 and a fa1r opportunlty to.be heard 101,

A due process 1ssue -arises 1f a person has not- been given the

s opportumty to squarely and 1ntelllgently answer the accusations or rebut the

ev1dence presented agalnst [them], or raise substantlve defenses through the

% CONST. » art. X, sec. 2reads - '
SECTION 2. — The President, the- V1ce—Pres1dent 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 prov1ded by law, but not by impeachment..
77 See I Vitug; Separate Opuuon in anczsco Jr v. House of Representat.rves 460 Phrl 830 (2003) [Per
oL Carplo-Morales En Banc} :
% CoNsST., art. III, sec. 1 : L '
-9 Flores-Concepcion v. Judge Castaneda, 884 Phil. 66, 92 (2020) [Per J. Leouen, £n Banc]
-1 Saunarv. Execative Secreiary Ermita, 822 Phil, 536; 546 (2017) [Per J. Martires, Third Division].
101 See Ang szay v. Court of Ina’ustrzal Relanons 69 Phll 635 (1940) [Per J. Laurel, En Banc}

/
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_'proper pleadmgs before a quas1-jud1c1al body .- where [they stand]
'charged 2102 LT R

At the same time, 1mpeachment is undenlably pohtrcal in character. The

Constrtutlon vests in Congress the exclusive power to initiate impeachment'®

and to promulgate its own rules to govem the process:'% It is political in the

sense that impeachment authority is exercised by politically accountable
. bodies: the House of Representatlves Wthh 1n1t1ates and the Senate which
: V:_,_'-trres and decrdes LR A e _

_ Thls pohtlcal character reﬂects the - framers intent to entrust the
ultimate judgment over 1mpeachable ofﬁc1als to the people’s representatrves

| During the deliberations on Article XI, one of the framers proposed that

. -procedural matters be left to Congress s dlscretlon as follows:

MR. REGALADO Mz, Pres1d1ng Ofﬁcer I have decrded to put in an
- " additional section because for mstance 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- 1mpeachment In other.
- words, it is just like-a provision in the rules of court. Fstead, 1 propose that
this procedural requirement, like indorsement of a.complaint by a'citizen to
‘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
o ﬁprocedura! requtrements could. be taken care of by the Ru!es of the
Ll Congress 105 (Emphasrs supphed) SR B

However 1mpeachment bemg a legal pohtrcal and - constltutlonal
: process Congress s authority isnot unbridled. " Where constitutional rights are
violated or grave abuse of discretion is committed, _judicial review hies. In
cases where there is no grave abuse of dlscretron ‘this Court must defer to

_Congress ‘Where -two: 1nterpretatrons of the. Rules on- Impeachment are.

) 'possrble—one consistent  with - the . Constrtution and the other not—the
5 : constrtutronal 1nterpretat10n must prevall : :

102,
103-

-Fontamlla v, The Commlsszon Proper COA, 787 Phil. 713; 725~726 (2016) [Per L Brlon, En Banc]
CONST,, art, X1, sec. 3(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 Cormmttee or overrrde

its contrary resolution. The vote of each Member shall be recorded.”

CONST., art. X, sec. 3(8). The Congress shall promulgate 1ts ruies on 1mpeschment to effectlvely carry
-~ out the purpose of this section.

105 ..-_Records of the Const1tut10na1 Commrssron No 41 JuIy 28 1986

ST

2
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IV B.
Inahena ble: nghts

Past Jurlsprudenoe already reflects recogmtlon that the due process
clause also apphes to 1mpeaohment prooeedmgs :

In hlS Separate Concurnng Oplmon n Franc:sco former Ch1ef Just1ce
Artemlo Pangamban explalned - Co

The due process clause, enshrined in our fundamental law, is a
‘conditio sine “qua nonm “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. 1mpeachment insofar as they do not provide the charged official
. with (1) notice and (2) opportunlty to"be hea:rd prlor to bemg 1mpeached _
. "--are also unconstltutlonal 106 (Cltatlons ormtted)

“TFormer Chi-efg':‘fUSti_oe “.tI'Pan'g:ariibah'- agreed that the impeachment .

proceedings against: f_ormer."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- proceedlngs simply because the House of Representatives has
the “exclusive” ' power to initiate impeachment cases and the Senate the “sole”

o Jprerogatwe to try and decide them 17 He also clarified that the _]l.lI'lSdlCthl’l of

E .--'.'thls Court may t be 111V0ked in cases of grave abuse of d1scret10n

3 The Constzturzon has granted many powers and prerogatives excluszvely
to Congress. However, ‘when' these are exercised in violation of the
- Constitution or.with grave abuse of discretion, the Jurisdiction of the Court
. has been invoked:-and its decisions thereon, respected by the legislative
. branch. “"Thus, in Avélino v.-Cuenco, 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 Sannago v.- Guingona, on who, was the -
'mmorlty floor: leader of .the Senate; in-Daza v: Singson and Cosereng V.
Mitra Jr., on who ‘were the duly’ de31gnated members of the Commission on
~ Appointments representing the House of Representatwes 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 prescrlbed by the Constltutlon »108 (Emphas1s supphed
-c1tat10ns om1tted)

_ The Court s 1ntervent1on in such cases is s not an intrusion 1nto pohtlcal
: ._':questlons but the discharge of its. duty to resolve Justlclable controver51es
* arising from constltutmnal Vlolatlons 109, -

e, Pangamban Separate Concurrmg Oplmon in Franc:sco V. House of Representanves 460 Phil. 830
979 {2003) [PerJ. Carplo Morales En Banc] -

-7 Id |t 977.

08 fd gt 978, : ' : :
Tanada v, Angam 338 Ph11 546 574—575 (1997) [Per I Pangamban En Banc]

Y,
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The phrase “ngkt 1o life, !zbertv, or propertv ” should notbe read w:th :

_:-undue lttemltsm. 1t must be: accorded reasoniable ﬂextbdu‘v to achieve its
intent of protectmg inherent and mallenable rights that could not have been

'exhaustwelv articulated at the time of its fmmmg The due process clause

L _ embodies the fundamental constttutmnal commitment to_reasonableness,

fairness, and non-arbitrariness. It envisions that we cannot have a true

_democrauc and r‘epubllcan/repres_entattve. state that is arbttrarv.and unfazr

The Ofﬁce of the V1ce Pre51dent 1s ne1thcr decoratlve nor ornamental

‘_:-It was dehberately created to ensure cont1nu1ty 1n executlve leadersh1p

_ Thus extendlng due process protectlons 1n 1mpeachment proceedlngs
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

:cornrnander—ln—chlef leadlng them.

- In Morfe v. Mutuc 110 this Court cons1dered secunty of tenure as a

| '.: _constltutronal guarantee analogous to property” that should be protected by :

due process

lli

- However the privilege to serve the pubhc is more than JUSt property

,_Secu:rlty of tenure is founded on. pubhc trust, conferred by the electorate,

~whose. rlght to cornpetent and lawful governance must likewise be protected.
* Public service is soméfimes’a profess1on or éven a vocation. In some- cases,

the pubhc itself is invested.in both the office and in its 1ncurnbent as in the

. ‘case of elected public ofﬁcers 1In this instance; the public-selects the pubhc
._._'.ofﬁcer who they Wlll entrust the duty of dehvermg the kmd of. pubhc serv1ce
f—thcy ‘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

pubhc service committed to them. This right is not only held by the incumbent -

: but also by the pubhc knowmg that the1r chosen pubhc ofﬁcers serve them.

RN

g urlsprudence also proV1des that due process isa malleable and ﬂex1b1e o
concept anchored on fairness and equity and dependent on the circumstances,
subject matter, and necessities of the situation.!'2 It does not have a controlling

and precise definition but responds to- reason, ‘obeys: Justlce and avoids
'arbltrarmess and unfairness. 113 It does not have a partlcular form of procedure

U0 130'Phil. 415 (1968) [Per | Femando En Banc]
MU pdat 428429, 430,

STz

Saunar v. Executive Secretctry Ermlta 822 Phil. 536 546 555 (2017) {Per I. Martlres Third Dlvrsmn]
.Ermita-Malate Hotel and Motel Operators Assacmttan Inc.v. City Mayor of Manila, 127 Phil. 306,319
.'(1967) [Per J. Fernando, En Banc). : _

143
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. but nonetheless protects substant1al rlghts
adm1n1stratlon of Just1ce

"4 and promotes orderly

IV.C.
Impeachment Proceedmgs are Sut Generis

o We clarrfy further that the: appl1cat10n of the due process clause in
: nnpeachment proceedlngs at the 1n1t1at1on stage is sui generzs '

Partlcularly under the second rnode of 1mpeachment and as ralsed by
Chief Justice Alexander G. ‘Gesmundo durlng deliberations, due process is
_ requlred under the House of Representatives” own Rules. This due process
‘requirement . is a class of its own - because it .does not demand an
. admmtstmttve hearmg or a. mandatary referral of the zmpeachment”

Ay complamt to the Commtttee on Justtce

For the process of 1n1t1at1ng the 1mpeachment complarnt under Atrticle
- X1, Sectlon 3(4), due process only requrres

One. The grounds 1nvoked in the complaint or resolutron are those
conta1ned in Artlcle XL Sect1on 2 of the Constitution. :

R Two The procedure is’ governed by the Rules on’ Impeachment
L ‘promulgated by the: House of Representatlves pnor to any - ﬁlrng of any
L lilmpeachment cornplamt : :

"Th#ee As already prov1ded by the current House Rules on
Irnpeachment all endorsmg ‘members should have bccn given a copy of the
= complamt and all 1ts supportlng ev1dence ' :

o 'The D_octrine of Oper’ative_-Fact

_ Respondents subnnt that the July 25, 12025 Dec1sron should be applied
and enforced only prospectwely in .the commencement of. future
- impeachment complaints,”!* arguing that its immediate application “would
-'s_imply_fbe'Unfair-.”.“ﬁ-'-They also suggest that the “doctrine of operative fact”

o Boam’ of Commzsszoners of the Bureau of Immigration v. Wenle 937 Phil. 148 180 (2023) [Per C.J.
" .. Gesmundo, En Banc].,

!> "Motion for. Reconsrderatlon (Respondent House of Representatrves) dated August 4, 2025 p 4,

s [d . _ § . .
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should apply to ‘this case to justify’ the prospectlve apphcab1hty of the

| _guldehnes stated in the Decls1on 1

it o The general rule for the apphcablhty of laws and admlmstratlve acts
can be fou_nd in Artlcle 7 of the C1V1l Code, whlch states

; .ARTICLE 7. Laws are repealed only by subsequent ones, and their violation
" or non-observance shall not be excused by’ dlsuse or custom or practlce to
. the contrary \ :

_ ._ :..:-.When the courts declare a law to be 1ncons1stent w1th the Const1tut1on the" _
. former shall be Vo1d and the latter shall govern ' .

"Admlmstratrve or exccutive acts, orders and regulatlons shall be vahd only
' "When they are not contrary to the laws or the Constitution. ' :

" Inthe 1971 case of Serrano de Agbayam V. thlzppme National Bank,"'®
thlS 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 penod for foreclosure had alteady prescribed. The bank
. argued, however, that in. 1945, a law. had decreed a moratorium on the
" collection “of Ioans Wthh was subsequently nullified in 1948. The
! ‘nullification of the law had been further affirmed by the 1953 case of Rutter
v Esteban 19 In resolvmg the issue, the Court explalned :

: The de0151on now: on- appeal reﬂects the orthodox view that an
_,",l-unconsututlonal act; for that matter an exéeutive order or a mumc1pal :
" ordinance likéwise sufferlng from that 1nﬁrm1ty, cannot be the source of any

" legal rights or duties. Nor can it justify any official act taken under it. Its

"¢ repugnancy to “the fundarnental law once: Jud1c1ally 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 o be inconsistent with the

Constitution, the former shall be. void and the latter shall govern.

o 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, thé Constitution being supreme and

paramount. Any leglslatlve or executlve act contrary to. its terms cannot
survive. :

S Such a v1ew has support in Iog1c and possesses the “merit. of )
e s11np1101ty It'may not however be sufficiently realistic: It does not adm1t 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 witli. This is
" 50 as until afterthe judiciary, inan approprlate 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
i ‘lsubsequent htlgatlon regard be had. to what has been done whlle such

ure See Motion for Reconmderahon Ad Cautélam (Movants-Intervenors Cendaﬂa et al) dated August 1,

st 2025, pl 13; Ommbus Motion for Leave to Intervene and Admit Attached Motion for Reconsideration
S in] Intervention (Movants-lntervenors Labiao, Jri etal) dated AugUSt 8, 2025, pp 66—70

18" '148 Phil. 443 (1971) [Per J. Fernando, Er Banc].

11993 Phil, 68 (1953) [Per J. Bautista Angelo, En Banc).

P
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- leglslatwe or executlve act was in operatlon and presumed to be Va11d in all
Tespects. 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 premsely because the: Judrc1ary is the governmental organ
- which has the final say on Whether or not.a leglslatlve or executive measure
S is valid, a perlod of time’ rnay have elapsed before it can exercise the power
*of judicial review that may - lead to'a declaratlon of nullity. It would be to
deprive the law of its quahty of fairness and justice then, if there be no
recognltlon of what had transpired pI‘lOI‘ 1o such adjudication.

~ In the language Of an American Supreme Court decision: “The
‘actual existence of a - statute, prior to such a determination: [of
unconst1tut10nal1ty] is an operative fact and may have consequences which
cannot _]ustly be: 1gnored The past cannot always be erased by a new judicial
~declaration. The effect of. the subsequent. ruling as.to mvahdlty may have to
. be consideéred  in various aspects, with respect to. particular relations,
~ " individual and corporate, and: partlcular conduct, private and official.” Thls :
language has been quoted with approval in a resolution in Aranez‘a v Hill
and the declslon in Manila Motar Co., Inc, v. Flores. An even more recent
‘instance: is the’ _opinion: of Tustice: Zaldlvar speaklng for the Court in
'3"Fernandez v. Cuerva and Co." 120 (Cltatlons omitted)

In Commzsszoner of Internal Revenue v. “San Roque Power_

--Corporatzon 12! the doctrine of operative: factis described as “an exception to

T _the general . rule such’ that-a _]UdlClal declaratron of invalidity may not

necessarily obliterate all the effects and consequences of a void act pI‘lOI‘ to
~such declaration.”'?? Thls 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: 1ssuance until its invalidation by the court the effects of the law -
_ or exécutive issuance, when rel1ed upon by the pubhc in good falth may :
7 have to be recogmzed as vahd 123: . : ‘

: -‘As an exceptron to a general rule the doctrme is resorted to only as a

o __"rnatter of equity and fair play.”'** In Araullo v. Aquino III,'% although the

“Disbursement Acceleration - Program (DAP) was unconstitutional, its
- ‘consequences and all its related issuances could no longer be undone without

~ . L causing grave 1nequ1ty, given the scale of reliarnice, the good faith: of the actors -

- mvolved and. the 1rrever31b1e nature of the resultmg pubhc prOJects

- The doctrin'e of operative fact recognizes the existence of the law or
executive act prior to the determination of* its unconstltutlonahty as an
operative fact that produced cofisequences that cannot always be erased,

- ignored or disregarded. In short, it nullifies the void law or executive act but

“0 Do Agbayani v, thlxppme Nanonal Bank 148 Ph11 443, 447.448 (1971) [Per T, Fernando, ‘En Banc]
“121.7719 Phil. 137 (2013) [PerJ Carplo, En Banc] _

CA2 e rd at 157 o

e 'Araullo V. Aquzno HI 737 Phll 457 621 (2014) [PerJ Bersamln, En Banc]

1B 737 Phil. 457 (2014) [PerJ Bersamm En Banc]

L



CResolufion 38 ,_G.R."No's.;'278-353 and 278359

sustams 1ts effects T provldes an except1on to the general rule that a vord
Lor unconst1tut1onal law produces noeffect. But ifs use must be subjected to.
. “great scrutmy and c1rcumspect10n and-it cannot be invoked to validate an
- ““unconstitutional law or executive act, but is resorted to only as a matter of
equity and fair play.: "It applies only ‘1o “cases where extraordinary -
""_crrcumstances exist, and only when the extraordinary cncumstances have
met the str1ngent condrtlons that wﬂl pernut 1ts appl1cat10n

: We ﬁnd the doctrme of operatlve fact apphcable to the adoption and
‘ "1mplementat10n of the DAP: - Its application to the DAP proceeds from
s -equity and fair play. - The consequences resultlng from the DAP and 1ts o
T related issuances could not be 1gnored of: could no longer be. undone '

R It is clear from ~ the foregorng that the adopt1on and the
~ .+ implementation of the DAP and its related issuances were’ exccutive acts. -

" The DAP itself, as a polrcy, transcended a merely administrative practice . - -
" especially after the Exccutive, through the DBM, 1mplemented itby issuing - o
- various’ memoranda and c1rculars The poollng of savings pursuant to the -

. “‘DAP from the allotrents made - avallable tothe different: agencies and
-~ departments was cons1stently applied throughout the entire Executive. With
. = the Executive, through the DBM,, being in charge. of the’ th1rd 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 eéconomy
- towards growth and development. This is.simply because .savings could
“and should be determmed only during the budget execution phase '

e As already ment1oned the 1mplementatlon of the DAP resulted into
o the use of savings: pooled by the Executive to ﬁnance the:PAPs that were
T not covered in: the GAA, ot that did not have: proper: appropr1at1on covers, - -
~ i as well as’ to. augment iterms pertammg to other departments of the -
Co Government in- clear violation .of the Const1tut1on To - declare the -
- :.',‘:zrmplementatlon of the DAP unconst1tut1onal 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 thé doctrine is held to
- apply, the Executive as the disburser and the: ofﬁces under it and elsewhere
- as the- re01p1ents could -be requn'ed to -undo- everytlung ‘that they- had .-
¢ implemented in- good ‘faith” under - the DAP. That scenario - would-be
.7 enormously burdensome for the. Government Equtty allev1ates “such
L 'burden :

F 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,
: -=___-,hosp1tals classrooms and the- like.- Not to apply the doctrine: of operative - -
“ . Ufact to_the DAP could llterally cause ‘the physical undoing of- such worthy -
* . results by destruction; and would result in most undes1rable wastefulness 126 .. -
“(Citations om1tted) IR : :

126 [ af 620621, 624-625. -
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ThlS Court further emphas1zed that the doctrme can be. 1nv0ked only
in srtuat1ons where the nullification of the. effects of what used to be: avalid -
law would result in 1nequ1ty and 1n]ustrce 127 '

Thls doctrme in the 1nterest of Justlce and equlty, can be applied hberally
- and in a broad:sense to encompass said decisions of the executive branch.
- "In kéeping with the.demands of equity, the Court can apply the operatrve
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

e _recogmzed in the hlgher mterest of _]ustlce equlty and fzurness 128

L1kew1se laws and governmental acts are presumed constltutlonal 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
explalns in‘his Concurrmg Opmron in Mumczpalzty of Malabang v. Benito:'?

_ : S1nce under our Constrtutlon ]UdlClal revrew ex1sts preclsely to test
. the validity “of - executwe or, legislative  ‘acts. in -an appropriate legal
- proceeding; there 'is always - the “possibility of  their being. declared
‘inoperative and. vord “Realism compels the acceptance of the thought that
-there could be'a t1me-lag ‘between the initiation of such Presidential or
: congressmnal 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. leavmg them free to-disobey. it in the meanwhile. Since,

: ﬁ'however the orderly processes-of. government not to mention comman
sense, requ1res that -the presumptlon of vahdrty be accorded an act of
Congress or an order of the President, it-would'be less than fair, and it may
' be productive of inj ustlce if'no notice of its existence as a fact be paid to it,
even if thereafter, it is stricken down as contrary, in the case of Presrdentlal
act, either to the Constrtutron or a controlling statute. !

Thus the doctrlne of operatrve factis a doctrine rooted in equrty and
-~ fair play It calls for the prospective application of this Court’s dec1s1on when
~ the: consequences of nonprospectlvrty would result, for example, in “the
phys1cal undoing of [worthy results such as pubhc infrastructure, could easily

include roads; bridges, homes for the homeless, hospltals 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 operatlve fact does not apply in every case where parties
' _1nv0ke 1t ' :

12 Idcat 625,
128 14 at 623, :
123137 Phil. 358 (1969) [Per J. RUIZ Castro, En Banc]
130 ], Fernando, Concurring Opinion in Municipality of Malabang v. Benito, 137 Phil. 358, 370 (1969) [Per
' 1. Ruiz Castro, En Bancl].
B draullo v. Aquino I, 737 Phll 45’7 625 (2014) [Per J; Bersamin, En Banc].
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In Mandanas v. Ochoa,132 the doetrme of operatlve fact * ‘applies only
to cases where extraordtnary circamstances exist, and only when the

' extraordmary ¢ircumstances have met the strlngent conditions that will permit

its application,”'3* ¥ ilm Development Council’ of the thlzppmes v. Colon

ﬁ.Herztage Realty Corporatzonm explalns further

Therefore ity applymg the doctrlne of operatwe fact courts ought to
examme “with partlculanty the effects of the already accomplished acts . .
.7 arising. from the unconstitutional statute, ‘and - determine; on the basis of -
o equity and fair play, if such effects should be allowed to stand. Tt should not
-+ operate to give-any unwarranted advantage to parties, but rnerely secks to
e =",protect those who, in good farth relred on the 1nva11d law 135 -

In Commzsszoner of Inrernal Revenue v, San Roque Power
Corporarzon 136 this Court hesitated to apply the doctrine to a mere
‘administrative practice not formallzed as a rule or rul1ng and not l(nown to the

general public:

- Under Section 246 taxpayers may rely upon atule or ruling issued by the
.. Commissioner from the time the rulé or ruling is issued up to its reversal by
L Uthe Commrssmner or this Court; The reversal js not given retroactive effect.-

.. This, in. essénce,. is. the doctrine of operat1ve fact. There must, however, be
. a ule or ruling issued by the Comimissioner that is relied upon by the - -
taxpayer in good faith."A mere adm1n1strat1ve practlce not formalized into -
. arule or rulmg; will not suffice because such a mere administrative practice
" may not be uniformly and. consistently: applled 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 w1th 1nforrnal contacts with the

Whlle Araullo recogmzed the beneﬁc1al effects that would be undone

) :.___based on a good faith app11cat10n of an otherw1se 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

Authorzty-Regwnal Offi ice. No. II, Santiago, Isabela v. " Commission on
Audit,®® the continuous” grant of benefits to employees did not merit

© retroactive application in circumstances where the facts clearly show a failure

to comply wrth the pertment rules and regulatlons

_ The 51tuat10n in: the case at bar however does niot’ eall for the ”
. applrcatmn of the doctrine of operatwe fact: The Dasis of the underlying
disallowance that prempltated this case was not because of a statute, law, or
_ ;'executrve issuance or act being Jud1c1ally declared unconstitutional or
" invalid. The d1sallowance was for fa1lure_ to fo_llow. the pertinent: laws or

[

? 835 Phil. 97 (2018) [Per I Bersamm En Banc]

(%

§ 719 Phil. 137 (2013) [Per J Carplo En Barnc).

T84 at 162
1ss 913 Phil. 1020 (2021) [Per J Carandang, En Banc]
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tules for the grant of addltlonal beneﬁts to NFA ‘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 statc of
facts on the basis of an allegatron that an executive act or issuance is valid
because of its beneﬁcral consequences — in this case the grant of FGI to

- NFA personnel - when these state of facts ¢clearly demonstrate a failure to
comply with the: pertlnent laws, rules, or regulations. This is not how the.

-~ doctrine -of operatlve fact should be apphed To subscribe to this ling of
X ;=th1nk1ng that- petitioners would. ‘most -certainly render the audlt power of
o COA over the use. of pubhc funds nugatory 139 . - :

Thus the doctrme of operatlve fact is not a tool to legltlmlze
g noncompllance with rules, regulatlons [aws, or the-Constitution, or to validate
unlawful or unconstltutlonal acts. It can only be invoked by the party who
e acted in good faith, a.nd cannot be used by aparty directly responsible in the

' commission of an 111ega1 or unIaWﬁJI act An ()pmlon in Ar aullo-v. Aqumo

"_'I]I 140; explalns

" 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 fa1th or
‘with, gross negligence cannot invoke the doctrine: Likewise, those d1rectly

- 'responsrble for an illegal or unconstitutional act cannot invoke the doctrine.
~ He who comes to equity must‘come with clean hands, ‘and he who seeks
o equity muist.do equlty Only those who merely telied in good faith on the
".1llegal or- unconstitutiorial act,” without any direct participation ‘in " the
“commission of the 1llegal or unconstltutlonal act «can invoke the doctrrne 141
(Crtatlon om1tted) s : :

Most recently, in Castaneda v Commzsszon on Audit, 2 thls Court
cmphasmed . :

- To stress the doctrme of operatlve fact isan equltable tool designed
to- miti gate the unintended  negative - consequiences of the subsequent
invalidation of statutes or executive issuances. It is nota tool to validate or

_“excuse actions. that were never lawful in the first place.'®?

In this case, the doctrlne of operatlve fact has doubtful apphcab1l1ty
'The July 25, 2025 Decision squarely found that respondent House of
. .Representatlves failed:to comply with the requ1rements of Article X1, Section

3 of the Constitution and. its-own House Rules on Impeachment in initiating

the. 1mpeachment complamts effectwely resultmg in a violation of petitioner
- ‘Duterte’s fundamental right to dueé process. The .operative fact invoked by
respondents—the transmittal to the Senate of the ‘Articles of Impeachment
'agalnst petltloner Duterte——was 1tself talnted by ‘serious const1tut10nal a.nd

15 1d. at 1035. '
- 1402737 Phil. 457. (2014) [PerJ Bersamin, En Banc]. :
_"” J. Carpio, Separate Oplmon in Amulla V. Aqumo IH 737 Phll 457 1658 (2014) [Per J. Bersamm En
.. .Band].
j.'-”? G.R. No 263014 February 25 2025 [PerJ Intmg, En Banc]
T 1d.
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"f"procedural 1nf1rrn1t1es all of whlch were already extenswely d1scussed in the:'

assalled Dec151on and re1terated in this Resolutlon
S We clar_ify:--t'he const_itutional :require_rnents of-impe_achr_nent:'

F irst, the 1mpeachment process 1s prlmarlly a legal polltlcal ‘and

DU constltutlonal procedure It isnot-a purely polrtlcal proceedmg This means
. that the Bill of Rights, espec1ally the due process clause and:the r1ght to speedy
.dlspos1t10n of cases, applics to the entire unpeachment process.!** However,

‘the "application of the due process: clause in the initiation stage ‘of the

1n1peachment process is sui generzs

- Second, glven the nature of the . ofﬁces and 1nst1tut10ns subject to

'1mpeachment the -effect of 1rnpeachment on the mdependence of

. constitutional- departments and organs, and its- status as a-constitutional

T '.process and our power “under Article VIII Sectlon 1, constitutional issues

EE '1nvolv1ng 1rnpeachrnent proceedlngs may, 1n proper cases, be subject to
‘Jud1c1al review. - : T

The Court does not determme when who and whether an 1rnpeachable

‘_ofﬁcer may be removed and disqualified from pohtrcal office. It only has the
“duty to construe the.process 1n proper cases and 1ts llmltatlons as mandated
_by the Constltutlon tas-.. " : - -

Thzrd Article XI Sectlon 3(2) of the Constrtutlon requ1res that a
_verrﬁed 1mpeachrnent complamt be 1rnrned1ately put in the Order of Busmess

' fwrthln 10 session days from its endorsement ‘A session day, only for purposes
‘of this constitutional provision, means a calendar day on wh1ch the House of

Representatwes holds a plenary session.

Nelther the secretary general nor the speaker of the House is granted by

_ _the Constltutlon any discretion to ‘determine- ‘when this- perlod commences.
Neither does the House of’ Representatlves have any discretion exeept to refer -

these matters to the proper committee within three session days. The House

- may-opt to consohdate all properly comrnenced and endorsed 1mpeachment
complamts :

146

We are aware that for leg1slat1ve purposes, a sess1on day follows the ‘

: 7_1nterpretat10n of the House which' is not equ1valent to a calendar day. It is a
.- period-that starts from a call to order untrl the sessron is ad_]ourned regardless
' ':!of the passage of trme o

U Duterte v. House ofRepresentatrves 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 Dec:slon uploaded to the Supreme Court.
website. :

145 Id

e g
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However, for ‘the initiation stage of impeachment which is a

o .constltutlonal process;.a session day is a calendar day in which the House of
s Representattves holds a session, This ahgns ‘with the primordial value of
*“accountability of' 1mpeachab1e pubhc officialsand: therefore that 1mpeachment

- proceedmgs should be accorded the welght and prlcrlty that it is- due.

: Respondents were therefore not able to comply with Artlcle XI Sectlon
3(2) by putting the three endorsed impeachment complamts in the Order of
Business of the House of Representatlves within 10 session days. Thus, the
fourth 1mpeachment complaint, even if endorsed by more than one-third of all
*the members of the House of Representatlves is barred by Artlcle XI Sectlon

0 3(5) of the Const1tut1on

Fourth complalnts based or the ﬁrst mode or Artrcle XI Sectlon 3(2) i

s deemed to have been 1n1t1ated for purposes of the one-year bar under
~ Section 3(5) when:’ (a) it is referred to the Committee on Justice; (b) it is

s -properly verified and éndorsed by a member of the House of Representatives

*and it is not put in the Order of Business or referred to the proper committee
‘w1th1n the constitutional perlods (c)itis properly verified and endorsed or it

" - has been properly referred to the proper- comm1ttee but has not been acted .
L }._=upon by the House upon 1ts adJournment sme dze ' - '

For thls purpose we' re1terate and amphfy Gutzerrez V. House of
_'Representatzvesm based on the facts of this case.

Complamts based on the second mode or Article X1, Section 3(4) of the
Constitution are deemed m1t1ated 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’ Representatlves A’valid endorsement includes -
: vahd verifications ' from all endorsing members that they have also seen the |

- evidence supportlng the: allegatlons of the complaint as provided i in the current
Rules on Impeachment of the House of Representatlves -

'F. zﬁfh we clanfy that in cases of multlple complamts the Constltutlon

o - does not requlre any priority between the first and second modes of initiating

e 1mpeachment complamts The process of gathermg support for 1mpeachment
- complaints’ under’ the second mode is not- const1tutlonally proh1b1ted even
‘while the House ‘is c0n31der1ng complaints - filed under the first mode.
However, the second mode of impeachment will be barred under Article XI,
Section 3(5) if there are pendmg complaints under the ﬁrst mode that violate
the perlods mandated in the Const1tut10n ‘

[ Szxth the House of Representatlves has the prerogative to determme'
that the requirements ‘of the ‘second mode of initiating a complamt under

,Art1cle XI Sectlon 3(4)—that it is properly Verlfied accompamed with

W60 Phil 271 (2_01-1?) [Perf_Jj__c'arpimMor_aiés,_En-Banc'].' -

~
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| evrdence and endorsed by at least one-thrrd of all its members—have been
: met ‘This process can be done by the plenary of the House of Representatlves
- or.through the Verlﬁcatlon of the: appropr1ate committee ‘prior to the

" endorsement of the majority ﬂoor leader or as’ prov1ded for in‘the Rules for

a transmittal in plenary session, or any other alternative: means at the discretion
of the House of _Representatlves .

However, the House of Representatlves of the 19 Congress provided .
in Sectlon 2 of its Rules of Impeachment that the complamt be referred to the
' Comm1ttee on Justice. Grantmg respect to" the -ability of- the House of
'_'Representatlves o craft itsown : rules and “the - presumptlon of

e constitutionality, we interpret thiat to mean that the referral to the Committee

for complaints under the second' mode’ of. 1n1t1at1ng an -impeachment
_complamt that is when there is at least one-thlrd ofall 1ts members who have
endorsed and Ver1ﬁed is not mandatory :

| To be con51stent W1th the Constltutlon when the House opts to refer a
' -complamt under the second mode of 1n1t1at1ng an 1mpeachment complalnt to
:the Commlttee on Justrce 1t is only for the followmg purposes

(1) To ensure that the endorsement of the members of the House is
'Verlﬁed '

(2) To conﬁrm that the ev1dence supportmg the grounds in the

- 'complamt exists, and that every endorsmg member has been glven a copy of

L _the complamt as well as the evrdence supportrng 1t and

_ (3) To respect the House s prerogatlve to consohdate multlple
complamts if any, so that only one- complamt is’ endorsed to the plenary for
1 transmrttal to the Senate - :

e .

rmpeachment complamts is for a dlfferent purpose that is the deterrmnatlon

PR of the sufficiency in form and substance, This is different from referral to the |

Contimittee on Justice to verify whether the reqmrements of the second mode
'as stated above have been fully comphed with. .

Obv1ous1y, sham complamts—for example those - that are not
verlﬁed——should be dismissed immediately. These types of dismissals will.
not trrgger the one-year ban covered under Artrcle XI, Sectlon 3(5) of the
Constltutlon - . LA

Seventh Artlcle XI Sectlon 3(4) does not exist in 1solat10n of the other
_prov151ons of the Constltutlon ‘Therefore, it is subject to the requlrement of
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o due process of law ‘43 Due process as apphed to the 1mpeachment process is
= '. sui generis.. - :

Ezghth the farrness and non—arbltrarmess pr1nc1ples of due process for |

5 N the second mode or for transmlttals under Artlcle X1, Sectlon 3(4) requ1re that:

(1) The draft Artlcles of Impeachment or’ resolutlon should be
| _accompanled by evidence when made available to the members of the
N House especlally those who' are cons1der1ng its endorsement

(2) The eVidence should meet the quantum of proof determined by
the House of Representatlves to estabhsh the charges in the Articles of
Impeachment

N (3) Durmg the plenary that endorses the draft Art1cles of
_Impeachment ‘their accompanying - evidence should also be - made

" available to ‘all the members of the House of Representatlves for their =

o _1nf0rmat10n The Constitution, however, Tequires that the transmittal can
“~ be'made for solong as there i is at’ least one-thlrd of all the members who ‘
L have endorsed the complamt : - :

(4) The respondent s opportunity to be fully heard on the entire
L Artlcles of Irnpeachment and the supportlng ev1dence shall be durlng the.
tnal in the Senate ‘

(5) The ba31s of any charge must be for 1:mpeachable acts or
omissions cornnntted in relation to. their- office and during the current
term of the 1mpeachable ofﬁcer '

5 For the pres1dent and vice pres1dent these acts must be suff1c1ently
~ grave, amounting to the offenses described in Article X1, Section 2. For
A '_the other impeachable officers, the acts must be sufficiently grave that
- they ‘undermine and outwelgh the respect for their: constltutlonal ”
L 1ndependence and autonomy ' |

Agam Whlle we deem the' fourth complamt as barred by Artlcle XI,

- Sectlon 3(5) under the’ un1que circumstances of this case, we underscore that

the July. 25, 2025 Decision did not absolve. Vice President Duterte. At the

-~ House’s dlSCI‘etIOIl the’ grounds ralsed in the Articles of Impeachment may

L agaln be raised: based on any evidence that ‘may have been discovered, if any.

o Itds for Congress by initiation of the House: of Representatlves and tr1al by
o :the Senate to detern'nne the fate of the 1ncurnbent Vice President. . -

| :148 Duterte v.-House ofRepresentanves, GR Nos 278353 and 278359 July 25, 2025 {Per S.AL Leonen,

En Brmc] at 4.



Resolution o _46"-- . G.R.Nos: 278353 and 278359

A FINAL NOTE

The Court once more underscores the nature of all publrc office as a _

pubhc trust.. We empha51ze that impeachment, carried out in accordance with

 the promulgated rules for'initiation by the House of Representatlves and trial
by the Senate, and., more 1mportantly, in accordance with the Constltutlon, is -

" _'5-a powerful publrc and democratrc process to ensure accountabrhty

Corruptron and abuse in any form. are a farlure to d1scharge the pubhc
'trust 1t is a failure of the incumbent who, g1ven the temporary privilege of
o power fails to drscharge the ﬁduc1ary agency glven to them by its pr1nc1pal
© our people - L . AR _

Impeachment is'a powerful democratlc process to call out corruptlon'

"and grave abuse

"But 1mpeachment can be abused It has never been 1mag1ned in our
basic law as a tool for the powerful to maintain thie status quo, to maintain a

__ pohtlcal faction in- power by sllencrng 1ndependent strident, and insistent

~critics, ‘Impeachment should never ‘be abused to maintain the hegemonic
- domiinance of greed by: sham1ng those who occupy Ingh government posmons
-1nto preventmg thern 1nto do1ng what they were sworn to do : ‘

Th1s is why 1mpeachment has- been de51gned 50 that it is- not merely a
pohtlcal process initiated by mere allegations or by percelved public acclaim
shaped by the prOpagand1st1c effect of timed: press releases or-irresponsible
~ 'viral posts on social media. Irnpeachment is coriscious, dehberate and grave.
Impeachment isa const1tut10nal 1egal and poht1ca1 process

J ustice works not w1th the speed of a socral rned1a commentary but with

: 'the due deliberate, conscious,-and 1mpart1al con31derat10n of issues properly '

frarned and with ev1dence fairly presented

The mandate of this. Court is to.check abuses by examrnlng the process .

‘and ensuring that its interpretation of the tules, the law, and the Constitution

- cannot be used. to. undermlne the- Values and the. goals embedded in the

B -_1mpeachment process Every justice. that - sits’ 1n thls Court should have the

-_moral courage to:have that foresight and the conscience to decide justly, even
"1f the1r dec1s1on produces a result contrary to the1r poht1cal pred11ect1ons

Jud1c1a1 decrsrons are lald down not for the polltlcal convenience of a
‘ 'faCtIOIl of those in power. Judicial' decrsrons are also not 1a1d down for the
B pOhthal convemence of the oppos1t10n ' - |
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The rule of law that does ]ust1ce is our lodestar. Justice includes
“accountability. Justice: also includes fairness. Without fairness, there is abuse.
This fa1rness is what our. democracy is all about :

There is'a. rrght way to ‘do the r1ght thlng at the right t1me That is
inherent n the rule of laW That 1s 1nherent 111 the rule of'j Just1ce

ACCORDINGLY the Motron for Reconsrderauon 1s DENIED
WITH FINALITY B

]Th'e follovving Moti_ons are NOrEns -

. 1. The Consohdated Motlon W1th Leave of" Court to Intervene and
" Admit the ‘Aftached Omnibus Motion' for Reconsideration, Status
" Quo Ante Order, and for Oral Arguments dated August 1, 2025 filed

'by movants- 111tervenors ISambayan Coahtlon etal.;

2. Omn1bus Mot1on for Leave to Intervene Adopt the Comment filed
. by respondent House of Representatives dated March 6, 2025, and
.7 Admit the Attached Motion for Reconsideration dated: August 7,

2025 - filed by movants-intervenors- -respondents ACT ‘Teachers - -
- Partyhst Representatlve Antomo T1mo etal; |

-3 Ommbus Motron for Leave to Intervene and Mot1on for
~“Reconsideration . in- Interventron ‘the Omnibus- Motion (1. For
"+ Reconsideration; 2. For Status Quo Ante Order; and 3. For Oral
" Arguments) dated August8 2025 ﬁled by movants-mtervenors Rev
Fr Antomo Labrao Jr et al RIS :

4, Motlon for Recons1derat10n Ad Cautelam and Jolnt Mot1on for
- Reconsideration jof the Decision dated J uly 25, 2025] dated August
-1, 2025 ﬁled by 1ntervenors Percrval V. Cendaiia et al.;

. 5 Oppos1t1on to the Motrons to: Intervene (with Motions to Expunge
o Subrmssrons) dated August 1 1,2025 ﬁled by pet1t1oners in G R. No.
- 278353 o _

6. Consohdated Comment/Oppos1tlon Ad Cauz‘elam (to the MOthIlS _'
A for Recons1deratlon filed by Movants-Intervenors) dated August 14,
R '2025 ﬁled by pet1t1oners in G.R. No. 2783 59 : ‘

7. . Supplemental Opposmon (to the Mot1on to Intervene of Lab1ao Jr.
. etal; to the Motion for Status Quo. Arite Ordér; and to the Motion
o for Oral Arguments) dated August 15, 2025 ﬁled by petrtroners in /
++ G.R.No. 278359; and S _
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8 Mot10n for Leave of Court to Intervene wrth Attached Petltron—In- |
| Interventlon dated September 11 2025 ﬁled by movant-mtervenor )
Henry R Giron.- S - :

- This Resolutlon is. INIMEDIATELY EXECUTORY It shall be
_deemed served on the parties and: released upon publication iri the Supreme
S 'Court website and receipt of the partles of their digital copy in accordance

“with’ AM. No. 25-05- 16-SC or the Guldehnes on. the Transrtlon to

'_;_Electromc F 111ng in the Supreme Court
- ~No further pleading’s shall'be allowed. .
" Let entry of judgment be issued IMMEDIATELY.

 SOORDERED. =

o SemorAssomate Justlce
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(NO part) . o m\; éi ;i)/%/)l/u/ka.«b—\

ALFREDO BENJAMIN S. CAGUIOA RAMbN’f’AUL L. HERNANDO
" Assomate Justlce o AR Assomate,Justlce '

SAMUEL'HG PREA
 Associate Justice -

g mos@omz

-Associate Justice. . -

s “(on leave)
: MARIA FILOMENA D. SINGH

TOT OT KHO JR
Assocnate Justlce

Assoc:1a1:e Justlce

 Absociate Justice




Resolution - s G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278359
o CERTIFICATION
Pursuant to Art1cle VIII Sectlon 13 of the COI’IStItuthI‘l I cert1fy that

,'the conclusmns 1in the above Resolutmn had been’ reached-in consultatlon
_ before the case was ass1gned to the wrlter ef the oplmon of the COurt




