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As ﬁrmly ensh_rmed in the Constltutlon pubhc ofﬁce isa pubhc trust.!
' -To ‘ensure that this basic doctrine is faithfully observed, the fundamental

' .pr1n01ple of accountabrhty of pubhc officers :mandates that -all public -

- officials, regardless of rank of position, “must at all times be accountable to
‘the people, serve’ them ‘with utmost responsibility, 1ntegr1ty, loyalty, and -
. efficiency, act with, patr10t1sm and justice, and lead modest lives. "2 These
"'_'accountabrhty measures cnable the State to protect pubhc interests and

. preserve - the 1ntegr1ty of public service. Yet, accountablhty of public
e officers, whether occupying high- or low—-ranklng positions, is not 11m1t1ess .-

: :" as there are gurderaﬂs 1mposed that the Constltutlon exphc1tly mandates

When 1t comes to the Pre51dent the Vrce Presrdent the Members of.

' ‘[}fthe Supreme Court, the ‘Members of the Constltutlonal Commissions, and
~“'the Ombudsman, they belong to a separate.and distinct class of high public

officials in the- Executive and - Judicial Departments, as well as from
1ndependent commissions -and a tribunal created under the Constitution,
whose aceountabrhty, ‘while in' office, is- specrﬁcally provided: in the

K Const1tut10n ‘They can be removed from ofﬁce only “on nnpeachment for,.

and conviction of}: culpable violation of the- Constltutlon treason, bribery,
. graft and corruption, other high crimes, or betrayal of publro trust. All other -

‘public officers and employees may be removed from office as prov1ded by .
..~ law, but not by 1mpeachment *3 In this regard; no less than the Constitution =
- ‘provides the manner by which 1mpeachab1e officials can, be removed from -

. “office and - held. aecountable in-, prooeedlngs before the Leglslatlve

' Department ‘and nowhere else

As removal from ofﬁce is the Constltutlonal penalty for- 1mpeaehed o

S and conv1cted ofﬁe1als str1ct adherenee to 1mpeaehrnent proeeedmgs 1s

) earnestly warranted
Pendin g _in_cidents

‘ To recall the Court in 1ts July 25, 2025 Dec1s1on partlally granted _
- “the Petitions lin G. R. Nos. 278353 and 278359] and declar[ed] the Articles.

oof Impeachrnen’r unconstltuuonal and void ab initio for violating the one-
- year bar rule under Article XI, Section 3(5) of the Constitution and the
" constitutional requirements of due process.”® The Articles of Impeachment
e 'j"_declared as uneonstrtutronai pertam to the fourth 1rnpeachrnent complaint

: CONE:”I art. XI seo. 1.

LI .'

CON‘S[ art: X1, sec, 2. ' ' '

e Duterfe v. House ofRepreranmtzvm, {r R, No"-‘ 2 78":‘53 a.nd 278339 Juiv 25, 2.02‘5 [Per. S.A.J. Leonen '

.. En Banc. :

"3 Popencia, p iZ cttrng Duterie v. Hmfse nf Raprewniatnfes G R Nos 278333 and 278'359 Jul.y 25,
. 2025 [Per S.ALL Leonen er Banc! aLes. .

B .
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‘ "_::.,__';Z.that was transm1tted to the plenary of the House of Representatlves and-'

o included as-an- Add1t1onal Reference of Business of the 19t Congress s 36%
- -_;:Sessmn alongsude the ﬁrst three 1mpeachment complamts '

Thereafter the fo]lowmg pleadmgs were ﬁ]ed (1) Motlon for

ll_l j'j:ﬁ -,Recon81deratron ﬂled by respondent House of. Representat1ves through the.
. Office of: the- Solloltor General;; (2) Consohdated Motion - w1th ‘Leave of
“Court : to " Intervene - and to - Admit - Attached Omnibus Motion for

| ‘Recons1derat1on Status Quo Ante Order, and for Oral Arguments filed by .
" movant-intervenors - lSambayan Coahtrong Cielo.'D.  Magno, - Dante B.
- ‘Gatmaytan, Christian S. Monsod, Katrina Diane Noelle C. Monsod, Gen.

- Noel-A. Baraceros, Bishop Gerardo A.. Almmaza, Father Odine 1. Areola, -

“Ft.-Geowen A. Porcmcula Fr. Joselito S. Sarabia, Fr. ‘Emmanuel Alfonso, |

| f'_ -_-Pastor Eduardo P. De Guzman and members of San Beda College Alabang
. 'Human nghts Center, namely Aramaine P. Balon, Gloriette ‘Marie C.-

- Abundo, Elvie T. Amiscosa, Gillian Aja 6. Capili, Sarah Katrina T. Maralit,

-and Charmae Ann Sherma Maravilla;. (3)Motion_for Reconsideration Ad

. “"Cauz‘elam filed by movant-lntervenors Percival V. Cendana as a member of

‘the House of Representatlves SylV1a Estrada Claudlo Francis' Joseph A,

" Dee, Teres1ta Quintos ‘ Deles, Eugene Louie: P. Gonzalez Ma. Yvonne

o 5'.._ :,___Chr1stma C. Jereza, Alicia: Murphy, and ‘Filomena' Crnoo (4). Omnibus
¢ Motion for Leave to' Intervene; Adopt the -Comment- filed by Respondent |
~ House of Representatives ‘dated’ March -6, 2025 as their Comment. in

Interventlon ‘and-to Adrmt the Attached Mot1on for Reeons1deratlon ﬁled bw g

B _lmovant—mtervenors ACT Teachers Partylrst Representative -Antonio Tinio,

- KABATAAN Partylist- Representatwe Renee Louise Co, France Castro,

Atlene Brosas, Raoul Manuel, Liza Largoza ‘Maza, ‘Teodoro A. Casifio,

- Renato M. Reyes, Jr.; Bufemia P. Doringo, Modesto Floranda; and ‘Amirah |
-~ Lidasan; ‘and (5) Omnibus Motion for Leave to Intervene and Motion for'

e Reoons1deratron in Intervention, filed by Reverend Father Antonio Labiao, . -

'Jr Reverend Father Joel Saballa,” Reverend ‘Father “Ruben Villanueva, -
- Wilfredo . G- Vrllanueva Pinky L. Tam, Umon of Peoples Lawyers in

S : _',-Mmdanao and Mana Loreto A LopeZ

Pet1t1oners Atty Israehto Torreon et al (Torreon et al.) then filed on

S -_August 13,2025, . their. (,omment to the Motion for :Reconsideration.
. Likewise, on- August 18, 2025: Torreon et al. filed their Opposrtron to the
' Motions to Intervene { with MOT]OI] to Expunge. Submissions), seeking the
.. ffjdemal of the: mtervenors Motton for Recons1de1at1on and to strike off these

" Motions' from. the records of the case:, Also, they. subsequently filed a

~Consolidated: Comment/Opposmon Ad C aute/am dated August 14, 2025,

- -re1terat1ng the same arguments they’ raised in their Comment.to the Motion

: _'f or Reeons;deration and a bupniei nental Opposmon dated August 15, 2025

5 1d at10.
T e at 7-8 (Cltatlons ormtted)



| ‘.'_f Vmalnly argurng that the mter\ €nors lack le&al 1nterest in the case and that.
* their Motrons were ﬁled out ot t1me : -
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.F or her part 'petitioner Viee President' Sara Z Duterte (V.ice' President
~ ‘Duterte) filed her Comment to the Motion for Reconmderatron on August
S 18, 20259 | o

o The 1ssues for ‘this Court S resolutlon as taken from the arguments _
_'._-ralsed in  the -Motion for Recons1deratlon of respondent House of .
| '.-*-_Representatlves 1nelude the followmg

| .'Fifjs’t, _Whether" responden_t House of Representatives"' committed

~grave abuse of discretion- in the interpretation- and “application. of their
- Rules of Impeachment in relation to the provisions of the Constitution'

| Second whether the' [respondent] House of Representatlves had

S the dlscretlon to choose which' mode ‘of 1mpeachment to pnontlze a.mong
v .’_several 1mpeachment complamts and o ' :

. T hird, Whether petltroner [Vlce Pres1dent] Duterte $ r1ght to due

- process was violated when the- House of' Representatlves transmltted the
' -tourth 1mpeachment complamt 1o the Senate '

3 _In’the dispositi've p:orti'On,'the.ponenbid ruledf as.tol]for}vs: S

ACCORDINGLY the MOHOI‘I for Reeons1derat10n is. DENIED : .
Es 'WITH FINALITY

The following Motions are NOTED:.

The Resoluuon is. IMMEDIATELY EXECUTORY It shall be

L ._'.deemed served on petltloners and released” upon’ pubhcatlon in -the

- Supreme Court website and receipt of the parties of their digital copy in -
‘accordance with. -A.M." No. " 25-05-16- SC" or the Gurde]mes on the

Transmon to Electronic Fﬂmg in the Suprerne (,ourt
No ful“rher pleadmgs are allowed
“Let entry of Judgment be iss ued [MMEDIATILLY

| SO ORDERLD3 { Emelnsrs m.,the onglnat)

_ 1d at-13= 14 (L1fatlons omltted) '
Sid at 14.
" Id at 15, L

1 a_t'46-4$'.- e
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I concur w1th the dlSpOSlthI] of the Motron for Recon31derat10n of .

S '_respondent House of Representatives. However, in so ruling, the ponencza f

: : cites that the “Respondents [particularly the House of Representatlves] were .
therefore not able to’ comply with Article XI, Sectlon 3(2) by putting the
" three endorsed- 1mpeaohment complaints in the Order of Business of the

."‘*.'i';‘,"House ‘of i Representatives within 10 sess1on days. Thus, the fourth

- impeachment complaint, even if endorsed by more than one-third of all the

| ‘_members of the House of Representatrves is barred by Article:XI, Section
o 3(5) of the Constitution.”'? This apparently sets aside the bas1s of the July
R¥ : '25 ”025 DeCISIOD of the Court whloh held that

Respondents were able to- comply Wlth Artrele XI Sec‘non 3(2) by
‘ _puttmg the three endorsed impeachment complaints in the Order of .
~ Business of the - House .of* Representatives.” However, since the 19"
"Congress tenmnated the three 1rnpeachrnent complaints became unacted

- upon. Since. these - complamts were. aroh]ved they were . effectlveI} '
' ._-:-_termmated and drsrnlssed ' S

the ﬁlmg of the Artlcles of Impeachment under a drfterent Dl
' '-;._mode na.mely Article “XI, Seetron '%(4) is -different from Article XI, :
©Section 3(2), Tt-is a- separate and - distinet - mode ‘of - initiating - an

‘mlpeaohment compla.lnt ‘Therefore, it 1s already barred by Article XI
N “Seotron 3(5) . - L

The one- year bar 18 reekoned from the tlme an. 1rnpeachrnent _
'complamt is dlsrmssed Or no longer v1able 13 (Ernphasrs in'the orrgrnal) '

e The above pronouncements among otl‘lers are the underpmmng
: ;':;.--_'.reasons of the: Court in; rulmg that S

- 1 the subsequent ﬁhng of the fourth rrnpeachment complalnt wh1ch
- served as the Articles of Impeaohrnent under Article XI, Section 3(4) against
~ Vice President Duterté, and its transmittal by the House of Representatives

i " to the Senate of the. 19th Congtess, is. considered to be a separate and distinct

~ mode of 1n1t1at1ng the 1mpeachment process; so that: the Articles of
,"_'Impeaohment has -been . “DECLARED BARRED: BY ARTICLE: X1,

" SECTION 3(5) OF THE CONSTITUTION" and therefore is
o “UNCONSTI’] U'IION AL . .:md._ fis] - deemed ‘NULL" and VOID AB

e T Id atd3, -
w w8 Duterte v, Houw ofReprescnrafwes GR Nos 27&'{'}t and 278349 July 25 2025 [Per 8. Al Leonen,

§ En Banc) at 3-4. rhrs pmpmnt citarion refer Tt cepy ot’ tiig Decrsion uploaded {0 the. Supreme
- Court website. - : i : . .
W Id. at 95, (Emphasis in the orlgma}} '

»



i ;_1nto an 1n1peachment court

| Separate Opinion -6 - ' GR'Nos.278353 and 278359

2 the Senate “DID NOT ACQUIRE JL]J‘ISdlCthIl 1o constltute 1tself
wlj - .

SaVe for sorne 1'uhngs that 1 concur wrth and no longer specrﬁcally

s :"dlscussed hereln I respectfully uubnnt Iny Separate Oprnlon to the ponencza -

.There wias- grave abuse of dlscretmn
the part - of . the House. 0f

. -’Representatzves in archiving the first
" three impeachment complaints and

N tmnsmzttmg the fourth lmpeachment"
.‘ congplamt 1o the Senate

_ Tts undlsputed that on separate dates four 1mpeachment comp[amts
- were. filed before. the. House of Representatn es agarnst respondent Vrce:

".:Presrdent Duterte S

S l On December 2 2024 prwate 1nd1vid11als and ‘.Varlous.
orgamzatlons led by Teresita Quintos Deles, Fr. F laviano Villanueva, and

o Ga.ry Ale] ano, among others ﬁled the ﬁrst impeachment complamt

_ 2 On’ December 4 2024 another group of complarnants led by the
’ Bagong Alyansang Mal(abayan ﬁled a second lmpeachment complamt

__ 3 ‘On December l9 2024, a coalition of relrglous workcrs, lawyers,

© and cm.l society meinbers, led by F ather Antonio E. Labiao and Father Joel

- Saballa of - the Diocese of. Novaliches, and Carmellte priests Father Rico
- Ponce - and Father Esrneraldo Reforeal lod_ged a. third impeachment
| "complamt and | | - - I

-4, On February 5, 2025 a fourth lmpeachment complamt was ﬁled

' :‘:" _and endorsed by one-third -of all the members  of the House of
Representatlves or 215 members, pursuant. to- the second mode of initiation -
. 'under Article XI,’ Section 3(5) of the Constitution, as 1n1plemented by Rule

: II Section 2(c) of the its 2023 Rules of" Procedure in Impeachrnent
:_'-Proceedrngs (House Rules on impeachment) 1¢, :

_ ’Ihe grounds alleged in- lhe tirst thrce complarnts 1nclude the
. 'followlng (a) unaccounted or mmused conﬁdentla] and intelligence funds
o ___amountmg to PHP 6],4 5 million 'h om ”02"’ to 2()25 with ‘the Office of the

15

, 1d, (mehasrs in the originz l) )
- 18 Ponencaa, PP 8~10 fCrtatlons on"nteu) o
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3 Vlee Pres1dent and the Department of Lducatlon (b) fabrleated or falsified -

-11qu1dat10n reports (c).defiance of congressmnal over51ght during budget

. deliberations; (d). unexplamed wealth and-‘omissions in the vice president’s
- Statement of ~Assets, ‘Liabilities, . and Net Worth; - (e) procurement

1rregular1t1es in her capacity as Secretary of Education; (f) public threats to
kill or contract an’ assassin.to kil the President, the First Lady, and the
_ Speaker of the House of Representatlves (g) alleged involvement in Davao:

o .~ Death Squad killings in 2011 to 2013 and 2016 to 2022; a.nd (h) other high

e -_"cr1mes and moral untalmess or psychologmal 1ncapac1ty

As estabhshed the fourth 1mpeaehment complamt was transrmtted 0

- the plenary and 1ncluded as-an Additional Reference of Business of the 19
~ Congress’s 36 Session, alongside the first three impeachment complaints. It
~was confirmed as well that 215 members of the House of Representatives
~+had signed and verified the fourth' impeachment -complaint. It was
- Representative and. House Majorlty Leader Manuel Jose Dalipe (Majority

| Leader. Dallpe) ‘who afﬁrmed that the one-third constitutional threshold had

“been met, and thereafter, he moved for the 1m1ned1ate endorsement of the
fourth. 1mpeachment complalnt to the Senate. As no one objected to the
.motlon the Speaker of the House of Representatrves then directed the
‘Secretary * General to - 1mmed1ate1y endorse the fourth impeachment
~ coniplaint to the Senate, which thereby was constituted as the Articles of
' Tmpeachment. With the approval to transmit the Articles of Impeachment to.
./ the Senate, Majority Leader Dahpe moved to-send . the first three
g '_'1mpeachment complaints-to the Archives, which was not objected to as well.

o ~Thus,-the Speaker of the House of Representatlves ordered the. archlvmg of .

 the first three 1mpeaehment complamts

Thereafter on ‘F ebruary 18 2025, two  separate Pet1t10ns for

.- ,-.Certzorarz and Prohibition were filed before. the Court by Vice President

Duterte and a -group: of lawyers led by “Atty. Torreon, challenging the

",c:onstltuuonahty of the fourth 1mpeachment complaint. Eventually, and as
- earlier discussed, -the Court™ decided to-“partially grant” the Petitions

| o dec] arlng, among others, in 1ts July 25, 2025 De0181on that

cAtis clear that thc tmpeachment complamt commenced through

- Article XI, Section 3(2) is different from the impeachment complaint

- ofiled thrmlgh Section 3(4) in light of the archwmg, ‘dismissal, or

: rendermg of the first three complainty as furwtus officio, the Articles of

. Impedchment filed on. }‘ebmar_} 5, 2025 is tkerpﬂ)re barred because: of
-the vmlatton of the one-yea‘r bar mm’er Sectmn 3(5).1%

7 Id at9.

18 14, at 10. :

-1 Duterte v, Housé ofR?presemanves (J R. Nos. 278%53 and 2]23#59 Tu]y ?5 ?02’5 [Per S, A 1. Leonen,
' En Banc] at 75. o : .




. SeparatéOpimion .~ .8 -~ GR. Nos.278353 and 278359

o Clearly, these ruhngqs were “the nght way to do the right thrng at the
- right time,” which is what upholding “the Rule of Just Law”?" is all about,

' partlcularly regarding-the two modes of ﬁlmg an 1mpeachment complamt
Wthl'l have been 1dent1ﬁed as tollows :

_ The f' rst mode [under Artlcle Xl Sectlon 3(2) of the Const1tut1on]
ST by a’ verrﬁed complarnt” by a (:1tlzen or member of the House of
. " Representatives, which- should be. 1ncluded in. the Order of Business and
- referred to the House Committee on Justice: The Committee shall conduct
. ahearing, and. by a rna_]onty vote of the Committee members shall submit -
: ',f_'1ts Report and its correspondmg ‘Resolution to the ‘House 1o be calendared |
. for déliberation. The House may then, by a vote-of [one thlrd] of all its
- members cither affirm the Committee’s Resolutlon of override it, as the
~ - Case may-be. The: Resolutron rf afﬁrrned shall eonstrtute the Art1cles of '
. -:_lmpeachment . S

_ The second mode under Article X1, E‘.ectlen 3(4) is a verlﬁed
. eomplamt or resolution” of impeachmaent filed by at least one-third of all
R the rnembers of the House of Representatrves 2 ( hmphasrs supplled)

It 1s ‘not proper therefore 1o focus on _]USt another ground now no:

B matter how' sound it may be, as if to change the outcome of the: earlier July |

25 2025 Dec1s1on of the Court as. the ponencza now seennngly suggests
1 Ar_chiyihg jisfraf‘mode.afdisposiﬁg inipeelé_/gmei_it j;c.om;btaims'

At the tlme the Petrtrons were dec1ded it was already noted that the

" : ﬁrst three. 1mpeaehment complalnts were not dcted ‘upon by the House of .
Nt :;Representatlves and, mstead the same were later archlved ? thus

These. zmpeachment comptamts were. mc[uded in the caucus af
-February 5, '2025 and later in the Order of Business through an
- Additional Reference of Business w:thm the constttutzonally required 10
. session days after the endorsement of the. f' irst complamt. The House of
Representatives, kowever was unable to act on the first three
. impeachment conq;[amts because of the adjournment of the 19"
Congress. The tmpeachment complaints were neither referred to the
" Committee ‘on-Justice nor deliberated or voted upon by the members.
' "They were in fact declared by the House as “archned "z (E,mphasw in -
- the orlgmal) : : : :

S By reason of the sald arehmm, (af the first thee complalnts it was
i --"ruled that “[f]or consntunomx! pmpmes, the f st three complamts were

B qdat9s.
Lo pgaranoass
2 Id ats6s

=
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_;ﬁ”.eﬁ"ectzvely dzsmzssed" 50 that “the fourth zmpeachment complamt and the |
o ‘Arttcles of Impeachment ﬁ'om it are barred R

_ There is absolutely nothmg Wrong wzth i‘hzs rulmg Indeed, Article
X1, Section 3(2)** of the Constitution, which governs the procedures when

S an Jmpeachment cornplamt is- filed by any. Member of the- House of

- Representatives or -any citizen -upon-a resolution “of endorsement’ by any
‘Member thereof, . does not prov1de at all for any archiving . of such a -
_ complaint. No’ power was giveh by the Constitution to the House of

~ Representatives to archive impeachment complarnts filed before it. Simply
~ put, the House of Representatlves should act on an 1mpeachment complaint,
in accordance with its rules as guided by the Constitution, by dismissing it or-
".”.glvmg it due course, in which case it should transmit the 1mpeach1nent
' _complamt initiated under any of the first two modes provided for in Artlcle

’ XI Sectlon 3(2) to the Senate for Lual '

, Certamly, When the respondent House of Representatwes introduced
. . the concept of'¢ archlvmg” the first three. unpeachment complaints durrng its

~ . -session last February- 5, 2025 and acted only on the ‘fourth- impeachment
o ?.complamt by transmlttlng it to the Senate post-haste on the same day, it did -

: 5o without . any authorlty Whatsoever either --in" House : Rules - on
S Z_Impeachment the Const1tut10n .0r even n JuUSprudence ‘There i is:no basis.at:
- all for such archiving and, instead, thls is utterly violative of the proceedlngs S

requrred for ‘impeachment complarnts tiled under the ﬁrst mode sanct1oned _
' by Art1cle XI Sectlon 3(2) '

| Undenrably, 1mpeachrnent complalnts cannot snnply be archlved to
aVold the1r resolutton or to-render these as insignificant for purposes of the.

. one- -year bar rule. To allow this is to sanction'a completely baseless, abusive,

) and arbrtrary act;.not to mention . belng entlre]y unconst1tutrona1 It is, an
o 1n1ag1nat1ve mode of dlSpOSltlon that does not ‘%tand on any solid ground

Agam the act of a;rchlvlng that the House of Representatrves did

= *I-'-regardmg the first three 1mpeachment complaints operated as an effective

.dismissal thereof, thereby resulting in the constitutional one-year bar against

e _'_'the fourth:impeachment complaint, or the Articles of Impeachment that were =

R mvahdly transmltted to the benate Nothlng is more evrdcnt

B[4 et 5657,

2 CoNsT.; art. X1, sec. 3(2) reads; S T
LA ver;hed complalm for impeachmeu ey be ied by any. Member of the House of Representatwes or
" by any citizen tipon a resclution of ¢ radort‘«.,menT bvany Member thereof, which shall be included in the
Order of Business within (en session days, cmd referred to the proper Committee within three session
- days thereafter. T he Comunittes, after hearing; and by a majority vote of all its Members, shall submit
- its.repori to the House within sixty session da\fs from such referral, together with the correspondmg:
. “‘resolution. The resolution shali be. calencartd for oonsuleratlon by 1he House wrthm ‘ten’ session days
'h om rece1pt thereof ‘ : '

4
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_ More 1mp0rtant1y, 1t must be. empha51zed th at any act of “a.rchlvmg”
' a;nd the ruling; against it apphes only to 1rnpeachment complaints initiated via

o the first mode. It finds no application for lmpeachment complaints filed

" pursuant ‘to “the -second mode. After all, it is -a mno-brainer that an
+impeachment complamt once endorsed by at least one-thlrd of the Members:

- of the House of Representatlves cannot be archived. Doing so- is not only

-j;constltutlonally 1nﬁrm but also downrlght preposterous
o i The fo"ar!.‘hi impeachment-_t:onqylaint is covered by the one-year bar
Corule S RUREEE e -

R In its July 25 202‘5 Dec1510n the Court stood ﬁrm in its ﬁndmg that.
‘Franczsco Jr. v. House of Representatzves did not foresee a situation

e '.,where the House of Representatwes dehberately retrains from acting on duly'

filed: 1mpeachment eomplamts as in this case. The Court, in Francisce, “was
~ tasked to determine when a complamt was - deemed initiated. Despite
~ arguinents that the issue was a political question; considering that it was a

political body that was glven the exclusive power by the Constitution [to.
conduct 1mpeachment procéedings], this Court. proceeded to hold that a

- - complaint was'deemed initiated upon the ﬁhng and referral or endorsement

“*to the House Committee on Justlce or by the filing of at ledst one- thu‘d of
- the members of the House.”® | |

. In the herem de<31ded case of Vice Pre81dent Duterte pursuant to the'
' :July 25,2025 De01310n of the Court, what was adopted was a more nuanced

“definition and understa,ndmg of 1n1t1at10n falthﬁll as. to When the 0ne~year
-'jbar should be eons1dered viz.: ‘

g Hence, a nuanced approach is warranted to remain fatthful fo

“the purpose of the one-year bar, given the. lmposs¢bzhty of initiation due
__to the House’s inaction and adjournment.of its term. The one-year bar
 should be reckoned from the initiation of the impeachment complaint if

unacted upon or when it is dismissed if it lms been partially acted upon.

- The one-year bar may also start to commence upon the violation of the

- fundamental rights of the respondenf whzciz ousts the House or the

Senate of its ;urwdwtwn ) :

In thzs case, the [f rstf mree mzpeachment comptamts were
-properly. endarsed within the §0-session-day constitutional requirement.
“However,  the three impeacihment. compiamt.s were. .archived  and

tiurefore deemed termmated or dxsm:ssed on February 5, 202‘5

460 Phil. 830 (2003) [Per 1. Cdt p10»? fow ;1§us Er Bam] ' '
o 25_ Dutarte v. House:of Reprmenmnves G.R. Nos. 278353 and 278356, July ”‘S 2025 [Pel 8. A I I_eonen
- Em Bzmc] at 42. . _

o

A
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T herqfore, no new lmpeackment complomt gf any, may be commenced
earller than F ebruory 6, 2026 2 (Emphasrs in the ongmal)

W1th the ﬁrst three 1rnpeachment complamts havmg been constdered
- | “dlsmlsqed ”the" fourth nnpeachment complaint “that: was filed and
I transrmtted to the: Senate by the ‘House of Representatives on the same day,
;_-'February 5 2025 was correctly declared as V1olat1ve of the one-year bar

The July 25 2025 De0151on rnled that the.“Senate DID NOT=

;_:IACQU]RE Junsdlctlon to constitute “itself ‘into -an 1rnpeachment court”?8
- -_since the fourth: lmpeachment complalnt transm1tted to it was. covered by the

one-year bar rule, so much.so that all its. proceedlngs including receiving the
- Answer from respondent Vice President Duterte, ended up being invalid. In
.' addition, “accountablhty is- all about the conduct of valid proceedings, not

- about’ statements or actions- that ﬂow .or- a:re sourc:ed from ﬂawed'

. 'proceedlngs E

Undoubtedly,_ an . unconst1tut10nal fourth 1rnpeachment complamt'
. cannot give .rise: to -a “valid, transnuttal thereof by  the House - of

f'“"ﬂ=Representat1ves to the’ Senate. Instead the: declaratlon about when another '
~ impeachment cornplarnt may be ﬁled if any,. agalnst petitioner. Vice -

- President Duterte by February 6, 2026, ‘should: prevail as directed by the -

L Court in its assailed July 25, 2025 Decision. After all, and as often repeated,

. the Court did “not absolve petitioner Duterte from any of the charges. Any

ruling on the charges against her can. only be accomplished through.j _

“ﬁ‘another zmpeachment process, followed by a trzal aml convlctlon by the
:1’)9 : - : . :

- Essent1ally, the declaratlon by the Court that the fourth 1mpeachment
e T'complamt against Vice President Duterte is ‘barred by ‘the one-year bar rule
- as provided in Article XI, Section 3(5),%° of the Constitution was the right

. . call. ‘" The " archlvmg of the ﬁrst three 1mpeachment complalnts snnply
S trlggered th1s | - - ,

s f.""'}é?l'rtiélé XI‘ Se'clzi'an“ 3(2) requires that*
. averified zmpeachment complaint be
e -'.zmmedzately put in the: Order' of

. E?T.-,-L'Jd 27778,

' 25 Id at 95, (Emphabls in: the orlginal)
2. Fd at 5, (Emphasis in the orlgtnai\

30 CONST., art. XI, sec. 3(5) reads: =~ - SRR
.- No- nnpeachment proceedmws shall De mmated agamst the same ofﬁcral more than once within a
' peTlod ofone year.. .- . :
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Busmess w;thm 1 0 sesswn days from

PR endorsement R

‘ The ponencza now p031ts that “for the 1n1t1at10n Stage of 1mpeachment
: whrch is a constitutional process, a session day is a calendar. day in which
" the House of Representatwes ‘holds a session.” This aligns with the
' *prlmordlal value -of . accountablhty of impeachable public” officials and
therefore that 1mpeachrnent proceedlngs should be accorded the Welght and'
- -prlorlty that it is due Pil -

L Under Artlcle XI; Sectlon 3(2) of the Constltutlon the constltutlonal' E
" periods to be’ Observed by the House of Representatlves in 1mpeachment
e proceedmgs are as follows

(2)A yeriﬁed complaint_for.impeachment--may‘ be filed by any Member of
. the House of Representatwes or by any citizen upon a resolution or
endorsement by any Member thereof, which shall be included in the Order
o of Business within zen session days, and referred to the proper Committee
) w:lthln three session. days thereafter. The Committee; after hearing, and by
Ca rnaJorlty vote of all its Members shall submit’ its report to the House
‘within * sixty .session days from - such - referral, together - with  the .. .°
- corresponding, resolution:” The resolutlon “shall' “be " calendared for
3 "'-_con51derat10n by the House w1th1n ten sesswn days frorn receipt thereof
: (Ernphasrs supplled) o - .

B Based thereon the ponencza c1ted that [t]here are two approaches in

L 1nterpret1ng the length of a session day: first, how respondent House applies
- ity and second, howthe- wordlng in the Constrtutlon is to be 1nterpreted :

. within'its plain, ordinary meaning. Ultimately, interpreting the Constitution
~is ajudicial function. The role of the Judlclary is to give spirit to the values -

. Cof every prov151on of the Constltutlon n hght of its entlre context and the :

o __-_-present somal reahty

332 -

_ Con31der1ng the above and after looklng into the tabulated session
ks days of the first three 1mpeachment complalnts it was concluded that “the
10 session days should be reckoned. from the filing and endorsement of the

¥ - first 1mpeachrnent complalnt on December 2, 2024. Thus, respondent House
. 'bad until January 14, 2025 to include it in the Order of Business and until -

Jamuary 21, 2025 to refet 1t ‘to ‘the proper. ‘committee.”?* ‘It was then
| -concluded that “[s]mce the fzrst tmpeachment complamt fatled to follow.

A .Ponenma, pp- 4"_43
c 1 at29. S i
B Idoat 29—30 c:tng Intmg, Separate Contumng and Drssentmg Oplmon PP 34"
._..34_]dat30 . - ‘ '
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B the canstltuttonal perwds, any succeedmg camplamts are barred by Artzcle :
XI, Sectwn 3(5 S : :

Slmply put and as repeatcd in the ponencza to which we agree,
. “‘[r]e3pondents were therefore not able to. comply with Article XI, Section
3(2) by putting the three endorsed impeachment complalnts 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 Representatives, is barred by Article X1,
. Section 3(5) of the Constitution:” This implies that the non-inclusion of the

 first three impeachment complamts in the Order of Business of the House of

'__"Representatwes “within - the 10-day - session period was deemed as

- proceedings or incidents that rendered them dismissed or no longer viable

B :1nact10n of Congress

- which set mto motion the one- year bar rule.

) At thié'point there is no- compelling reason to question such finding.
We: subscrrbe to-the pronouncement that “the prescribed timelines under the
Constitution, are self—executrng provisions. that. do not. need legislation. to

' _'...;take effect. Otherwise, they Would be rendered 1neffect1ve by the actlon or
»37 - _ . . .

Indeed whlle aware that for legislatlve purposes, “a 'session day,
' _3 follows the mterpretatlon of the House, Wthh is not equivalent to a calendar

day,” but -still, - “for the initiation stage of . impeachment which is a
-~ constitutional process, a session day.is a calendar day on which the House
“of Representatives holds a [plenary] session.”®® After all, 1mpeachment
- proceedings: cannot ‘be subject fo arbltrary legislative whlms as these are
- “proceedings [that] should be accorded the welght and prlorlty that it is
S due® . | |

"‘]'---Referral o a - committee of an
- impeachment complamt under the
”secondmode R

) - The. ponencza recogmzed that “the House of Representatlves of the
1o Congress provided'in Section 2 of its Rules of Impeachment that the
complaint be referred to the Committee on Justice. ‘Granting respect to-the

S -ability of .the ‘House of Representatives to craft its own rules, and. the

presumptlon of constituti onahty,, we mterpret that to mean that the referral to

S8, ._Id (Emphasrs in the orlgmal)
©3% 0 Id-atd, - :
3 1d. at2g, cztmgT Lazaro-Jav1er Separate Opl"uon p 7

L3 Id at 42,

W atds.
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-.the Comm1ttee for complamts unde1 the second mode of 1n1t1atmg an
'1mpeachment complamt that is when there is at least one-third of . all 1ts .

R members WhO have endorsed and Ver1ﬁed is not mandatory 40

L To be clear Rule II Section 2 of the House Rules on Impeachment
= ;--provrdes that ' : - : :

'SECTION 2. Mode of Inzfzarzng Impeachment — Impeachment shall be
. initiated by the: f lmg and subsequent referral to the Commlﬂ.‘ee on
. Justzce of - :

LA a Verrﬁed complamt for mlpeachment ﬁled by any Member of
: the House of* Representatlves ory
.o boa verrﬁed complaint filed by : any cltlzen upon a resolut10n of
" endorsement by any Member thereof; or : :
c. a Venﬁed complaint or resolution of: 1mpeac,hment ﬁled by, at. :
S least one-third (1/3) of all the Members of the: - House.
'.-(Emphas1s supphed) L

In turn the same- House Rules on Impeaehment has a rule devoted -
ent1rely to the eomplalnt of at least one—th1rd of the members of the House. of -

Representat1ves part1cularly Rule IV Sect1on 14 thereof Wh1ch reads as
follows | 3 | S :

- RULEIV. o
o Ver1ﬁed Complamthesolutmn by One-Thrrd of Members

e {_-"'SECTION 14 Endorsement of the Complamr/Resolut‘wn ro the Senare -
O Averified complamtjresolutmn of impeachmient filed by at least one-third
(1/3) of dll the Members’ of" the ' House : shall constitute -the Articles of
' Impeachrnent and in this’ case the verified complamt/resolutmn shall be
. endorsed to the Senate in the same manner as an approved bill of the
' "'.House ' : -

: There is-no doubt that the spec1f1c prov1s1on on the ver1ﬁed- |
.”-_complamt/resolutron of 1mpeachment filed by at least 215 members of the

" "House ' of Representatives, comprising at least more than the required one- -
- third: membershrp of the said legislative chamber, right away constituted the

. ‘Articles .of Impeachment ‘agdinst Vice Pres1dent Duterte that should “be.
‘endorsed 1o ther Senate in. the same manner as an’ approved bill “of the

" House.” This being so, in transmlttmg the Articles of Impeachment to the
v Senate on February 5, 2025, without letting this pass through the House
' Committee on Justice as suggested in Rule I, Section 2(c), such_action
'g”".Was also in accordance with: its own House Ru!es on Impeachment and

= Jconsrstent w:tk Rule I V Sectmn I 4. '- : '

9 pdoatdad
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Moreso Rule IV, Sectlon 14 is in complete accord and does not

S --conﬂlct with Article X1, Section 3(4) of the Constitution since “[i|n case the
o “verified complamt or resolution of zmpeackment is fi led by at least one-
- third "of ‘all the Members. of the House, the same shall constitute the

._.'_--Artlcles of Impeachment and trial by the Senate shall- forthw1th proceed "
" There is'no requirement il the Constitution that the verified. complamt or:
- resolution under. the second mode of filing’ an impeachment complaint, as
“contemplated in Article XI, Section 3(4), must still pass through the House
- Committee on Justrce Thus, when the House of Representatives decided to
... transmit the fourth. lmpeachrnent complaint against Vice President Duterte
'+ ‘that was signed and verified by at least one-third of all the members of the -
 "House'of Representatlves or 215 of its members, it ‘was sanctioned by its.
' _-3'own House . Rules on Impeachment and con51stent with . the pertinent =
T const1tut1onal provision on the matter. This notw1thstand1ng what is stated in -
T ___~=]-Rule II Sectlon 2(c) Whether its language is mandatory or not. -

_ Stlll the Court cannot at this time impose its own' readrng of the
House Rules on Impeachment whether expressly or impliedly, when this is

-+ not at issue. Moreso, the Court cannot. dwell on how Rule II, Section 2 in its
j"entlrety should be" understood ~or -the - purposes fotr which- these were.
- formulated - or: how ‘this should- ‘be. 1rnplernented when the House of
o "_-Representatwes has” other speCIﬁc provisions in -the "House Rules on .
= _-'Impeachment like Rule 1V, Section 14, that will. gulde its actions-as well
~when it comes to 1mpeachment cornplalnts espemally those filed under the

second mode

: Thus 1t is not correct to. insist that in; the second rnode of f ling an
-nnpeachment complarnt a referral to the Committee on. Just1ce, ‘wheéther
~ mandatory or not, or the need for a comment from the respondent should be
~ - observed even on the pretext that “[t]he. Commrttee s process under the
" second, mode is” more ‘expedited. It merely  requires that. the Committee .
o -ensure. that the respondent has been given the opportunity to comiment on the-
E allegatrons and ensure that the. complamt wag properly verified.”
-+ no basis for this requ1rement or interpretation when reckoned W1th the clear
; 3prov1510ns of Artrcle XI Sectron ’%(4) of the 1987 Constrtutron '

241 There is

Lest it bo forgotten e [C]ourts of 1ustrce have no Junsdlctlon or power "

: ”'--:'to dec1de a question not- in issue’ and that a Judgment going “outside the

issues ‘and purportrng to- adJudlcate somethmg upon which the parties were
not heard is not- merely irregular, but e\trajud1c1al and invalid.” »*2 Evidently,

~* there.is no need to rule on the interpretation of Rule 11, Sectlon 2 of the
" "House: Rules on- Impeachrnent regardtng the second mode of filing an

o rdat')s AT : -
2 Chinatrust (thls ) Comme:c,zal Bank v, Furner, 812 Plul l 17 (2017) [Per J. Leonen Second'

DlVlSlOIl], cztmg Bernas v. Court of Appea!s 296-A Ph1l 90 140 (1993) [Per 1. Pddllla En Banc]

> |
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3 nnpeachment complalnt partlcu]arly on whether or not what is reqmred in
Rule I, Section 2(c), on referral of the. comp!amt to a committee, is
_ *mandatory or not mandatory. After all; there is Rule IV, Section 14,
*specifically. pertamlng to the second mode as Well which does not require

' _ such referral

As held in the July 25 2025 Decrslon of the Court “[tlhe one-yea.r bar -

s reckoned from the time an 1mpeachment complaint is dismissed or no

~longer viable.”" With the first three impeachment complamts being -
- considered effectlvely dismissed already, the fourth impeachment complaint
“against-Vice President Duterte is the one s1mply covered by the one-year bar
~rule. Essent1ally, the one-year bar rule is not about violations of the House

- Rules: on Impeachment ‘rather, it involves -barring - impeachment
- proceedings on an impeachment complamt that was preceded by an earlier
.+ impéachment complaint,. whether filed: under the " first mode (based on
o _;'.'Art1cle X1, Section 2(2)) or second mode (based on Artlcle XI, Sectlon 2(4)),
.- or.that has been dlsmlssed or no longer viable, as in this case. To reiterate, -

- the fourth 1mpeachment cornplamt carnot prosper since this is forbidden by
‘the one-yea:r bar’ rule and 1ts transm1ttal to the Senate Whether Vahd or not,
cannot cure 1t B : -

- ._ : Agam 1t was hlghhghted in Franczsco that the one—year bar w111 be.
- reckoned. from  the - initiation- of - the ' impeachment complaint|. 1" In

' .'j_Gutzerrez v.- House of Representatzves Committee on Justice, 4> the Court
. considered as’ “‘unconstitutional - the: act - of - referring an. zmpeachment_ :

- complaint that is covered by the one-year bar[.]”** What triggers the"

-~ application of Art1cle XI,.Section 3(5) of the: Const1tut1on is -a subsequent
e impeachment complalnt that was preceded by an earlier ‘impeachment
Rt “complaint attended by due proceedings, or that was: e1ther dlSIIlISSGd or no
e longer viable, nothmg more, nothlng less. - -

g T he nght to due process regardmg
- the proceedmgs involving the fourth
B lmpeachment complamt

| 1Amcle X1, 'Sec_tion 3(4) reqiuirésn‘o; guidelines on due process

'43‘ ‘ Duterte w House of Repr ese.tzmtn es, G R Nos ”"8353 a.nd 278359 fuly 25 025 [Per _S;.A.J.'Le_onen,

NS En Banclat4. - -

4. Id at76. o ' '
. 45" 660 Phil. 271 (2011) [Per. 1. Larpio MOI’EILC..\, En Banc] -

% - Duterte v. House of . Representarzves G! R ‘\Ios 278353 and 278359 July 25,2025 [Per S. A.J. Leonen,
- - En Banc] at 77. R _ .

ﬁ};&
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The Const1tut10n 18" very elear pursua.nt to- Artlcle XL Sect1on 3(4),
"[t]n case the verzf jed complaint or resolution. of 1mpeachment is filed by
~at least one-thzrd of . all the Members. of the House, the same shall
. constitute ‘the Articles - of" Impeachment and trtal by the Senate shall
forthw:th proceed » “This constitutional “provision leaves no ‘room for
- interpretation, much less is: it required to be covered by gu1de11nes laid down

e f L ;by the Court on due process as proposed in the July 25,2025 Decision.

L Art1cle XI Sectlon '%(4) exphcltly mandates that When at least one- : :
T th1rd of the - members of - the House " of Representatwes “files” an .
o 1mpeachment complaint, then “trlal by the Senate shall forthwith proceed.”

-~ Thus, so0. long as the complaint or resolution of impeachment is “verified” in

the manner observed by the-House of Representatives pursuant to its rules,
“no  intrusion ‘should ‘be entertained. Moreso, no. additional requ1rement

_should be imposed Where none is requlred by the Const1tut1on After all, it is
. now up to the. Senate, sitting as an impeachment court, which should deal

“with trying and’ demdmg ‘all cases of impeachment,”* including issues -
-pertammg to p0881b1e defects o’ proc:eedmgs before ‘the House Committee -
- -on Justice, the Verlﬁcatlon process, or the manner of transmittal, whether . -
. initiated via the first or second.mode. When ‘an lmpeachment complamt is

- validly transm1tted it is durmg the subsequent trial at the Senate, the latter

- sitting "as an 1mpeachment court, that ‘the Tight to due process of any

L respondent. impeachable officer, at every stage of the proceedings, should be

L -tlghtly guarded fa1thfully observed and uncomprommmgly protected

S Unllke in some pI‘OVlSlOl’lS of the Constltutmn thls partlcular- o
prov151on, found in Artlcle X Section 3(4), 18 self-executmg, as it is
. complete and requires no leglslatlve action. As'held in Manila Prince Hotel

v, Government Service Insurance System < g: provision which is complete

Lo in itself ‘and become[s] operative ‘without ‘the -aid of supplementary of

enabling leglslatlon, or that which supphes sufficient rule by means of which

- the right it grants may ‘be enjoyed or proteeted is self~executmg Thus(,} &
’-'-*-_;constztutmnal provision is self “executing if the nature and extent of the

- rtght conferred and the liability imposed are ﬁxed by the constitution itself, =
.50 that they can be determmed by an ‘examination and construetton of its

2 ‘the legtslature for actton.

“terms, and. there is no Ianguage mdtcatmg that. the subject is referred to
‘049 : . : L

(R 47-'1;_CONsT art. X1, sec. 3(6) reads

. -'The Senate shall have the sole power 0 ny d.ﬂd decide all. cases of 1rnpeaehment When sitting for that
. puepose, the Senators shall: be on oath or affirmation. When the Pre51dent of the Philippines {s on trial, -
.- the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall preside; but shall not vote. No’ person sha]l be convicted
. ~without the concurrerice of two-thirds of all-the Members of the Senate - .
# 335 Phil. 82 (1997) [PerJ Bei;osnlo Second D1v1slon}
i Id at 102, - _ BT

,t
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o It was correctly decreed that “filn light af the archwmg, dzsmzssal or
o 'rendermg of the first three complamts as_functis-officio, the Articles of
o Impeachment filed on February 5, 2025 is therefore barred because of the
‘;';-_vzolatwn of the one-year bar under Section 3(5).”*" As such, nothing more-

s needed to ‘protect the: interest of Vice President' Duterte as a respondent
; 1mpeachab1e officer. by ‘reason of such ruling and she cannot be subject to

o lmpeachmeﬂt proceedlngs regardmg the fourth 1mpeachrnent complamt

| The rules of Congress on tmpeachment proceedmgs musf be
respected : ‘ :

As aptly quoted the House Rules on Impeachment pr0V1ded the

.'manner by “which a. verified - complamt/resolutlon by one-third - of the .
members of the House of Representatrves w111 be processed thus: -

RULEIV

| Verrﬁed ComplamtfResolutlon by One Th1rd of Members

-SECTION 14 Endorsement of the Complamr/Resolutzon fo the Senare -
- A verified. complamtjresolunon of impeachment filed by at. least one-third
- (1/3) of all the: Members- of the ‘House ‘shall constitute the Artlcles of
'Impeachment and in‘ this ‘tase: ‘the verrﬁed complamt/resolunon shall- be

' _endorsed to- the Senate n the same ‘manner- as.an - approved brll of’ the

“The complamt/resoluhon must at the nme of ﬁlmg, be verlﬁed and

U swom to before the Secretary: ‘General by each of the Members
B 'const1tutmg at least one—th1rd (1/ 3) of all the Mernbers of the House. -

{ ”[he contents of the Verlﬁcatlon shall be as follows

B “We, .after‘bemg s’worn m_accordance_ wzth law, depose and state:
- That = we are. the . complainanis. in the above-eéntitled
N complamr/resalurron of impeachment; that we have caused the said
o 'complamr/resolutmn to be prepared and have read the contents
‘thereof: and-that the .allegations therein are true of our own
knowledge and behalf on the basis of our reading and appreczanon _

: r)f documenis and other records perrmenr rherero '

Whlle VlCG Pre31dent Dunterte is entltled 'to basic due process

protectlon in the 1mpeachment proceedmgs thls is-only 1nsofar as may be

.11}

_ sl

o '(Cltauons omltted)

5

‘Duterre v. House. ofRepie\enmtzvev G.R. Nos, 2 f8353 and ”78359 Iu'ty 25, 2025 [Pcr S.AJ. Leonen,
‘En-Bancl at 75. (Emphasis in the original) .
- “Ponencia,. pp. 10-20 crring Rules ot‘ Pro»edure in Impeachment Proceedmgs (2023), sec. 14.

.o



' Soparate Opinion .~~~ .~ . 19°  GR.Nos.278353 and 278359

| '_"’prescrlbed as apphed in thls case, by the ]9111 Congress s House Rules on
- Impeachment.- To reiterate, a verified. impeachment complaint/resolution
~under. the second mode is. governed by Rule 1V, Section 14 of the 19%
~Congress’s House-Rules on Impeachment which clearly provides that a

- verified: compla1nt/resolut10n of impeachment filed by at least one-third of’

~ all the members of the House shall constitute the Articles of Impeachment, - |
~and-inthis case the verified compla1nt/resolut10n shall be endorsed to the -

S __'”=Senate in the ‘same manner. as: an approved bill. of the House of

Representatn es. ThlS rule is derlved from Art1c1e XI, Sectlon 3(4) of the
' Constltutlon | :

When the aforementloned rule is observed it cannot be sa,1d that V1ce
 President Duterte was not afforded due process on'the fourth 1mpeachment
_ complalnt that was filed, endorsed, and transrmtted to the Senate on the
- same day. A readmg of certain prov1510ns of Artlcle X1, Section 3 of the
o Constltutlon Wou_ld sustam this posmon _It states ‘

Sec‘uon 3. (1) The House of Represontatlves ‘shall have the excluswe
power to 1n1t1ate all cases of 1mpeachment

(2) A venﬁed comp]alnt for 1mpeachment rnay be ﬁled by any Member of

~the ‘House - of Representatlves or by any citizen upon a resolution or

~ . 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' Comnnttee after hearmg, and by
‘a majority vote of all its Members, shall -submit its. report.to the House

* - within - sixty - session days- from . such’ referral, - _together - with -the
L correspondmg resolution.  The . resolution shall be- calendared - for '

- con51derat10n by the House w1thm ten session. days ﬁ*om recelpt thereof

(3) A vote of at Ieast one-third of all the Members of the House shall be

‘necessary cither to affirm a favorable resolution with the Articles of
- Tmpeachment of the ‘Comrhittee; ot override- its contrary resolutlon The
L vote of each Member sbal] be recorded :

o (4) In casé the very‘" ed complamt or. resolutwn of zmpeachment is f iled

- ‘by at least-one-third of all the Members of the House, the same shall

. constitute the Arttcles of Impeachment, ‘and trial by the Senate shall
- forthwrth proeeed (Emphcms supphed)

It must be stressed that on}y When the 1mpeachment complamt is -

: 1n1t1ated pursuant to the first. mode under Article X1, Section 3(2) of the
~‘Constitution, will -the appropriate Committee, in this case, the House
Cominittee. on Justice; be involved. Insofar as an 1mpe'1chment complaint
-~ initiated via the ‘second mode under Article XI," Section -3(4) of the
- Constitution ' is .concerned, there is no mention at all of any committee
~involvement. The ponencia even substantially subscribes toor concurs with

- this when it recegnized “the optional referral to the Committee on Justice

o provtded by the openmg pamgmph t‘)f Sectwn 2 in relatum to Subsectmn-

-
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_':"*'_(c) of the same. pmvtsmﬁ.”S‘ Or stated dlfterently, that the referral to a
. committee under the second mode of i 1n1t1at1ng an Jmpeaehment eomplalnt is -

" hot mandatmy

Thus 1t may not be appropr1ate to ma1nta1n that “the House of

i :_.Representatwes has‘the prerogatlve to determine: that the. 1equ1rements of the

. second mode of initiating a complalnt under Article XI, Section 3(4)—that it
-8 properly verified, accompanied with evidence ‘and the respondent’s

af_'-"comment if any, _and endorsed by at least one-thjrd of all its membersu_
T 'have been met 733 ‘ : : : - '

e Agam 1f the framers of the Constltutlon mtended to require ‘a
. comment in relation to an 1mpeachment complaint under the second mode,
~or requiring a- vertf cation of the approprlate conzmzttee”54 regarding. the

: . determination’ of-the vequirements of the second mode of -initiating a
L eomplamt under Article XI, Section 3(4), such- iritent should have been duly

G ‘_-embod1ed in'the subject provision. Instead, the’ framers proeeeded to state
B fthat the 1:r1al by the Senate shall forthw1th proeeed '

As a legiSIative'proee'ss the'dra'.fting' .':of: therules on'impeaehrnent :

."_'-",proceedmgs should. be left to the discretion of Congress Indeed, the House
. of Representatives should be: accorded ¢ ‘its .competence and power as the

""~legzslatzve ‘branch - of government - in - promulgating - its - Rules on

o Impeachment.”s The 19™ - Congress’s - House Rules on Impeaehment

g “manifest the 1ntentlon to' treat differently - the verified eomplamt or resolution’.

| of }mpeaehment filed by at least one-third of all ‘members of’ the House of -
. Representatives. Preersely, and as prev1ously discussed, the House Rules on

: _Impeaehment allotted a separate rule to govem the same.

_ Followmg the above rule the Secretary General has a - direct
R _*part101patlon when- it .comes to 1mpeachment complamts 1n1t1ated via the -
second - “mode, partrcularly to meet the - requirement : that the

R complamt/resolunon is “verified and sworn to before the Secretary General

| by each of the Members constituting at least one-third (1/3) of all’ the -

" Members of the House.”*® Thereafter, the Articles of Impeachment - under the - |

- second’ ‘mode-should no. longer undergo the same procedure as ‘a.bill that

" “goes through at least three readings, but instead, be treated as “‘an approved

S :‘52.. .

“bill of the House”5 that is past such or other unment1oned stages To require
otherW1se may const1tute Jumew‘ ‘overreach. : : -

.,Id at25 (Emphasm mthe orrgmall £
14 at43. (Emphasis: supphed) _
M 1d at43-44, (Emphasis. supplied)
351K at2l. (Emphasss in the original) - .
3. Rules of Procedure in Impeachrnem Proc:f.echngx (2023), sec. 14.
.57 fd . )

Coosa
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Thereafter and upon transmrttal of the Art1c]es of Impeachment from

- the House of Reprc.sentatlves to-the Senate, the Senate Rules of Procedure

= f’on Impeachment Trials per Senate Resolutlon No.39,% or the Senate Rules

.on Impeachment wﬂl now govern. Here, the impeached ofﬁcer shall be._

5 not1f1ed and glven an opportunlty to be heard ‘as’ such

f‘VII Upon the presentatron of a;rtlcles ot 1mpeachment and the

.. organization of the Senate as helembefore prowded a writ of summons

-+ shall be issued to the person impeached, reciting-or 1ncorporat1ng said

- articles, and notifying him/her to appear. before the Senate upon a day and

Coata place to be fixed by the Senate and named in such writ, and to file

. his/her Answer:to” sa1d articles of unpeachment within'a non- extendible
i ‘penod of ten (10) days from receipt thereof} to Whlch the prosecutors may- .

- Reply within a. non-extendlblc period .of" five (S)y days therefrom; and to,

_ stand to.and ablde by the orders and Judgments of the Qenate '

I

IX The person 1mpeached sha]_] then be called to appear and answer the
art1c1es of 1mpeachment against him/her. If he/she appears, or any-person
- for him/her; ‘the : appearance shall be recorded statmg partrcularly if by
2 "_'hlrnself/herself or by agént or’ counse] naming the’ ‘person appearing and '
. ‘the capacily in ‘which he/she appears If he/she ‘does not appear, e1ther
S personally or by agent or counsel the same shall be recorded

o XIII CounseI tor the partres shall be: adrmtted to appear and be heard upon
Lo an unpeachment Provided, That counsel for ‘the’ prosecutors. shall- be.
- underthe control and superv1sron of the pane] of prosecutors of the House
e -'of Representatlves ' :

------

' ,'XV Wrtnesses shalI be exammed by oné person on behalf of the party
'producmg them and then Cross- examlned by one person on the other srde

The Qenate Rules on Impeachment do not d1st1ngu1sh between an

| 1mpeachment complamt that ‘was: initiated - via the first mode vis-a-vis an
1mpeachment complaint filed pursuant to the second mode. CIearly, then, the

. :j.';' due - plocess rights bemg cxtenderl by Lhe Senate Rules on Impeachment-
apply in both modes of initiation. This' just goes to show that it is before the’

- Senate, which has the sole power 1o try and decide. all cases of 1mpeachment

" where due process must be faithtuily observed as is so done in accordance

RS with its rules. The 1mpeached officer; therefore; is not deprived of his or her 7
e :_rlght _t_o du:e_ process for- Jrnrpeachment complamts _ﬁ__Ied_, und.er the,_:__second

R

_'Entitled “Resolution_Adoptmg tlre_.RuleS' of Procedure onI'r'npeacI']mer_lt_ Trials™ (2011). -
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| mode s1mp1y because the guldehnes set by the Court or belng contemplated -
“in the ponencza are not oomphed Wlﬂ’l

_ Instead even more than the Court Wthh gives utmost deferenee and
- respect to the 1mpeachment rules of both the House of Representatives and -
_the Senate, should not formulate its own guldehnes that must be followed

mandatorﬂy by: Congress It is the complete absence of due process that the

- Court should be vigilant, about and guard against, not one that recognizes it
i even 1f based on the Court s own assessment, it needs nnprovement

| Essentialiy, the core issue raised in" the Petitions is the
: unconstltutlonahty ‘of the fourth 1mpeachment complaint, not. prnnarlly the.

- imagined lack of due process that Vice President Duterte was supposedly
- deprived of. Still, and if at all, the issue of due process is relevant to the first

three 1mpeachment complaints since no proceedrngs were conducted at all -

- with respect ‘thereto, ~depriving Vice- President Duterte of her r1ght to be

“heard ‘regarding the same. Instead, these were archived when' they were .
“included in the Order of Business of the House of Representatives during its
session held on February 5,2025. However, in resolvmg the constitutionality
Cor unconstltutlonahty of the fourth 1mpeachment complaint, the issue of due .
‘proeess is not the. core issue that should result in establishing due: process'.

o requlsrtes not’ expllcltly provrded for. in the Constitution when it comes to

o 'lrnpeachment PfOCGdegs initiated pursuant to the second mode
- -'-.Imlz’é‘l’:hment':is;'a Iegislative prbc_éss S

| Hlstorlcally, our. 1rnpeachment process has been greatly 1nﬂuenced by
;forelgn governments ‘particularly  the  United - States, after. ‘which we

i ,1:-.'patterned our own impeachment system.. “Judicial intervention: may perhaps

“come . In- post-1mpeachment or 31multaneously thereto, such ‘as in-the

.'__ | criminal prosecutlon of the concerned official for-the 1mpeachab1e offenses

committed while in office, In this sense, the impeachment process is

. mherently vested: in the leglslatlve branch, with the 1eg1slators particularly

the Senators, assummg the role of ¢ pseudo judges” or “pseudo jurists.” The

.”followmg dlsqu151trons durmg the . hearlngs ot the Constitutional
) -=-Comm1331on Support thls stance o '

| Ms_. AQ’_UIN'o [Comrnission'er Felicitas S. Aquino]. -

T Irnpeachment ougmatf.d in Engiand- b'lt it had been in drsuse for one
century and a half ago: In fact, the last time it was used was sometime in
. the first years of the 19th century. It had - been’ partly - discredited and
- proven {o be practically obsolete. when the an,hsh countries. adopted the
prlncrple of rmmsterla} responsrbihtyr such that in- the trend of legal_ _
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= h1st0ry, ‘there- was a growmg tendency to vest the powcrs of 1mpeachment _
. mnot’in the 1eg1slature butin the Judlclary This procedure of vesting -
n tmpeachment powers. in the legtslature Sfound its way in the constitutions
of the American eolomes and eventually m the Constitution 0f the
_Umted States : SR -

: T m1ght be tra11bla7111g here but I am sermusly eon51der1ng the 1dea of .
g 'transferrmg the powers of inipeachment (rial, after it has been initiated by -~
- the joint ‘action of the’ leglsldtlve ¢haniber to the Jud1c1a.1 courts, the way it
Ty belng adopted now in.the- countnes of the Uruted States and in E,ur0pe

~ MR.-MONSOD '[COmmjssio'ner' Christian S. "MOH’Sod]" M. - Presiding
: __Ofﬁcer when we were reviewing the provisions on impeachment; those"
~same ques‘uons were asked.in our “discussions. The Committee: de01ded'
. that the presence of the unpedchment provision by itself, even if it has not.
_ been successful would ‘act even as'a deterrent if llberahzed We aeeepted :
- the fact that the tmpeachment proceedmg is prtmal ily a polu‘zcal act, and
. we aré notsurc that it did not serve. its purpose, for example, the last time
it was used, even if it appea;red that it failed. The events and the sequence
o oof decisions ‘after that seem to indicate that the President at the time really -
_'iexerted all his efforts to’ defeat the: 1mpeachment proceedmg This, by "
-itself, showed that it had impact.;Sécond, thlS subsequent calling: of snap
: -_e]ect1ons ‘may have been influenced to some extent by the fact that there
. owasan attempt at 1mpedchment :

g -"So in tcnns of achtevmg 1ts purpose it bemg a pohucal act and callmg
* the . attention of the. peeple to-certain “actions. that would- make the:

R '1neumbent seek a’ fresh- mandate from the peop}e keepmg it in " the
Cone‘ututlon would. st1]1 serve apurpose K

' _'As Jar as judtctal action is eoneemed the rewrt o judu.tal action. for
certain crimes, as the provision: u‘se{f says, is s'tlll there It doe& not
preclude the judtczal process

i MS AQUINO Do I take it'to mean that I am effectwely forecloqed in
terms of a,. conceptuai redefinition . of 1mpeachment procedures when T
would attempt to vest 11: in the ;ud1c1al courts 1ns,ofar as the prefndency is
an concemed'? SRR :

MR MONSOD Yee, Mr. Pressdmo Ofﬁcer I beheve the Comm1ttee at
- this point. beheves that .au- overhaul in’ that - direction- mlght not be
o _.apptoprtate But we Wouid be amenable to other. suggestlons in order to
- dke 1t a m01e cffeetlve detcrrent (F Inphams bupphed)

" # 1 Record, Constitutional Commission 352-353 (July 26, 1986). -
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_ MS. AQUINO Am lin ag,reement thh the Comrmttee that 1111peaehment=
1proeeed1ngs are essentlally ]udlc1al in nature‘? '

-MR ROMULO [Comm1ss1oner Rlcardo J Romulo] No, we beheve that

- they-are political. Judicial aspects may come in the- procedu:res such as'the

_ forming.of ‘the articles, the actual trial- being presided over by the Chief

~ - Justice, and so on. But we still beheve that they are essentmlly a polttlcal
act rather than a judtcml act . :

'MS AQUINO Pre01sely, I was very careful on my formulatlon of terms
~when 1 said impeachment proceedmgs not : 1mpeachment power. S0, we
~-are agreed on the premise that impeachment” proceedmgs are essentlally
S judlclal in_.nature. Does it follow, therefore, that when the legislative
- ‘chamber sits to undertake unpeachment proceedlngs it sits not as a -
B leglslatlve body but as-a Judlc1al body, rather, it sits as a court of Just1ce'?

MR ROMULO 111 a way, they probably 51t more like Junsts as finders of
- fact and the law, I suppose. They combine those functions. We could say
o that there is an exerc1se of judicial power 1nv01ved 6

L MR TRENAS Madam Premdent may. I ]ust aek a feW questlons of thej
S Comm1ttee for clar1ﬁcat10n '

'-Accordmg 1o, - Sectlon 3 subparagraph 2 after a complalnt for

~'impéachment i is filed, it is referred to the proper comm1ttee of the House

- forinvestigation and report. My question-now is: If after the mvest1gat10n

. and- report, notmthstandmg the overwhelming. ev1dence in support of the

~ complaint- for 1mpeachment and taking - into = account political

“‘considerations, especially if it is an impeachment against the President and

- the House is controlled by his party, and necessarily the commntee also it
- 1s d1sm1ssed the complamt is already demed am I right? :

ot 'MR ROMULO Yes, that is nght S

. MR TRENAS WilL the: person who ﬁled the nnpeachment have any
- remedy in view of the overwhelming evidence and the fact that the
---comnnttee acted ina capnc10us and whlmsmal manner‘?

e MR. ROMULO Under th_ts proposal, the answer miust be “no” that is why
7 Tthink Commissioner Dav1de has some amendments in mlnd to cure these »
R gaps in the proeedure R .

MR TRENA‘? May 1!: not he subject 01 a _]lldlCIE.l rev1ew? '
| '&\/IR ROMULO As the F ommmioner Lnows in the deﬁnltlon of judicial

.. power, one mtght be able to secure a review by cerrzorarz but that is not
tan ekpedltious remedy So, we are open to Sugge&.tlons '

© dat3ss.
S04 at287.
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Therefore bemg essentmlly a poltttcal act rather than a judtcml

for cornmlttmg offenses or Vlolatlons as. 1dent1fied in the Constltutlon

“acty 62, the Court must” be: cautious .in encroachmg into- the constitutional
- powers given to Congress when proceeding to impeach 1rnpeachable officers
-+ whoshould be held accountable ‘and removed from: office, upon conviction,

T To get a. full grasp of the 1mpeaohment proeedure, its roots may be o
S _traeed in the presidential form of government that the country currently has

in place, as opposed to'the parliamentary form of government that was then

s : _bemg oontemplated The esteemed eonstltutronahst Commissioner Joaquin

S ..G.Bernas' explamed how 1mpeachrnent although cumbersome is considered.
an effectlve tool to. make nat1onal leaders accountable

FR BFRNAS

When we cla551fy govemments on the basls of the relatronshlp _
: between the “executive. power: and- the leglslatrve ‘power, we generally -
- classify governments into-‘the presidential systern, -the  parliamentary
- system. or some kind of a cornbmatlon of the two. And, as we are very
- familiar with the matter, we can say.. that the primary characteristic of the
.. presidential form of government is. separation of powers between the
'-:.'.iexecutrve leglslatlve[] and judicial’ branches ~of  the government
: haracterrzed by ‘the’ 1ndependenee of the three but with the President
e ':_holdlng some. paramount position ¢ of precedence And for that reason, it is -
referred to asa pre51dent1al form of government. Moreover, in this system .
 we have, ﬁxed terms both for’ the executive ‘and for the nrernbers of the -
'_'legrslatu:re d '

_ In the parhamentary systern the prrmary charactertsuc it would

. j_'seem to me, is that ‘executive power is exercised by a Cabinet headed by a

" Prime Minister which for all practical- purposes is'a committee -of the -
o '-1eg1slat1ve body, and the: executive and the members: of the Cabinet hold :

.office at the pleasure of the leglslattve body In other words, it is without

- ioa fixed term. “And the mechanism for terminating ‘the tenure of the
members of the Cabinet and of the Prime Minister i is by a-no-confidence

" vote- whenever there :is a- fundamental dtfference or disagreement

" between the legwfature and - the ~executive  department. And the

-~ 'democratic character of this system is manifested: by the fact that when_

. there is a vote of no confidence, the point of disagreement is'thrown to the

| .':fpeople The executive also has a weapon’ agamst Parliament in that he

can dissolve Parliament. And when there is ¢ dlsagreement between the o

" two, this is thrown to the peaple When national clections are held, the -~ -

".people ahgn themiselves elther in-fayor of the legrslature or the executlve

- Ifa majorlty of those ‘who -were: in Parliament ‘are - reelected, then that

“would" be an’ 111d1cat1on that the executrve has . lost the struggle wrth- '

Parliament.® (F mphaSJS supplicd) : :

ez
63

o Id at 35‘5 ' : o
IRecord COPStltIltIOIIal Commrssron ’4 ( tum, 3 1‘)86‘ »
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o FR. BERNAS At thls stage 1 would tentatrvely contemplate a 51tuat1on_
+ 'where we would have ‘a fixed term but with an easy terminable tenure. _
- What I mean under the present system, if we have a presidential system
oo ihe. only way - of ‘ousting an’ unsausfactory president would. be by the
« .. cumbersome process of lmpeackmem 64 (Emphas1s supphed) '

Thus and knowmg how cumbersome 1t s already, the Court should

'not make the ‘process of - 1mpeachment more burdensome by providing
= gmdehnes it ‘wants written in the rules of both the House of Representatlves

S ‘and. the Senate 'Ih1s 1t is. submltted suggests ]ud101a1 overreach

| ~Under its expanded" jurisdi"ctiOn } the' "Court' is ernpowered to

_'-~“determ1ne Whether or-not there has been a grave abuse of discretion |
‘amounting to lack or excess of Jurlsdlctlon on the part of any - branch or.

- instrumentality. of the Government.”%® It is"submitted that, when it comes to -

_'”1mpeachment proceedmgs ‘whether the: lmpea.chment cornplamt is initiated

. via the first or second mode, the Court. should exercise this power with.~

‘caution, ensuring that it does not exceed its bounds by dictating, especially
- down to the minutest details, how: the legislative: branch should perform its’

exclusive mandate on the matter.. While the’ Court exercises its judicial

- function, it must remain steadfast in upholdmg the supremacy of the

pr1nc1p1e of separat1on of powers

8 '.;i_The July 25, 2025 Dectszon apphes s O

o "iretroacz‘zvely B

— The ponencra was not wrong in brush:ng aside the | clann of the
:respondent House  of Representatives that. the July 25, 2025. Decision
-~ “should be applied and enforced ‘prospectively in: the commencement of .
~ future’ 1mpeachment cornplalnts[]’”66 As-aptly held; “the “doctrine’ of

B foperatwe fact is mnot a tool to legitimize: noncomphance with - rules,

o -regulations, - laws, - or the Constitution, “or- to -validate unlawful or .~

B unconstitutional acts. It can only be invoked by the party who acted in good

 faith and cannot be used bya party directly respon51ble for-the commission
of an 1llegal or unlawful act.”"” " Thus, there is no need 1o reverse such a
stand ' S : - '

To apply prOspectwely the 1 ruling of the Court in the July 25 2025

_ " Decision" would beto ignore and sanction: 1nstead the Serious. violation
k r;_-’_licommltted by the - HouSc of R prcsentatlves in: arclnvrng the :trrst three

%14 4 25 :

55 CONST., art. VIII, sec. i
. 6B Pon_encza p. 35,

S Idatal s
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impeachment complaints and transmitting to the Senate a constitutionally
infirm fourth impeachment complaint against Vice President Duterte. As the
Articles of Impeachment against her are prohibited by the one-year bar rule
and considering that the first three impeachment complaints were not
included in the Order of Business of the House of Representatives within 10

session days, no impeachment proceedings can validly take place before the
Senate.

FOR THESE REASONS, I concur with the ponencia as it DENIES
with FINALITY the Motion for Reconsideration dated August 4, 2025 filed
by respondent House of Representatives as the fourth impeachment
complaint against petitioner Vice President Sara 7. Duterte that was
transmitted to the Senate is covered by the one-year bar rule.

RAUL B. VILLANUEVA
Associate Justice




