
G.R. No. 223451. March 14, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

**Title:** Trillanes IV v. Castillo-Marigomen: A Case on Parliamentary Immunity and Free
Speech in the Philippines

**Facts:**
The case revolves around a dispute initiated by a Complaint for Damages filed by Antonio L.
Tiu against  Senator  Antonio  F.  Trillanes IV,  following defamatory statements  made by
Trillanes in various media interviews. The statements referred to Tiu as a “dummy” of
former Vice President Jejomar Binay concerning a 350-hectare estate in Batangas, known as
the “Hacienda Binay.” The remarks led to Tiu filing a lawsuit, claiming damages for the
alleged defamation which, according to him, tarnished his reputation as a businessman,
adversely affected the stock prices of his companies, and caused him emotional distress.

Trillanes responded by filing an Answer with Motion to Dismiss, leveraging special and
affirmative defenses, including parliamentary immunity and the protection of free speech.
The Regional Trial  Court of Quezon City,  Branch 101, presided by Hon. Evangeline C.
Castillo-Marigomen,  denied  the  motion  to  dismiss  and  the  subsequent  motion  for
reconsideration filed by Trillanes, leading to the Senator filing a Petition for Certiorari
under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court before the Supreme Court. Trillanes argued that the
RTC’s  orders were issued with grave abuse of  discretion,  lacking jurisdiction over his
parliamentary actions and speeches.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the doctrine of hierarchy of courts was properly observed in the direct filing of
the Petition for Certiorari with the Supreme Court.
2.  Whether  Trillanes’  statements,  made  in  media  interviews,  were  protected  under
parliamentary immunity pursuant to Article VI, Section 11 of the 1987 Constitution.
3. Whether the statements fall within the scope of protected free speech.
4. Whether the Regional Trial Court had jurisdiction over the case, contending that actions
taken under parliamentary immunity are beyond judicial review.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, upholding the RTC’s denial of the motion to
dismiss and addressing each issue raised:
1. **Hierarchy of Courts:** The Court emphasized adherence to the doctrine, stating that
the direct recourse to the Supreme Court was unjustified as the issues raised did not
present exceptionally compelling reasons for bypassing lower courts.
2. **Parliamentary Immunity:** The Court clarified that parliamentary immunity covers only
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those acts  done within the halls  of  Congress in relation to legislative functions.  Since
Trillanes’ statements were made in media interviews and not as part of legislative duties,
they were not protected by parliamentary immunity.
3. **Free Speech:** Although not explicitly detailed in the decision, the inference can be
made  that  simply  invoking  free  speech  does  not  absolve  legislators  from liability  for
statements made outside their legislative functions.
4. **Jurisdiction:** The Court affirmed that jurisdiction lies with the courts and not the
Senate to decide on civil actions for damages arising from statements made outside the
scope of legislative functions.

**Doctrine:**
The case reiterates the doctrine that parliamentary immunity, as provided under Article VI,
Section 11 of  the 1987 Constitution,  protects  senators and representatives from being
questioned or held liable only for actions pertaining directly to their legislative functions.
Statements  made  outside  this  scope,  including  those  in  media  interviews  on  matters
unrelated to legislative acts, do not enjoy such immunity. It also underscores the importance
of the hierarchy of courts in the Philippine judicial system.

**Class Notes:**
– Parliamentary Immunity is limited to legislative activities and does not extend to public
statements made outside the legislative domain.
– The Doctrine of Hierarchy of Courts underscores the need to respect the gradation of
judicial forums, encouraging litigants to use lower courts before elevating issues to the
Supreme Court.
– The principle that courts have jurisdiction over civil actions for defamation highlights the
balance between free speech and the protection of individual reputation under Philippine
law.

**Historical Background:**
This case underscores the evolving nature of parliamentary immunity in the context of
modern media and public discourse. It highlights the judicial system’s role in delineating the
bounds of legislative privileges against the backdrop of free speech, responsibility, and the
right to reputation, underlining the necessity of legislative deliberations to be confined
within the legislative chambers for immunity to apply.


