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Title: **Senate of the Philippines vs. Executive Secretary Salvador C. Medialdea and
Secretary of Health Francisco T. Duque III**

Facts:
The Senate of the Philippines sought to nullify a Memorandum dated October 4, 2021,
issued by President Rodrigo R. Duterte through Executive Secretary Salvador C. Medialdea.
This Memorandum prohibited all officials and employees of the Executive Department from
attending  the  Senate  Blue  Ribbon Committee  (SBRC)  hearings  on  the  Commission  on
Audit’s 2020 Annual Audit Report concerning COVID-19 fund disbursements. The issuance
of the Memorandum followed complaints from President Duterte regarding the treatment of
Executive Department officials in these hearings, which he believed had transitioned from
being in aid of legislation to an investigation aimed at holding individuals accountable for
alleged irregularities.

The Senate, arguing that the Memorandum was obstructing its constitutional function of
conducting inquiries in aid of legislation, filed a resolution authorizing the challenge against
the  Memorandum  in  the  Supreme  Court.  They  posited  that  the  Memorandum  was
unconstitutional as it impeded their oversight functions.

Procedurally, the case escalated to the Supreme Court after the Senate, represented by
high-ranking officials and the SBRC chair, filed the petition for certiorari and prohibition
following the issuance of the Senate Resolution No. 131. The petition claimed that the
Memorandum  was  unconstitutional  and  sought  various  reliefs  aimed  at  ensuring  the
attendance of Executive Department officials in the Senate inquiries.

Issues:
1. Whether the petition for certiorari and prohibition is the proper remedy to compel the
attendance  of  officials  of  the  Executive  Department  at  legislative  inquiries  after  a
jurisdictional challenge is issued by the President.
2. Whether there exists an actual case or controversy ripe for judicial adjudication in the
context of the Senate’s petition challenging the President’s Memorandum on the grounds of
constitutionality.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court, in its en banc decision penned by Justice Lazaro-Javier, dismissed the
petition, determining it as prematurely filed. The Court argued that the subject matter of
the petition revolved around a jurisdictional challenge that should first be resolved within
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the  Senate’s  own  mechanisms,  specifically  citing  Section  3  of  the  Senate’s  Rules  of
Procedure Governing Inquiries in Aid of Legislation. This section empowers the Senate or
any of its committees to resolve jurisdictional challenges before proceeding with an inquiry.
The Court emphasized that the judicial system provides remedies when there is no other
plain, speedy, and adequate relief in law, concluding that such remedies had not yet been
exhausted by the petitioners.

Doctrine:
This  case reiterates  the doctrine of  separation of  powers,  underscoring the judiciary’s
restraint from involving itself in disputes that can be resolved within the legislative branch’s
own procedural mechanisms. Moreover, it highlights the precedent that a clear, actual case
or controversy must be present for the judicial branch to intervene in matters involving
other branches of government.

Class Notes:
– The separation of powers principle obliges mutual respect and non-interference among the
legislative, executive, and judicial branches of government.
–  Judicial  review requires  an  actual  case  or  controversy,  implying  the  existence  of  a
concrete, ripe dispute between parties with opposing legal interests.
–  The  doctrine  of  exhaustion  of  remedies  mandates  that  judicial  intervention  is  only
permissible when no other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy exists within the normal
course of law.

Historical Background:
This case emerges in the unique context of the Philippine government’s response to the
COVID-19  pandemic,  illustrating  the  tensions  between  the  executive’s  discretion  in
managing  public  health  emergencies  and  the  legislature’s  oversight  role  in  ensuring
accountability and transparency. The issuance of the Memorandum by the President, citing
the  need  to  prioritize  pandemic  response  efforts  over  legislative  inquiries,  sparked  a
constitutional debate on the limits of executive privilege and legislative inquiry powers.


