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### Title
**Standard Chartered Bank (Philippine Branch) et al. vs. Senate Committee on Banks,
Financial Institutions, and Currencies**

### Facts
On February 1,  2005,  Senator  Juan Ponce Enrile  delivered a privilege speech entitled
“Arrogance  of  Wealth,”  accusing  Standard  Chartered  Bank  (Philippine  Branch)  (SCB-
Philippines) of selling unregistered foreign securities, invoking losses amounting to billions
of pesos to Filipino investors. This was based on a letter from Atty. Mark R. Bocobo. Enrile’s
speech led to the introduction of Philippine Senate (P.S.) Resolution No. 166, which called
for an inquiry to be conducted by the Senate Committee on Banks, Financial Institutions,
and Currencies (“the Committee”) to investigate these alleged illegal activities.

On February 28, 2005, respondent commenced the investigation, and petitioners appeared
through counsel stressing pendency of related court cases. During this hearing, it  was
motioned and seconded to issue subpoenae ad testificandum and duces tecum to compel
attendance and testimony at  future hearings,  further authorizing the issuance of  hold-
departure orders (HDO) and inclusion of the petitioners in the Bureau’s Watch List by the
Department of Justice through the Bureau of Immigration and Deportation.

Petitioners filed this Petition for Prohibition (with a prayer for a temporary restraining order
and/or injunction) on March 11, 2005, challenging the Senate Committee’s jurisdiction,
contending that the legislative inquiry obstructed ongoing judicial proceedings, constituted
a collection device for private claims, violated their constitutional  rights,  and operated
beyond procedural bounds.

### Issues
1.  Whether  the  Senate  Committee  acted  without  jurisdiction  or  with  grave  abuse  of
discretion by conducting an inquiry purportedly in aid of legislation when the subject matter
was pending in various courts.
2. Whether the Committee’s investigation was, in reality, an improper attempt to assist
private parties in collecting claims (in aid of collection).
3. Whether subpoenaing petitioners to testify infringed their constitutional rights against
self-incrimination and subjected them to trial by publicity.
4.  Whether  the  Committee’s  procedural  actions  including  the  issuance  of  HDOs  and
inclusion of names in the Watch List overstepped its jurisdiction.
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### Court’s Decision
1. **Legislative Investigation and Judicial  Supremacy**:  The Court determined that the
inquiry  was  unequivocally  in  aid  of  legislation  as  P.S.  Resolution  No.  166  specifically
expressed the  need for  legislation  to  prevent  future  occurrences  of  similar  fraudulent
activities. Consequently, the investigation was within constitutional bounds and not barred
by pending judicial proceedings.

2. **In Aid of Collection Argument**: The Court found no evidence supporting the claim that
the Committee’s inquiry was used as a tool to assist private parties in the collection of
personal investments. The instigators of the complaints (Atty. Bocobo and Baviera) were
involved in the legislative inquiry not for personal gain but to shed light on practices which
compelled the need for possible remedial legislation.

3.  **Rights  Against  Self-Incrimination  and  Due  Process**:  The  Court  emphasized  that
petitioners, being resource persons and not accused in a criminal proceeding, could not
invoke  a  blanket  right  against  self-incrimination.  If  any  question  posed  was  self-
incriminating, they were entitled to invoke the privilege specifically only to that query — an
approach distinct for witnesses compared to an accused.

4.  **Procedural  Jurisdiction**:  The  Court  deemed  the  Committee’s  actions  in  issuing
subpoenas  and  requesting  HDOs  as  procedural  measures  necessary  for  the  effective
exercise of legislative functions, thus within their jurisdiction. The delay caused due to the
Watch List inclusion was minimal and justified by the investigatory purpose.

### Doctrine
–  **Inquiry  in  Aid  of  Legislation**:  The  Supreme  Court  reasserted  that  legislative
investigations are constitutionally permissible for information gathering vital for potential
legislation, even if concurrent judicial or administrative matters exist.

– **Contempt Powers of the Legislature**: Legislative inquiry bodies hold inherent authority
to ensure compliance and can cite individuals for contempt to preserve the integrity and
function of their investigation.

– **Right to Privacy and Self-Incrimination**: Individuals called as witnesses in legislative
inquiries can invoke privacy and self-incrimination rights individually but cannot collectively
refuse participation in democratic oversight processes.

### Class Notes
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1. **Legislative Inquiries**: Constitutionally sanctioned to gather information crucial for
potential legislation.
2.  **Bengzon  Doctrine**:  Investigations  are  barred  if  they  merely  replicate  processes
already judicially addressed unless distinctly aiding legislative purposes.
3. **Arnault Doctrine**: Affirms the essential authority of legislative inquiries to obtain
necessary information even under judicial concurrent issues.
4. **Sinclair Principle**: Legislative information gathering in aid of legislative functions is
valid regardless of parallel judicial uses.
5. **Republic Act Nos. 8799 and 8791**: Key statutes shaping securities regulation and
banking laws involving foreign investments and violations.

### Historical Background
This  case  unfolds  amid ongoing legislative  efforts  post-1994 to  liberalize  foreign bank
operations while concurrently fortifying financial market regulations to safeguard investors
against fraudulent activities. Enhanced legislative oversight reflected acute sensitivity to
fraudulent  financial  activities  during  economic  transitions,  driving  tighter  regulatory
frameworks  amid  evolving  complex  financial  interplays  globally  and  domestically.  The
intersection  of  legislative  oversight  and  judicial  review in  this  case  mirrors  historical
precedents in the systemic refinement of Philippine banking regulations, balancing investor
protection against promoting financial market competitiveness amidst liberalization.


