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o I concur w1th the ponencza However I write to. al ’0-\¢ﬁip.hasi:ze.'f‘f[hé,t":- : _- ;‘
| -"".the Petltlon presents no actual case or controversy as it has been rendered

o ~moot by the conclusmn of the House Tr1 Commlttee s mqu_i.ry.izs_: S

Art1cle VI Sect1on 21 of the Const1tut1on provrdes thé’. power ofthe -

- "-1eg1slat1ve to conduct 1nvest1gat10ns in aid of leglslatlon

s SECTION 21 The Senate or the House of Representatwes or any":of its -

__respectlve committees may- conduct inquiries in aid of- lcglslation'-iin.___ R

accordance with its duly published rules of procedure: The rights of persons .
in or affected by such inquiries shall be respected ' o

. As prov1ded in the prov151on the hmltatlons 0 the legrlslatwe power of o
ST _mqulry are as follows: (1) it-must be conducted “in aid of legislation[;]” (2) it
-.'must be conducted in accordance w1th the pubhshed rules of the chamber or
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: -"-'-ior affected by such inquiries shall be respected !

The provision also provides for a broad definition of legrslatwe inquiry.

s It 18 not requ1red that a statute be enacted as a result of such inquiry as a wide

o ;Commlttee conductlng the inquiry; and (3) the rights of persons appearing in

) _'drscretron is-given to Congress in conductmg them.?. “So long as the i inquiry .
" can'berelatedto a matter vested by the’ Constitution in Congress or any of its .

- charlbers the 1nqu1ry is deemed to be in a1d of leglslatlon 3

However the Court elaborated n Nerz v Senate Commzttee on

"H"--.':':ACCOLWIIablltlj/ of Publtc Officers and I[nvestigations* that the i 1nqu1ry should

s have no other purpose other than “in aid of leglslatlon

--‘\Io ‘ynatter how noble the intentions of respondent Commlttees are, they

. cannot asstime the power reposed upon our prosecutor1a1 bodies and courts.

" 'The detérmination of who isfare liable for a crime or illegal activity, the

investigation of the role played by cach official, the determination of who

" should be haled to cort for prosecution and the task of coming up with

‘conclusions and finding of facts regarding anomalies, especially the

. determination of criminal guilt, are not functions of the Senate. Congress is

‘heither a law enforcement nor a trial agency. Moreover, it bears stressing

- -that ne inquiry is an-end in itself; it must be related 1o, and in furtherance

Lof legitimate task of the Congress, ie. legislation. Investigations
condueted solely to gather incriminatory evidence and “punish” those

: _-1nvest1gated are indefensible. There is no Congressional power {o expose

- for the gake of exposure:® (Citation omitted)

. :.Moreover the leg1slat1ve power of 1nqulry is subj ect to the llmrtatlons
placed by the Censtitution, particularly in the Bill of Rights. 6 The Court
rurther drscusseo et oahda v. Trillanes: 7

X i-[}’_}eg’isléitivd inquiry must respect the individual -rights of the persons

- invited'to or affected by the legislative i inquiry or investigation.. Hence, the

- power of legisiative inguiry inust be carefully balanced with the private
. rights of those affected. A person’s right against self-incrimination and to
- due process eannot be swept asrde in favor of the purported public need of
a legmlatrve 111qu1ry

It must be stressed that persons invited to appear before'a leglelatrve inquiry
do so as resouree ‘persons and not as accused in a criminal proceeding.
Thus, they- "31}__01.11,(‘ be.accorded respect and courtesy since they were under

, ’erdm!dﬂa, 9?4 Pl" il, 314 B4z (,40'?2) [Per i Laze' o-Javier, Er Banc} cztmg Carc;ﬂano v, House of
Representatves, ﬁ_‘) Phrl TS, 797 mns) [Pe1 J. Nachura, Ex BaneJ :

_"dat843 A

o Id. (Citation omittedy

" 586 Phil, 135 (”003\ [Per 1 Lemardo De Castro, bvr Ba*zc]

/. at189.

- dn the Matter of the f’cff Loi for Iswa}vre of Writ of Haroe.rs (,orpus af Saa;o W uordon, NEN Ph1l 687,
o T14£2006) [Per J. Sandoval-Gutierrez, En Banc). ‘
w861 Phi] 656 ZUIG; [PerJ. Leonen, &1 Banel.

Y e - SIS
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_ purpose ie.,
_ _1mcrmat1 on on] ine.

'-_";Value which is consti tutronally protected Meanwhile;’
;i“false mformatlon that is: not mtended by the author to cau

| "_‘more relevant with the development of the internet and ran
media; as-discussed in Re: btate’ments Made by Badoy Aile
Judge Ma gdoza-]\/falagar :

U

G:R. Nq_'z_.jglol.ﬁ' o

no compulsion to accept the invitation extended before them, yet they did - -

. S0 anyway. ‘Their accommodatron 0[' a request should not i
repald with: 1nsmuat10ns :

The ba51c rules of decorum and decenCY must govern any ung

n any way- be_-; =

ertaklng done‘ S

.+ inone's official capacity as ari agent of the State, in tacit recognition of one's =

_'firole as .a public. servant. However the deportment and dg
 members of - any constltutlonal organ, such as both House‘

corum. of the - -
of Congress“j'_ *

- during a leglslatlve inquiry, are beyond the judicial realm. - JAIl this’ Court
-« can do is exercise its own power with care and wmdom acting in a manner *

?"'bei1tt1ng its -dignified status as publlc servant and hever weapo
' _under the gurre of a publlc hc.mng (('ltatIOIlS omltted)

onizing shame .. .

fiIn this casc, the leglslatwe 111qu1ry was done pursuant to the rampant

posting of false and malicious content in social media platforms. > Lconecur . . .o |
a valid _leg_lsl_atlv_e _
“the -proper regulation agalnst the prohferaticn -of false- -

with the ponenc ‘o that the inquiry was conducted with

99]0 -

A

o Drsmrormatron is dtfferent from . misinformation:
L ?dlslnformatron i3, t"le pub ic and malicious dissémination of
LT 'peoplc know to be false.  There are contexts and condrtron

not be given the It antle of protection of free expressmn sing

The pm pose ef the lecrlslatlve 1nqulry on. dlsmtorma

; -Bef01e tae 1ntc1net SOUTCes of 1nf0r1nat1on were. hmrtcd
media, such as print and broadcast, making it the “most powe
'op1n10'1 ot pubhc quest1ons Aware of the power it yie
responsibility that' went alongside its influence, it behooyes
adhere . to the high ethical standards for the profession..

o aud1encea that the contents of traditional media were carefull

o verrrred redacrng d’re rlsk of 1 mcorrect mformatlon

'g-In one- t'ell ‘vwoop, f‘he mternet and rampant soc1al media us

o thc tradltlonm barners that ensured the accuracy of pubhshed

o By rnetely huvmg access 1o soc‘al H’l@dia, prlvate lndrvrdua}s
their thoughts wrthout Teed- of self—puhmng or adherrnu,

>e harm 211

to traditional

rful vehicle of |
1 the:press to |
This" assu.red;: =
y stndled and .

tge tore dc'va}n __ SR
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o shared with abandon purely for clout or for “likes,” and even in disregard

7 of the truth. Wmse ‘its audience is so wide, certainly way above that of

e ‘:.'tl‘adltIOIlal media, unconstrained by physical reach. This has inevitably led

© to 4 glut ‘in  disseminated information, a large part of -which is

. 'dlslntormatlon—the “verifiably false or misleading information that is
7t~ created, presemed and disseminated for economic gam orto mtentlonally:- _

o deteive the pubhc and may- cause pubhc harm” “on the internet. P13

e ‘-i(C1tat10ns omltted) - : SR

R "Non'etheless 1f .Congress' gravely abused 1ts exerCiSe of legislative.
o :i.-"=_'1nqu1ry power, itmay still be subjected to Judlc1a1 review under Article VIII
'_':E:F_'-Sectlon 1 of the Constitution. |

s Here petrtloners invoke the certiorari powers of the Court and claim
" that: respondents committed grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack of or
excess: of jurisdiction in inviting petrtloners as resource speakers in a joint

o 'Inqu1ry before the House of Representatives, Petitioners claim that this is-in
i _yrolatlon_,_of their right to freedom of speech, of expression, and of the press.'*
. Petitioners pray that respondents be enjoined from further threatening their

- cxercise of freedom of speech; of expression, and of the press, including -
* inviting them to attend inquiries in aid of leglslatlon relevant to the pr1v11ege
i speeches of Representatrve Robert Ace Ba.rbers

11

cay e i..I Gorcur w1th the ponencza that the Petrtron does not raise any actual

. case or controversy. T only differ as to the reason for such since the case has
. become moot by virtue of the conclusion of the House Tri- Commlttee s joint
S 1nqu1ry

E | 'The‘power of judicial review is limited to an actual case or controversy.
_'“An actual case or controversy exists when there is a conflict of legal rights
- oran assertlon of opposrte legal claims between the partles that is susceptlble

i _'f:'substant1al whlch requ1res ‘a spec1ﬁc relief that courts can grant. »17

In Republ:c of rhe thlzppmes V. Moldex Realty; Inc.,'® the Court
" 'explalned the concept of rnootness

o A case becomes moot and academlc when by virtue of supervemng _ -
events the. conﬂlctmg issue that may be resolved by the court ceases to //

e _f};k“'eifz'%;;za’.?
| ‘ ~Ponencia, p.6.
SRR 7 O it
16 Hign'y, Tzan 823 Ph11 12 16 17 (2018) [PerJ Martlres Third Dmsmn]

. Calidav. Trillanes, 861 Phil. 656, 665 {2019 [Per J. Leonen, Ex Banc). (Citation omitted)
B 780 Phll 553 (2016) [Per J. Leonen, Second Division]. :




.'Separ.at_e Concurring Opinjo'n'_ R . GR No. 278101

exist. There is no longer any justiciable eontrovers_y’that may be resolved o

by the court. This court refuses to render advisory opinions and resolve =
issues that would provide no practical use or value. Thus, courts generally :
“decline jurisdiction over such case or dismiss it on ground of mootness. 219 .
(Citations omltted) '

- However, there are recognized exceptions to this rule. In David v. =
--Macapagal -Arroyo, 20 the Court enumerated the crrcumstanees when the court
can take cogmzanoe of moot and academrc cases: ' )

5 Courts will decide cases, otherwise moot and acadensic, if> first, there is a
¢ - grave violation of the Constitution; second, the exceptlonal character of the
*,.»situation ‘and -the paramount public interest is involved;l third, when :
‘constitutional issue raised requires formulation of c:o_ntroll_mgr prrnerples to..
guide the bench, the bar, and the public; and fourth; the'case is capable of -
- repetition yet evading review.?! (Citations omitted) S

‘None of the exceptions exist in this case. . -

The Court may take judicial notice that on June 5, 2025,22 the House
Tri-Committee, composed of the Committees on Public Order and -Safety,
~ Information: and Communications Technology, and Public Information,

concluded its public hearings on the proliferation of fake nhews ‘and rampant
posting of false and malicious content in social media pl'ajforms Five days
- later, . the - “Tri- Commlttee submitted a report - w1th s ﬁndrngs and.
8 recommendatlons ' '

Wlth the oonclusron of the inquiry, the case has becorne.moot-as “the
--conﬂrctlng issue. that may : be resolved by the court cease[d] to exist.”?*
Consequently, petitioners’ prayer for the Court to permanently prohibit.
respondents from conductlng an investigation on disinformation and inviting
them as resource persons have also been rendered moot. S -

-ACCORDINGLY, I vote to DISMISS the Petition.| -

4’ -F. LEONEN
~ Senior Associate Justice .- -

g4 at 560 : '

28 522 Phil., 705 (2006) [Per J. Sandoval- Gutlerrez En Banc].
oI at 754, L o :
~ .~ % House of Rep1esentat1ves Cominittee Report No. 1498 (2025) 19 Congress Third Regular Session,

o - Committee on Public Order and Safety, Information and Communications Technology, and Public.
B Informat:on available at https://docs.congress.hrep. onlme/leglsdocs/ﬁrst 19/( K01498 pdf (last ~
- accessed August 13, 2025). B
Ad. at 1 of the portable document format of the Introduction to- the Committee Report.
"2 Republic of the Philippines v.-Moldex Realty, Inc., 780 Phil, 553, 560 (2016) [Per . Leonen Second
' D1v1510n] (Crtatlon omitted) - . :
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