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**Title:** **Newsounds Broadcasting Network Inc. and Consolidated Broadcasting System,
Inc. vs. Hon. Ceasar G. Dy, et al.**

**Facts:**  This  case  centers  around  the  closure  of  two  radio  stations  operated  by
Newsounds  Broadcasting  Network,  Inc.  (Newsounds)  and  Consolidated  Broadcasting
System, Inc. (CBS) in Cauayan City, Isabela, following the local government’s refusal to
renew their mayor’s permits for the year 2002 onwards. The refusal was based on the
demand for documentation proving the land used by the stations had been reclassified from
agricultural to commercial, a requirement not previously imposed. The stations managed to
operate intermittently through legal interventions, including securing a temporary order
from the  Commission  on  Elections  (COMELEC)  due  to  the  election  period,  but  were
ultimately closed down in June 2004. The closure was contested by the petitioners through a
series of legal challenges leading up to the Supreme Court, arguing it infringed on their
freedom of speech and expression.

**Procedural Posture:** Petitioners initially filed for mandamus at the Regional Trial Court
(RTC) of Cauayan City to compel the issuance of the 2002 mayor’s permit,  which was
dismissed. Subsequent challenges to the denial of permits and the closure of the stations
were made through appeals and petitions for certiorari with the Court of Appeals, all of
which were ruled against the petitioners. These rulings were then elevated to the Supreme
Court in two consolidated cases.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the refusal to issue zoning clearances and mayor’s permits, culminating in the
closure of the petitioners’ radio stations, constituted an infringement of their freedom of
speech and expression.
2. Whether the petitioners were entitled to the issuance of a writ of mandamus to compel
the respondents to issue the necessary permits for their operation.
3.  Whether  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  damages  due  to  the  infringement  of  their
constitutional rights.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court  reversed the decisions of  the lower courts,  ruling in  favor  of  the
petitioners. It was held that the actions of the respondents constituted a grave infringement
of the petitioners’ constitutional rights to freedom of speech and expression. The Court
found no legal basis for the respondents’ refusal to renew the mayor’s permits and their
demand  for  land  reclassification  documentation.  The  Court  granted  the  petition  for
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mandanus, compelling the issuance of the necessary permits, and awarded damages to the
petitioners for the infringement of their rights.

**Doctrine:**
The decision reiterates the primacy of the constitutional guarantees of freedom of speech,
expression,  and  the  press,  highlighting  the  heavy  presumption  against  the  validity  of
government actions constituting prior restraint on these freedoms. It also touches on the
doctrine of estoppel against public authorities under certain conditions, affirming that the
government  cannot  play  an  ignoble  part  or  do  a  shabby  thing  against  its  citizens’
constitutional rights.

**Class Notes:**
– The case underscores the “strict scrutiny” standard applied to government actions that
potentially infringe on freedom of speech and expression, especially when these actions are
content-based.
– The principle that government and its officials cannot escape liability under the guise of
performing official duties when such actions violate constitutional rights (Article 32 of the
Civil Code).
– The doctrine of estoppel may be applied against the government if its prior actions have
led citizens to form a reasonable basis for their actions, provided there was no fraud or bad
faith on the part of the citizens.

**Historical Background:**
This  case  highlights  the  tensions  between  local  government  regulatory  powers  and
constitutional  freedoms  in  the  Philippines.  It  demonstrates  how  local  politics  and
governance can impact fundamental civil liberties, emphasizing the Supreme Court’s role as
the ultimate guardian of constitutional rights against abuses by government officials.


