
Here’s the text converted from the image (OCR), cleaned and structured for readability while 
keeping the original wording and format intact: 

 

Tobias vs. Mayor​
Constitutional 

By Digest Team (Dec 2024) – Dec. 1, 2024 

 

Summary: 

The petitioners, as taxpayers and residents of Mandaluyong, challenged the constitutionality 
of Republic Act No. 7675, which converted the Municipality of Mandaluyong into a highly 
urbanized city. They specifically contested Article VIII, Section 49 of the Act, which created 
separate legislative districts for Mandaluyong and San Juan. 

The petitioners argued that this provision violated the “one-subject-one bill” rule, exceeded 
the constitutional limit on the number of representatives, and preempted Congress’ right to 
reapportion legislative districts. The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, ruling that R.A. 
No. 7675 was constitutional. 

 

Doctrine: 

“A liberal construction of the ‘one-title-one subject’ rule has been invariably adopted by this 
Court so as not to cripple or impede legislation. Thus, in Sumulong v. Comelec (73 Phil. 288 
[1941]), we ruled that the constitutional requirement as now expressed in Article VI, Section 
26(1) should be given a practical rather than a technical construction. It should be sufficient 
compliance with such requirement if the title expresses the general subject and all the 
provisions are germane to that general subject.” 

“The Constitution clearly provides that the House of Representatives shall be composed of 
not more than 250 members, unless otherwise provided by law. The inescapable import of 
the latter clause is that the present composition of Congress may be increased, if Congress 
itself so mandates through a legislative enactment.” 

 

Facts: 

●​ Republic Act No. 7675 converted the Municipality of Mandaluyong into a highly 
urbanized city. 

●​ The Act was signed into law by President Ramos on February 9, 1994. 
●​ A plebiscite was held on April 10, 1994, with 14.41% voter turnout. 



●​ 18,621 voted “yes” while 7,911 voted “no” in the plebiscite. 
●​ Article VIII, Section 49 of R.A. No. 7675 created separate legislative districts for 

Mandaluyong and San Juan. 
●​ Petitioners challenged the constitutionality of R.A. No. 7675, particularly Section 49. 

 

Petitioners’ / Plaintiffs’ Arguments: 

●​ R.A. No. 7675 violates the “one-subject-one bill” rule by including two distinct 
subjects: the conversion of Mandaluyong into a highly urbanized city and the division 
of the San Juan/Mandaluyong congressional district. 

●​ The law increases the composition of the House of Representatives beyond the 
constitutional limit of 250 members. 

●​ The division of San Juan and Mandaluyong into separate districts was not based on 
any census showing they met minimum population requirements. 

●​ Section 49 preempts Congress’ right to reapportion legislative districts. 
●​ The people of San Juan should have participated in the plebiscite as it affected their 

legislative district. 

 

Respondents’ / Defendants’ Arguments: 

●​ The creation of a separate congressional district for Mandaluyong is a natural 
consequence of its conversion into a highly urbanized city. 

●​ The Constitution allows for an increase in the number of representatives if provided 
by law. 

●​ The law enjoys the presumption of having passed through regular congressional 
processes, including consideration of minimum requirements for separate districts. 

●​ Congress cannot preempt itself on a right that pertains to itself. 
●​ The plebiscite primarily concerned the conversion of Mandaluyong, not the change in 

legislative districts. 

 

Issues and Ruling: 

1. Whether or not R.A. No. 7675, specifically Article VIII, Section 49, violates the 
“one-subject-one bill” rule under Article VI, Section 26(1) of the Constitution 

NO.​
The Supreme Court ruled that the creation of a separate congressional district for 
Mandaluyong is not a subject separate and distinct from its conversion into a highly 
urbanized city, but rather a natural and logical consequence of such conversion. The Court 
emphasized that a liberal construction of the “one-title-one subject” rule should be adopted 
to avoid crippling or impeding legislation. The title of R.A. No. 7675 sufficiently expresses the 
general subject, and all provisions are germane to that subject. 



 

2. Whether or not R.A. No. 7675 violates the constitutional limit on the number of 
representatives in the House of Representatives 

NO.​
The Court ruled that the constitutional provision setting the limit of 250 members for the 
House of Representatives is not absolute. Article VI, Section 5(1) of the Constitution allows 
for an increase in the number of representatives if provided by law. Therefore, the increase 
in congressional representation mandated by R.A. No. 7675 is not unconstitutional. 

 

3. Whether or not Section 49 of R.A. No. 7675 preempts the right of Congress to 
reapportion legislative districts 

NO.​
The Court dismissed this argument as absurd, noting that it was Congress itself that enacted 
R.A. No. 7675, including Section 49. The Court stated that Congress cannot possibly 
preempt itself on a right which pertains to itself. 

 

4. Whether or not the people of San Juan should have participated in the plebiscite on 
R.A. No. 7675 

NO.​
The Court ruled that the principal subject of the plebiscite was the conversion of 
Mandaluyong into a highly urbanized city. The matter of separate district representation was 
only ancillary to this main subject. Therefore, the inhabitants of San Juan were properly 
excluded from the plebiscite as they had no direct involvement in the change of status of 
Mandaluyong. 

 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, the petition is hereby DISMISSED for lack of merit. 

 

Other Notes: 

n/a 

 

If you want, I can also: 

●​ condense this into a one-page bar reviewer, 



●​ align it with case doctrine + ruling bullets, or 
●​ format it uniformly with your other digests for easy memorization. 
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Mariano vs. Comelec​
Constitutional 

By Digest Team (Sept 2024) – Sept. 17, 2024 

 

Summary: 

This case involves two petitions challenging the constitutionality of certain provisions of 
Republic Act No. 7854, which converted the Municipality of Makati into a highly urbanized 
city. The petitioners in G.R. No. 118577 are Juanito Mariano, Jr. and other residents of 
Taguig, while the petitioner in G.R. No. 118627 is Senator John H. Osmeña. 

They filed petitions for prohibition and declaratory relief against the Commission on 
Elections, Municipality of Makati, Mayor Jejomar Binay, and other local officials. The 
petitioners challenged Sections 2, 51, and 52 of R.A. No. 7854 as unconstitutional on 
various grounds. The Supreme Court dismissed the petitions for lack of merit. 

 

Doctrine: 

“We hold that the existence of a boundary dispute does not per se present an 
insurmountable difficulty which will prevent Congress from defining with reasonable certitude 
the territorial jurisdiction of a local government unit. In the cases at bench, Congress 
maintained the existing boundaries of the proposed City of Makati but as an act of fairness, 
made them subject to the ultimate resolution by the courts.” 

“Too well settled is the rule that laws must be enforced when ascertained, although it may 
not be consistent with the strict letter of the statute. Courts will not follow the letter of the 
statute when to do so would depart from the true intent of the legislature or would otherwise 
yield conclusions inconsistent with the general purpose of the act.” 

“The Constitution clearly provides that Congress shall be composed of not more than two 
hundred fifty (250) members, unless otherwise fixed by law. As thus worded, the Constitution 
did not preclude Congress from increasing its membership by passing a law, other than a 
general reapportionment law.” 

 

Facts: 



●​ Republic Act No. 7854 converted the Municipality of Makati into a highly urbanized 
city. 

●​ Petitioners challenged Sections 2, 51, and 52 of R.A. No. 7854 as unconstitutional. 
●​ Section 2 delineated the land area of the proposed City of Makati. 
●​ Section 51 provided for the continuity of incumbent municipal officials as city officials. 
●​ Section 52 created an additional legislative district for Makati. 
●​ At the time of R.A. No. 7854’s consideration, there was an ongoing territorial dispute 

between Makati and Taguig over Fort Bonifacio. 
●​ The 1990 census showed Makati’s population at 450,000. 

 

Petitioners’ / Plaintiffs’ Arguments: 

●​ Section 2 of R.A. No. 7854 violates the Local Government Code by not defining 
Makati’s boundaries using metes and bounds with technical descriptions. 

●​ Section 51 violates constitutional term limits for local officials by restarting the terms 
of incumbent officials. 

●​ Section 52 is unconstitutional because reapportionment cannot be made by a special 
law. 

●​ The addition of a legislative district is not expressed in the title of R.A. No. 7854. 
●​ Makati’s population does not justify an additional legislative district. 

 

Respondents’ / Defendants’ Arguments: 

●​ The territorial jurisdiction of Makati can be reasonably ascertained by referring to its 
common boundaries with neighboring municipalities. 

●​ The challenge to Section 51 is premature and hypothetical, not presenting an actual 
case or controversy. 

●​ Reapportionment of legislative districts can be made through a special law such as a 
city charter. 

●​ Makati’s population meets the minimum requirement for an additional legislative 
district. 

●​ The creation of an additional district need not be expressly stated in the title of the 
bill. 

 

Issues and Ruling: 

1. Whether or not Section 2 of R.A. No. 7854 violates the Local Government Code’s 
requirement to define boundaries by metes and bounds 

NO.​
The Court held that while the Local Government Code requires boundaries to be defined by 
metes and bounds, the purpose of this requirement is to provide a means by which the area 



of cities may be reasonably ascertained. In this case, Makati’s territorial jurisdiction can be 
reasonably determined by referring to its common boundaries with neighboring 
municipalities. The Court also noted that Congress refrained from using metes and bounds 
descriptions out of respect for the ongoing boundary dispute. 

 

2. Whether or not Section 51 of R.A. No. 7854 violates constitutional term limits for 
local officials 

The Court did not rule on this issue. It held that the challenge to Section 51 was premature 
and hypothetical, as it was based on contingent future events (e.g., Mayor Binay running and 
winning in future elections). Thus, it did not present an actual case or controversy ripe for 
judicial determination. 

 

3. Whether or not Section 52 of R.A. No. 7854, creating an additional legislative district 
for Makati, is constitutional 

YES.​
The Court ruled that reapportionment of legislative districts can be made through a special 
law, such as a city charter. The Constitution allows Congress to increase its membership by 
passing a law other than a general reapportionment law. The Court also held that Makati’s 
population of 450,000 (per the 1990 census) meets the minimum requirement of 250,000 for 
an additional legislative district. Lastly, the Court ruled that the creation of an additional 
district need not be expressly stated in the title of the bill, following a liberal construction of 
the “one-title-one subject” rule. 

 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, the petitions are hereby DISMISSED for lack of merit. No costs. 

 

Other Notes: 

n/a 

 

If you want, I can: 

●​ compress this into a bar-review style digest, 
●​ line it up side-by-side with Tobias vs. Mayor for comparison, or 
●​ format all three cases into a single constitutional law reviewer. 
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Montejo vs. Comelec 
Constitutional 

By Digest Team (Dec 2024) - Dec 1, 2024 

Summary: 
Petitioner Cirilo Roy G. Montejo, representing the First District of Leyte, sought to annul 
section 1 of COMELEC Resolution No. 2736, which redistributed certain municipalities in 
Leyte. He argued it violated the principle of equality of representation and proposed 
transferring the municipality of Tolosa from his district to the Second District. Intervenor 
Sergio A.F. Apostol, representing the Second District, opposed this. The Supreme Court 
ruled that COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion in transferring municipalities 
between districts, as it lacked the constitutional authority to do so. The Court annulled the 
relevant section of Resolution No. 2736 but denied the petition to transfer Tolosa, stating that 
reapportionment is the responsibility of Congress. 

Doctrine: 
"We hold that respondent COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack 
of jurisdiction when it promulgated section 1 of its Resolution No. 2736 transferring the 
municipality of Capoocan of the Second District and the municipality of Palompon of the 
Fourth District to the Third District of Leyte." 

"Section 5(4), Article VI of the Constitution categorically gives Congress the power to 
reapportion, thus: 'Within three (3) years following the return of every census, the Congress 
shall make a reapportionment of legislative districts based on the standards provided in this 
section.'" 

"But while this Court can strike down an unconstitutional reapportionment, it cannot itself 
make the reapportionment as petitioner would want us to do by directing respondent 
COMELEC to transfer the municipality of Tolosa from the First District to the Second District 
of the province of Leyte." 

Facts: 
●​ The province of Leyte, including Tacloban City and Ormoc City, was composed of five 

legislative districts. 
●​ Biliran, previously part of the third district of Leyte, became a regular province on 

January 1, 1992, following the Local Government Code and a plebiscite. 
●​ The conversion of Biliran into a province reduced the Third District to five 

municipalities with a total population of 145,067. 
●​ To address the resulting inequality, COMELEC held consultation meetings and 

promulgated Resolution No. 2736 on December 29, 1994. 



●​ Resolution No. 2736 transferred the municipality of Capoocan from the Second 
District and the municipality of Palompon from the Fourth District to the Third District 
of Leyte. 

●​ Petitioner Montejo filed a motion for reconsideration, proposing to transfer the 
municipality of Tolosa from the First to the Second District to balance voter 
distribution. 

●​ COMELEC denied the motion, stating their adjustment involved the least disruption 
and complied with constitutional requirements for contiguous, compact, and adjacent 
territories. 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 
●​ Section 1 of Resolution No. 2736 violates the principle of equality of representation 

ordained in the Constitution. 
●​ The resolution violates "the constitutional precept that as much as practicable one 

man's vote in a congressional election is to be worth as much as another's." 
●​ To address the inequitable distribution of voters between the First and Second 

Districts, the municipality of Tolosa should be transferred from the First to the Second 
District. 

Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 
●​ COMELEC's adjustment of municipalities involved the least disruption of the territorial 

composition of each district. 
●​ The adjustment complied with the constitutional requirement that each legislative 

district shall comprise, as far as practicable, contiguous, compact, and adjacent 
territory. 

●​ COMELEC acted within the parameters of the Constitution in promulgating 
Resolution No. 2736. 

Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not COMELEC has the constitutional authority to transfer municipalities 
from one legislative district to another in the province of Leyte 

NO. The Supreme Court ruled that COMELEC does not have the constitutional authority to 
transfer municipalities between legislative districts. The Court stated: "We hold that 
respondent COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack of jurisdiction 
when it promulgated section 1 of its Resolution No. 2736 transferring the municipality of 
Capoocan of the Second District and the municipality of Palompon of the Fourth District to 
the Third District of Leyte." The Court explained that the Constitutional Commission 
deliberately denied COMELEC the power of legislative apportionment, granting it only the 
authority to make "minor adjustments" which do not include transferring municipalities 
between districts. 

Whether or not the Supreme Court can order the transfer of the municipality of Tolosa 
from the First District to the Second District of Leyte 



NO. The Supreme Court ruled that it cannot order the transfer of Tolosa from the First 
District to the Second District of Leyte. The Court explained: "But while this Court can strike 
down an unconstitutional reapportionment, it cannot itself make the reapportionment as 
petitioner would want us to do by directing respondent COMELEC to transfer the 
municipality of Tolosa from the First District to the Second District of the province of Leyte." 
The Court emphasized that reapportionment is the responsibility of Congress, as stated in 
Section 5(4), Article VI of the Constitution. 

Dispositive: 
IN VIEW WHEREOF, section 1 of Resolution No. 2736 insofar as it transferred the 
municipality of Capoocan of the Second District and the municipality of Palompon of the 
Fourth District to the Third District of the province of Leyte, is annulled and set aside. We 
also deny the Petition praying for the transfer of the municipality of Tolosa from the First 
District to the Second District of the province of Leyte. No costs. 

Other Notes: 
n/a 

 
Would you like me to summarize the key takeaway of this case or explain any of the 
specific legal terms used? 
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Aquino and Robredo vs. Comelec 
Constitutional By Digest Team (Sept 2024) - Sep 20, 2024 

Summary: 
Senator Benigno Simeon C. Aquino III and Mayor Jesse Robredo filed a petition seeking to 
nullify Republic Act No. 9716, which reapportioned the composition of the first and second 
legislative districts in Camarines Sur and created a new legislative district. The petitioners 
argued that the law was unconstitutional because the newly created district had a population 
of less than 250,000, which they claimed was the minimum required by the Constitution. The 
respondent Commission on Elections sought dismissal of the petition on procedural and 
substantive grounds. The Supreme Court dismissed the petition and upheld Republic Act 
No. 9716 as valid, ruling that there is no specific constitutional requirement for a minimum 
population of 250,000 for creating a new legislative district in a province. 

Doctrine: 
"Neither in the text nor in the essence of Section 5, Article VI of the Constitution can the 
petition find support. And the formulation of the Ordinance in the implementation of the 
provision, nay, even the Ordinance itself, refutes the contention that a population of 250,000 
is a constitutional sine qua non for the formation of an additional legislative district in a 
province, whose population growth has increased beyond the 1986 numbers." 

"Plainly read, Section 5(3) of the Constitution requires a 250,000 minimum population only 
for a city to be entitled to a representative, but not so for a province." 

"The Mariano case limited the application of the 250,000 minimum population requirement 
for cities only to its initial legislative district. In other words, while Section 5(3), Article VI of 
the Constitution requires a city to have a minimum population of 250,000 to be entitled to a 
representative, it does not have to increase its population by another 250,000 to be entitled 
to an additional district." 

Facts: 
●​ Republic Act No. 9716 reapportioned the first and second legislative districts of 

Camarines Sur and created a new legislative district. 
●​ The new first district had a population of 176,383, less than the 250,000 claimed by 

petitioners to be the constitutional minimum. 
●​ Senator Aquino and Mayor Robredo filed a petition seeking to nullify RA 9716 as 

unconstitutional. 
●​ Petitioners argued that Section 5(3), Article VI of the 1987 Constitution requires a 

minimum population of 250,000 for creating a new legislative district. 
●​ The Commission on Elections sought dismissal of the petition on procedural and 

substantive grounds. 



●​ Prior to RA 9716, Camarines Sur had 4 legislative districts with a total population of 
1,693,821. 

●​ RA 9716 reconfigured the first and second districts to create a new fifth district. 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 
●​ Section 5(3), Article VI of the 1987 Constitution requires a minimum population of 

250,000 for creating a new legislative district. 
●​ The 250,000 figure was the population constant used by the Constitutional 

Commission in distributing the initial 200 legislative seats. 
●​ The newly created first district of Camarines Sur with only 176,383 population 

violates the constitutional requirement. 
●​ RA 9716 violates the principle of proportional representation provided in the 

Constitution. 

Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 
●​ There is no fixed 250,000 population requirement for reapportionment of districts in 

provinces. 
●​ The 250,000 minimum population in Section 5(3), Article VI only applies to cities, not 

provinces. 
●​ The petitioners lack legal standing to question the constitutionality of RA 9716. 
●​ The petition should be dismissed due to procedural defects in choosing certiorari as 

the remedy. 

Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not Republic Act No. 9716 is unconstitutional for creating a new legislative 
district with less than 250,000 population 

NO. The Supreme Court ruled that RA 9716 is constitutional and valid. The Court held that 
there is no specific provision in the Constitution that fixes a 250,000 minimum population 
requirement for creating a new legislative district in a province. The Court explained that 
Section 5(3), Article VI of the Constitution only requires the 250,000 minimum population for 
cities to be entitled to a representative, but not for provinces. The Court also cited previous 
cases and the deliberations of the Constitutional Commission to show that population is not 
the sole factor in creating legislative districts, and that other considerations like contiguity, 
compactness and commonality of interests are also important. 

Whether or not the petitioners have legal standing to challenge the constitutionality of 
Republic Act No. 9716 

YES. Although the respondents questioned the petitioners' legal standing, the Supreme 
Court ruled in favor of the petitioners on this procedural issue. The Court cited previous 
cases where it had relaxed the requirement of legal standing when confronted with issues of 
transcendental importance to society. The Court held that given the weight of the 
constitutional issue raised in this petition, it would take cognizance of the case despite 
questions on legal standing. 



Dispositive: 
WHEREFORE, the petition is hereby DISMISSED. Republic Act No. 9716 entitled "An Act 
Reapportioning the Composition of the First (1st) and Second (2nd) Legislative Districts in 
the Province of Camarines Sur and Thereby Creating a New Legislative District From Such 
Reapportionment" is a VALID LAW. 

Other Notes: 
n/a 

 
Would you like me to create a comparison table between this case and the Montejo vs. 
Comelec case you provided earlier? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Veterans Federation vs. Comelec 
Constitutional By Digest Team (Sept 2024) - Sep 17, 2024 

Summary: 

This case involves petitions filed by several party-list organizations against the Commission 
on Elections (COMELEC) and other party-list groups. The petitioners challenged COMELEC 
resolutions that ordered the proclamation of 38 additional party-list representatives to fill up 
the 20% allocation for party-list seats in the House of Representatives. The Supreme Court 
ruled that COMELEC gravely abused its discretion in proclaiming the 38 additional 
representatives, as this violated the 2% threshold vote requirement and proportional 
representation mandated by Republic Act 7941 (Party-List System Act). The Court affirmed 
the proclamation of only 14 party-list representatives (2 for APEC and 1 each for 12 other 
qualified parties) based on the 1998 election results. 

Doctrine: 

●​ "We rule that a simple reading of Section 5, Article VI of the Constitution, easily 
conveys the equally simple message that Congress was vested with the broad power 
to define and prescribe the mechanics of the party-list system of representation. The 
Constitution explicitly sets down only the percentage of the total membership in the 
House of Representatives reserved for party-list representatives." 

●​ "We hold that the statutory provision on this two percent requirement is precise and 
crystalline. When the law is clear, the function of courts is simple application, not 
interpretation or circumvention." 

●​ "In sum, we hold that the Comelec gravely abused its discretion in ruling that the 
thirty-eight (38) herein respondent parties, organizations and coalitions are each 
entitled to a party-list seat, because it glaringly violated two requirements of RA 7941: 
the two percent threshold and proportional representation. In disregarding, rejecting 
and circumventing these statutory provisions, the Comelec effectively arrogated unto 
itself what the Constitution expressly and wholly vested in the legislature: the power 
and the discretion to define the mechanics for the enforcement of the system." 

Facts: 

●​ The 1987 Constitution introduced the party-list system of representation in the House 
of Representatives. 

●​ Republic Act 7941 was enacted in 1995 to implement the party-list system. 
●​ In the 1998 elections, 123 parties participated in the party-list election. 
●​ COMELEC initially proclaimed 13 party-list representatives from 12 parties that 

obtained at least 2% of the total votes. 
●​ COMELEC later proclaimed a 14th representative from COCOFED. 
●​ Several petitions were filed seeking to fill up the full 20% allocation (52 seats) for 

party-list representatives. 



●​ COMELEC issued resolutions ordering the proclamation of 38 additional party-list 
representatives to complete the 52 seats. 

●​ Petitions were filed before the Supreme Court challenging COMELEC's resolutions. 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 

●​ The 20% allocation for party-list representatives in the Constitution is merely a 
ceiling, not mandatory. 

●​ The 2% threshold vote requirement in RA 7941 is constitutional and should be strictly 
applied. 

●​ Only parties that obtained at least 2% of the total votes should be entitled to seats. 
●​ Additional seats should be allocated proportionally only to parties that met the 2% 

threshold. 

Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 

●​ The 20% allocation for party-list representatives in the Constitution is mandatory and 
must be filled up completely. 

●​ The 2% threshold requirement in RA 7941 is unconstitutional as it makes it 
mathematically impossible to fill up the party-list allocation. 

●​ Seats should be allocated to achieve the broadest possible representation of sectors. 
●​ The three "elements" of the party-list system should determine seat allocation, not 

the 2% threshold. 

Issues and Ruling: 

Whether or not the 20% allocation for party-list representatives in the Constitution is 
mandatory and must be filled up completely NO. The Court ruled that the 20% allocation 
in Section 5, Article VI of the Constitution is not mandatory but merely provides a ceiling for 
party-list seats in Congress. The Court stated: "Section 5 (2), Article VI of the Constitution is 
not mandatory. It merely provides a ceiling for party-list seats in Congress." 

Whether or not the 2% threshold requirement and 3-seat limit in RA 7941 are 
constitutional YES. The Court upheld the constitutionality of the 2% threshold vote 
requirement and 3-seat limit imposed by RA 7941. It ruled that these provisions are 
consistent with the intent of the Constitution's framers and the essence of representation in a 
republican system. The Court stated: "The two percent threshold is consistent not only with 
the intent of the framers of the Constitution and the law, but with the very essence of 
'representation.'" 

Whether or not COMELEC gravely abused its discretion in proclaiming 38 additional 
party-list representatives YES. The Court ruled that COMELEC gravely abused its 
discretion by disregarding the 2% threshold requirement and proportional representation 
mandated by RA 7941. The Court stated: "In sum, we hold that the Comelec gravely abused 
its discretion in ruling that the thirty-eight (38) herein respondent parties, organizations and 
coalitions are each entitled to a party-list seat, because it glaringly violated two requirements 
of RA 7941: the two percent threshold and proportional representation." 



Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, the Petitions are hereby partially GRANTED. The assailed Resolutions of the 
Comelec are SET ASIDE and NULLIFIED. The proclamations of the fourteen (14) sitting 
party-list representatives—two for APEC and one each for the remaining twelve (12) 
qualified parties—are AFFIRMED. No pronouncement as to costs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Banat vs. Comelec 
Constitutional 

By Digest Team [Sept 2024] · Sep 19, 2024 

 
Summary: 
This case involves petitions filed by Barangay Association for National Advancement and 
Transparency (BANAT) and other party-list organizations against the Commission on 
Elections (COMELEC) regarding the allocation of party-list seats in the House of 
Representatives. The petitioners challenged COMELEC's use of the Veterans formula in 
allocating party-list seats, arguing it was unconstitutional and prevented filling all available 
party-list seats. The Supreme Court partially granted the petition, setting aside COMELEC's 
resolutions and declaring the 2% threshold for additional seat allocation unconstitutional. 
The Court provided a new formula for allocating party-list seats to ensure all 55 available 
seats are filled, while maintaining the three-seat cap per party. The Court also ruled to 
continue disallowing major political parties from participating in party-list elections. 

Doctrine: 
●​ "We rule that, in computing the allocation of additional seats, the continued operation 

of the two percent threshold for the distribution of the additional seats as found in the 
second clause of Section 11(b) of R.A. No. 7941 is unconstitutional. This Court finds 
that the two percent threshold makes it mathematically impossible to achieve the 
maximum number of available party list seats when the number of available party list 
seats exceeds 50. The continued operation of the two percent threshold in the 
distribution of the additional seats frustrates the attainment of the permissive ceiling 
that 20% of the members of the House of Representatives shall consist of party-list 
representatives." 

●​ "Applying the procedure of seat allocation as illustrated in Table 3 above, there are 
55 party-list representatives from the 36 winning party-list organizations. All 55 
available party-list seats are filled. The additional seats allocated to the parties with 
sufficient number of votes for one whole seat, in no case to exceed a total of three 
seats for each party, are shown in column (D)." 

●​ "Neither the Constitution nor R.A. No. 7941 mandates the filling-up of the entire 20% 
allocation of party-list representatives found in the Constitution. The Constitution, in 
paragraph 1, Section 5 of Article VI, left the determination of the number of the 
members of the House of Representatives to Congress: 'The House of 
Representatives shall be composed of not more than two hundred and fifty members, 
unless otherwise fixed by law, x x x.' The 20% allocation of party-list representatives 
is merely a ceiling; party-list representatives cannot be more than 20% of the 
members of the House of Representatives." 

 
Facts: 

●​ The 14 May 2007 elections included elections for party-list representatives. 



●​ COMELEC counted 15,950,900 votes cast for 93 parties under the Party-List 
System. 

●​ BANAT filed a petition with COMELEC to proclaim the full number of party-list 
representatives provided by the Constitution. 

●​ COMELEC issued resolutions partially proclaiming winning party-list organizations 
and allocating seats based on the Veterans formula. 

●​ BANAT and other party-list organizations filed petitions with the Supreme Court 
challenging COMELEC’s resolutions and seat allocation method. 

●​ The petitioners argued that the Veterans formula and 2% threshold were 
unconstitutional and prevented filling all available party-list seats. 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 
●​ The 20% allocation for party-list representatives in the Constitution is mandatory and 

all seats should be filled. 
●​ The 2% threshold in R.A. 7941 is unconstitutional as it prevents filling all available 

party-list seats. 
●​ The Veterans formula used by COMELEC is unconstitutional and violates the 

principle of proportional representation. 
●​ The procedure for allocating party-list seats should be modified to ensure all seats 

are filled. 

Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 
●​ The Veterans formula for allocating party-list seats is constitutional and should be 

applied. 
●​ The 2% threshold in R.A. 7941 is valid and should be maintained for allocating 

additional seats. 
●​ The three-seat cap per party-list organization is constitutional and should be upheld. 
●​ Major political parties should be allowed to participate in party-list elections through 

sectoral wings or affiliates. 

 
Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not the 20% allocation for party-list representatives in the Constitution is 
mandatory or merely a ceiling 

The 20% allocation is merely a ceiling. The Court ruled: "Neither the Constitution nor R.A. 
No. 7941 mandates the filling-up of the entire 20% allocation of party-list representatives 
found in the Constitution. The Constitution, in paragraph 1, Section 5 of Article VI, left the 
determination of the number of the members of the House of Representatives to Congress: 
'The House of Representatives shall be composed of not more than two hundred and fifty 
members, unless otherwise fixed by law, x x x.' The 20% allocation of party-list 
representatives is merely a ceiling; party-list representatives cannot be more than 20% of the 
members of the House of Representatives." 

Whether or not the three-seat limit in Section 11(b) of RA 7941 is constitutional 



YES. The Court upheld the three-seat cap, stating: "The three-seat cap, as a limitation to the 
number of seats that a qualified party-list organization may occupy, remains a valid statutory 
device that prevents any party from dominating the party-list elections." 

Whether or not the two percent threshold prescribed in Section 11(b) of RA 7941 to 
qualify for one seat is constitutional 

NO. The Court declared: "We rule that, in computing the allocation of additional seats, the 
continued operation of the two percent threshold for the distribution of the additional seats as 
found in the second clause of Section 11(b) of R.A. No. 7941 is unconstitutional. This Court 
finds that the two percent threshold makes it mathematically impossible to achieve the 
maximum number of available party list seats when the number of available party list seats 
exceeds 50." 

Whether or not major political parties are prohibited from participating in party-list 
elections 

YES. While the Court initially reasoned that neither the Constitution nor R.A. No. 7941 
prohibits major political parties from participating in party-list elections, by a vote of 8-7, the 
Court decided to "continue the ruling in Veterans disallowing major political parties from 
participating in party-list elections, directly or indirectly." 

 
Dispositive: 
WHEREFORE, we PARTIALLY GRANT the petition. We SET ASIDE the Resolution of the 
COMELEC dated 3 August 2007 in NBC No. 07-041 (PL) as well as the Resolution dated 9 
July 2007 in NBC No. 07-60. We declare unconstitutional the two percent threshold in the 
distribution of additional party-list seats. The allocation of additional seats under the 
Party-List System shall be in accordance with the procedure used in Table 3 of this Decision. 
Major political parties are disallowed from participating in party-list elections. This Decision is 
immediately executory. No pronouncement as to costs. 

Other Notes: 
n/a 

 
Would you like me to summarize the specific formula for seat allocation mentioned in the 
Table 3 reference? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Ang Bagong Bayani vs. Comelec 
Political Law 

By Digest Team [Sept 2024] · Sep 19, 2024 

 
Summary: 
This case involves consolidated petitions from various party-list groups challenging how the 
Commission on Elections (COMELEC) determined winners in the 2001 party-list elections. 
Petitioners argued that disqualifying certain organizations should reduce the "total votes 
cast," making it easier for remaining groups to meet the mandatory 2% threshold. The 
Supreme Court ruled on the proper method for counting votes and allocating seats to 
winning parties. 

Doctrine: 
●​ "The votes cast for a party, sectoral organization or coalition 'not entitled to be voted 

for shall not be counted'". 
●​ RA 7941 is the controlling law for party-list elections, qualifying prior rulings like Labo 

and Grego. 
●​ Subtracting votes of disqualified groups from the total votes cast reduces the base 

figure, allowing qualified marginalized groups to attain the 2% threshold more easily. 

 
Facts: 

●​ Various party-list groups sought proclamation as winners in the 2001 elections. 
●​ The Supreme Court previously provided an eight-point guideline to determine 

qualified candidates. 
●​ Following reviews by COMELEC and the Office of the Solicitor General (OSG), the 

Court identified 46 qualified groups. 
●​ The core issue was whether votes cast for disqualified candidates should be 

deducted from the "total votes cast" when calculating the 2% threshold. 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 
●​ Disqualifying organizations should reduce the total vote count, helping petitioners 

meet the 2% requirement. 
●​ Winners should be proclaimed based on recalculated percentages after deducting 

votes for disqualified candidates. 
●​ Some petitioners argued they were improperly disqualified by COMELEC and should 

be reinstated as participants. 

Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 
●​ COMELEC initially sought to disqualify groups like BUHAY and COCOFED. 



●​ Respondents argued against deducting votes of disqualified candidates, claiming it 
would lead to instability in the system. 

 
Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not the votes cast for disqualified party-list candidates should be 
deducted from the total votes cast in determining winners 

YES. The Court ruled that votes for disqualified groups must not be counted. By subtracting 
these votes, the base figure is reduced (in this case, to 6,523,185), making the 2% threshold 
more attainable for qualified marginalized groups. This aligns with Section 10 of RA 7941, 
which states votes for parties not entitled to be voted for shall not be counted. 

Whether or not the Labo v. Comelec and Grego v. Comelec rulings apply to party-list 
elections 

NO. Those rulings involved single elective posts, whereas party-list elections involve multiple 
seats and proportional representation. RA 7941 is the special and controlling statute for 
party-list representatives. 

Whether or not BUHAY and COCOFED should be deemed qualified party-list groups 

YES. The Court found COMELEC’s disqualification of BUHAY was based on "conjectures or 
speculations". For COCOFED, a disqualifying provision in its bylaws had already been 
deleted in 1988. Their inclusion brought the total qualified groups to 46. 

Whether or not additional seats should be allocated to winning party-list groups 
beyond their qualifying seat 

YES, but only for BAYAN MUNA in this ruling. Using the Veterans Federation Party v. 
COMELEC formula, the Court found BAYAN MUNA entitled to three seats (one qualifying, 
two additional). Other winning parties (BUHAY, AMIN, ABA, COCOFED, PM, SANLAKAS, 
and ABANSE! PINAY) were entitled to only one qualifying seat each. 

 
Dispositive: 
The Court PARTIALLY LIFTED the Temporary Restraining Order dated May 9, 2001. It 
declared the following participants elected with one nominee each: BUHAY, AMIN, ABA, 
COCOFED, PM, SANLAKAS, and ABANSE! PINAY. The decision was made permanent 
regarding those who did not qualify and win. 

Would you like me to compare this 2001 ruling with the Banat vs. Comelec (2009) decision 
you provided earlier to see how the seat allocation formula evolved? 

 
 
 
 



 

Based on the images provided, here are the transcriptions of the case digests for Ang 
Bagong Bayani vs. Comelec and Atong Paglaum vs. Comelec. 

 

Ang Bagong Bayani vs. Comelec 
Political Law By Digest Team [Sept 2024] · Sep 19, 2024 

Summary: 

This case involves consolidated petitions filed by various party-list groups challenging the 
Commission on Elections' (COMELEC) determination of winners in the 2001 party-list 
elections. The petitioners sought to be proclaimed as winners, arguing that the 
disqualification of many party-list organizations reduced the total number of votes cast, 
allowing them to meet the 2% threshold required by law. The Supreme Court ruled on how to 
properly determine the winners in the party-list elections, providing guidelines on counting 
votes, applying the 2% threshold, and allocating seats to winning parties. 

Doctrine: 

●​ "The votes cast for a party, sectoral organization or coalition 'not entitled to be voted 
for shall not be counted'". 

●​ "To determine the 'total votes cast for the party-list system,' should the votes tallied 
for the disqualified candidates be deducted? Otherwise stated, does the clause 'total 
votes cast for the party-list system' include only those ballots cast for qualified 
party-list candidates?". 

●​ "RA 7941 is a special statute governing the elections of party-list representatives and 
is the controlling law in matters pertaining thereto. Since Labo and Section 6 of RA 
6646 came into being prior to the enactment of RA 7941, the latter is a qualification 
of the former ruling and law". 

●​ "Subtracting the votes garnered by these disqualified party-list groups from the total 
votes cast under the party-list system will reduce the base figure to 6,523,185. This 
means that the two-percent threshold can be more easily attained by the qualified 
marginalized and under-represented groups. Hence, disregarding the votes of 
disqualified party-list participants will increase and broaden the number of 
representatives from these sectors". 

Facts: 

●​ Various party-list groups filed motions for proclamation as winners in the 2001 
party-list elections. 

●​ The Supreme Court previously issued a Decision on June 26, 2001 providing an 
eight-point guideline for determining qualified party-list candidates. 



●​ COMELEC submitted Compliance Reports recommending which party-list groups 
should be deemed qualified. 

●​ The Office of the Solicitor General (OSG) recommended modifications to 
COMELEC’s findings regarding some party-list groups. 

●​ The Supreme Court accepted some of the OSG's recommendations, adding more 
groups to the list of qualified participants. 

●​ There were a total of 46 qualified party-list groups after the Court's review. 
●​ The key issue was whether votes for disqualified candidates should be deducted 

from the total votes cast when determining winners. 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 

●​ The disqualification of many party-list organizations reduced the total number of 
votes cast, allowing petitioners to meet the 2% threshold required by law. 

●​ Petitioners should be proclaimed as winners based on the recalculated vote 
percentages after deducting votes for disqualified candidates. 

●​ Some petitioners argued they were improperly disqualified by COMELEC and should 
be deemed qualified participants. 

Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 

●​ COMELEC initially argued for disqualification of certain party-list groups like BUHAY 
and COCOFED. 

●​ The OSG later recommended modifying some of COMELEC’s findings to qualify 
additional groups. 

●​ Respondents argued against deducting votes for disqualified candidates, claiming it 
would lead to instability in the party-list system. 

Issues and Ruling: 

Whether or not the votes cast for disqualified party-list candidates should be 
deducted from the total votes cast in determining winners YES. The Court ruled that the 
votes obtained by disqualified party-list candidates should not be counted in determining the 
total votes cast for the party-list system. The Court stated: "Subtracting the votes garnered 
by these disqualified party-list groups from the total votes cast under the party-list system will 
reduce the base figure to 6,523,185. This means that the two-percent threshold can be more 
easily attained by the qualified marginalized and under-represented groups". The Court 
reasoned that this approach aligns with Section 10 of RA 7941, which provides that votes 
cast for parties not entitled to be voted for shall not be counted. 

Whether or not the Labo v. Comelec and Grego v. Comelec rulings apply to party-list 
elections NO. The Court held that Labo and Grego do not apply to party-list elections. The 
Court explained: "RA 7941 is a special statute governing the elections of party-list 
representatives and is the controlling law in matters pertaining thereto. Since Labo and 
Section 6 of RA 6646 came into being prior to the enactment of RA 7941, the latter is a 
qualification of the former ruling and law". The Court noted that Labo and Grego involved 
single elective posts, while party-list elections involve multiple seats allocated based on 
proportional representation. 



Whether or not BUHAY and COCOFED should be deemed qualified party-list groups 
YES. The Court accepted the OSG’s position that COMELEC erred in disqualifying BUHAY 
and COCOFED. For BUHAY, the Court found that COMELEC’s determination was "merely 
anchored on conjectures or speculations". For COCOFED, the Court noted that the provision 
in its bylaws making the chairman of the Philippine Coconut Authority an automatic board 
member "has already been deleted as early as May, 1988". The Court added these two 
groups to the list of qualified participants, bringing the total to 46. 

Whether or not additional seats should be allocated to winning party-list groups 
beyond their qualifying seat YES, but only for BAYAN MUNA in this ruling. The Court 
applied the formula from Veterans Federation Party v. COMELEC to determine that BAYAN 
MUNA was entitled to three seats total (one qualifying and two additional). For the other 
winning parties (BUHAY, AMIN, ABA, COCOFED, PM, SANLAKAS, and ABANSE! PINAY), 
the Court determined they were each entitled to only one qualifying seat based on the 
formula. The Court noted that a separate motion challenging additional seat allocations for 
APEC, AKBAYAN, BUTIL, and CIBAC was still pending. 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, we HOLD that, having obtained at least two percent of the total valid votes 
cast in the last party-list elections, the following qualified participants are DECLARED 
elected with one nominee each: BUHAY, AMIN, ABA, COCOFED, PM, SANLAKAS, and 
ABANSE! PINAY. To enable the Commission on Elections to proclaim upon finality of this 
Resolution these winners and their respective nominees, we hereby partially LIFT our 
Temporary Restraining Order dated May 9, 2001, in regard to them only. It is made 
permanent in regard to the rest that did not qualify and win. 

Other Notes: 

n/a 

 

Atong Paglaum vs. Comelec 
Constitutional By Digest Team [Sept 2024] · Sep 21, 2024 

Summary: 

This case involves 53 consolidated petitions filed by various party-list groups and 
organizations against the Commission on Elections (COMELEC). The petitioners are 
challenging COMELEC resolutions that either cancelled their existing registration and 
accreditation as party-list groups, or denied their new petitions for registration under the 
party-list system. The petitioners claim the COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion 
in issuing Resolution No. 9513, which allowed for automatic review of division decisions and 
summary hearings on existing party-list groups' qualifications. They also argue the 
COMELEC erred in applying the guidelines from Ang Bagong Bayani v. COMELEC to 



disqualify them. The Supreme Court ruled to vacate the COMELEC'S decisions and remand 
all petitions back to the COMELEC for reconsideration under new parameters set by the 
Court for qualifying party-list groups. 

Doctrine: 

●​ "Three different groups may participate in the party-list system: (1) national parties or 
organizations, (2) regional parties or organizations, and (3) sectoral parties or 
organizations. National parties or organizations and regional parties or organizations 
do not need to organize along sectoral lines and do not need to represent any 
'marginalized and underrepresented' sector". 

●​ "Political parties can participate in party-list elections provided they register under the 
party-list system and do not field candidates in legislative district elections. A political 
party, whether major or not, that fields candidates in legislative district elections can 
participate in party-list elections only through its sectoral wing that can separately 
register under the party-list system". 

●​ "Sectoral parties or organizations may either be 'marginalized and underrepresented' 
or lacking in 'well-defined political constituencies'. It is enough that their principal 
advocacy pertains to the special interest and concerns of their sector". 

Facts: 

●​ 53 consolidated petitions were filed by party-list groups challenging COMELEC 
resolutions that disqualified them from participating in the 2013 party-list elections. 

●​ COMELEC issued Resolution No. 9513 allowing automatic review of division 
decisions and summary hearings on existing party-list groups’ qualifications. 

●​ COMELEC applied the 8-point guidelines from Ang Bagong Bayani v. COMELEC in 
evaluating the qualifications of party-list groups and their nominees. 

●​ COMELEC disqualified many groups for failing to represent marginalized and 
underrepresented sectors or having nominees who did not belong to such sectors. 

●​ The petitioners argue COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion in its 
procedures and application of Ang Bagong Bayani guidelines. 

●​ The case involves interpretation of the constitutional provisions on the party-list 
system and Republic Act No. 7941 (Party-List System Act). 

Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 

●​ COMELEC En Banc cannot conduct automatic review without a motion for 
reconsideration as required by COMELEC Rules of Procedure. 

●​ COMELEC violated due process and res judicata in conducting summary hearings 
on previously registered groups. 

●​ COMELEC En Banc cannot exercise quasi-judicial powers at first instance, which 
should be done by a division. 

●​ COMELEC misapplied the Ang Bagong Bayani guidelines in evaluating party-list 
qualifications. 

●​ COMELEC erred in disqualifying groups and nominees for not representing 
marginalized and underrepresented sectors. 



Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 

●​ COMELEC has authority to review qualifications of party-list groups to ensure 
compliance with law. 

●​ Resolution No. 9513 was issued to fulfill COMELEC'S constitutional mandate. 
●​ Summary hearings provided due process to party-list groups. 
●​ Ang Bagong Bayani guidelines were properly applied to evaluate if groups represent 

marginalized sectors. 
●​ Disqualifications were based on failure to meet legal requirements for party-list 

participation. 

Issues and Ruling: 

Whether or not the COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion in issuing 
Resolution No. 9513 allowing automatic review of division decisions and summary 
hearings on party-list qualifications NO. The Court held that the COMELEC'S power to 
register and cancel registration of party-list groups is an exercise of its administrative 
powers, not quasi-judicial powers. Therefore, the requirement for a prior motion for 
reconsideration under Section 3, Article IX-C of the Constitution does not apply. The Court 
found that the COMELEC did not violate due process or commit grave abuse of discretion in 
its procedures under Resolution No. 9513. 

Whether or not the COMELEC committed grave abuse of discretion in applying the 
Ang Bagong Bayani guidelines to disqualify party-list groups YES. The Court ruled that 
the COMELEC erred in strictly applying the "marginalized and underrepresented" 
requirement from Ang Bagong Bayani to all party-list groups. The Court held that this narrow 
interpretation is not supported by the text and intent of the Constitution and RA 7941. The 
Court set new parameters for qualifying party-list groups, allowing participation of national 
and regional parties that do not necessarily represent marginalized sectors. Due to this 
change in doctrine, the Court vacated the COMELEC'S rulings and remanded all petitions for 
reconsideration under the new parameters. 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, all the present 54 petitions are GRANTED. The 13 petitions, which have 
been granted Status Quo Ante Orders but without mandatory injunction to include the names 
of petitioners in the printing of ballots, are remanded to the Commission on Elections only for 
determination whether petitioners are qualified to register under the party-list system under 
the parameters prescribed in this Decision but they shall not participate in the 13 May 2013 
party-list elections. The 41 petitions, which have been granted mandatory injunctions to 
include the names of petitioners in the printing of ballots, are remanded to the Commission 
on Elections for determination whether petitioners are qualified to register under the party-list 
system and to participate in the 13 May 2013 party-list elections under the parameters 
prescribed in this Decision. The Commission on Elections may conduct summary evidentiary 
hearings for this purpose. This Decision is immediately executory. 

Other Notes: 



Ang Ladlad vs. Comelec 
Constitutional 

By Digest Team (Sept 2024) - Sep 19, 2024 

Summary: 
This case involves a petition filed by Ang Ladlad LGBT Party against the Commission on 
Elections (COMELEC). Ang Ladlad, an organization representing lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender (LGBT) Filipinos, sought accreditation as a party-list organization. COMELEC 
denied their petition on moral grounds, citing religious texts and claiming the group 
advocates immorality. Ang Ladlad challenged this denial before the Supreme Court, arguing 
it violated constitutional guarantees of equality, freedom of expression and association, and 
the separation of church and state. The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Ang Ladlad, finding 
that COMELEC's denial based on moral objections was unconstitutional and ordering 
COMELEC to grant Ang Ladlad's application for party-list accreditation. 

 
Doctrine: 
"Moral disapproval, without more, is not a sufficient governmental interest to justify exclusion 
of homosexuals from participation in the party-list system. The denial of Ang Ladlad's 
registration on purely moral grounds amounts more to a statement of dislike and disapproval 
of homosexuals, rather than a tool to further any substantial public interest." 

"We do not doubt that a number of our citizens may believe that homosexual conduct is 
distasteful, offensive, or even defiant. They are entitled to hold and express that view. On the 
other hand, LGBTs and their supporters, in all likelihood, believe with equal fervor that 
relationships between individuals of the same sex are morally equivalent to heterosexual 
relationships. They, too, are entitled to hold and express that view. However, as far as this 
Court is concerned, our democracy precludes using the religious or moral views of one part 
of the community to exclude from consideration the values of other members of the 
community." 

 
Facts: 

●​ Ang Ladlad is an organization composed of LGBT individuals that sought 
accreditation as a party-list organization. 

●​ COMELEC denied Ang Ladlad's application for accreditation on moral grounds, citing 
religious texts and claiming the group advocates immorality. 

●​ COMELEC argued that Ang Ladlad's expressed sexual orientations would not benefit 
the nation and that the LGBT sector is not enumerated in the Constitution or party-list 
law. 

●​ Ang Ladlad filed a petition with the Supreme Court challenging COMELEC's denial of 
accreditation. 

●​ The Office of the Solicitor General and Commission on Human Rights supported Ang 
Ladlad's petition. 



●​ The case centered on issues of equality, freedom of expression and association, and 
separation of church and state. 

 
Petitioner's/Plaintiff's Arguments: 

●​ The denial of accreditation violates constitutional guarantees against the 
establishment of religion. 

●​ The denial violates constitutional rights to privacy, freedom of speech and assembly, 
and equal protection of laws. 

●​ The denial constitutes violations of the Philippines' international obligations against 
discrimination based on sexual orientation. 

●​ Ang Ladlad meets all legal requirements for accreditation as a party-list organization. 

 
Respondent's/Defendant's Arguments: 

●​ The LGBT community is not enumerated in the Constitution or party-list law as a 
marginalized sector. 

●​ Ang Ladlad's advocacy goes against public morals and is offensive to the morality of 
Christians and Muslims. 

●​ Ang Ladlad made untruthful statements about its nationwide existence. 
●​ Allowing Ang Ladlad's accreditation would expose youth to an environment that does 

not conform to religious teachings. 

 
Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not COMELEC's denial of Ang Ladlad's petition for registration as a 
party-list organization on moral grounds violates the constitutional guarantee of 
separation of church and state 

YES. The Court ruled that COMELEC's use of religious texts to justify the exclusion of Ang 
Ladlad was a grave violation of the non-establishment clause. The Court stated: "Clearly, 
governmental reliance on religious justification is inconsistent with this policy of neutrality." 
We thus find that it was grave violation of the non-establishment clause for the COMELEC to 
utilize the Bible and the Koran to justify the exclusion of Ang Ladlad." The Court emphasized 
that the legitimacy of COMELEC's rulings should depend on secular purposes and effects, 
not conformity to religious doctrine. 

Whether or not COMELEC's denial of Ang Ladlad's petition violates the constitutional 
guarantees of equal protection and freedom of expression and association 

YES. The Court found that COMELEC's denial based on moral disapproval alone was not a 
sufficient governmental interest to justify excluding homosexuals from the party-list system. 
The Court stated: "The denial of Ang Ladlad's registration on purely moral grounds amounts 
more to a statement of dislike and disapproval of homosexuals, rather than a tool to further 
any substantial public interest." The Court held that this selective targeting of homosexuals 
as a class implicates the equal protection clause. Regarding freedom of expression and 



association, the Court ruled that Ang Ladlad had been unconstitutionally precluded from 
publicly expressing its views as a political party and participating on an equal basis with 
other party-list candidates. 

Whether or not Ang Ladlad meets the requirements for accreditation as a party-list 
organization 

YES. The Court found that Ang Ladlad had sufficiently demonstrated compliance with the 
legal requirements for accreditation. The Court noted that aside from COMELEC's moral 
objection and a belated allegation of non-existence, COMELEC had not found Ang Ladlad 
unqualified under any of the requirements of the Party-List System Act or relevant 
guidelines. The Court rejected COMELEC's argument that the LGBT sector is not 
enumerated in the Constitution or party-list law, stating that "the enumeration of marginalized 
and under-represented sectors is not exclusive" and that the crucial element is compliance 
with constitutional and statutory requirements. 

 
Dispositive: 
WHEREFORE, the Petition is hereby GRANTED. The Resolutions of the Commission on 
Elections dated November 11, 2009 and December 16, 2009 in SPP No. 09-228 (PL) are 
hereby SET ASIDE. The Commission on Elections is directed to GRANT petitioner's 
application for party-list accreditation. 

 
Other Notes: 
n/a 

Would you like me to summarize the key legal takeaways from this case or help you find 
similar Philippine Supreme Court rulings? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Abayon vs. House of Representatives Electoral 
Tribunal 
Constitutional 

By Digest Team (Dec 2024) - Dec 1, 2024 

Summary: 
This case involves two consolidated petitions filed by Daryl Grace J. Abayon and Jovito S. 
Palparan, Jr., who are party-list representatives in the House of Representatives. They are 
challenging the jurisdiction of the House of Representatives Electoral Tribunal (HRET) to 
pass upon their qualifications as nominees of their respective party-list organizations. The 
respondents in both cases are the HRET and various individuals who filed quo warranto 
petitions questioning the eligibility of Abayon and Palparan. The Supreme Court ruled that 
the HRET has jurisdiction to determine the qualifications of party-list nominees who have 
taken their oath and assumed office as members of the House of Representatives. 

 
Doctrine: 
"Clearly, the members of the House of Representatives are of two kinds: ‘members . . . who 
shall be elected from legislative districts’ and ‘those who . . . shall be elected through 
party-list system of registered national, regional, and sectoral parties or organizations.’ This 
means that, from the Constitution’s point of view, it is the party-list representatives who are 
‘elected’ into office, not their parties or organizations." 

"Since, as pointed out above, party-list nominees are ‘elected members’ of the House of 
Representatives no less than the district representatives are, the HRET has jurisdiction to 
hear and pass upon their qualifications. By analogy with the cases of district representatives, 
once the party or organization of the party-list nominee has been proclaimed and the 
nominee has taken his oath and assumed office as member of the House of 
Representatives, the COMELEC’s jurisdiction over election contests relating to his 
qualifications ends and the HRET’s own jurisdiction begins." 

 
Facts: 

●​ Daryl Grace J. Abayon is the first nominee of the Aangat Tayo party-list organization 
that won a seat in the House of Representatives in the 2007 elections. 

●​ Jovito S. Palparan, Jr. is the first nominee of the Bantay party-list group that also won 
a seat in the 2007 elections. 

●​ Quo warranto petitions were filed with the HRET against Abayon and Palparan, 
questioning their eligibility as party-list representatives. 

●​ The petitioners claimed that Abayon and Palparan did not belong to the marginalized 
and underrepresented sectors they were supposed to represent. 

●​ Abayon and Palparan argued that the HRET had no jurisdiction over their 
qualifications as nominees, since they were not directly elected but chosen by their 
party-list organizations. 



●​ The HRET dismissed the petitions against the party-list organizations but upheld its 
jurisdiction to determine the qualifications of Abayon and Palparan as nominees. 

●​ Abayon and Palparan filed petitions for certiorari with the Supreme Court challenging 
the HRET’s assertion of jurisdiction. 

 
Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 

●​ The Party-List System Act vests in the COMELEC the authority to determine which 
parties or organizations have the qualifications to seek party-list seats. 

●​ Party-list nominees are not directly elected into office but are chosen by their 
organizations under internal rules. 

●​ The HRET has no jurisdiction to inquire into and adjudicate the qualifications of 
party-list nominees. 

●​ Any question involving the eligibility of a nominee is an internal concern of the 
party-list organization. 

 
Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 

●​ Party-list nominees do not belong to the marginalized and underrepresented sectors 
they are supposed to represent. 

●​ The HRET has jurisdiction to determine the qualifications of members of the House 
of Representatives, including party-list representatives. 

●​ Once a party-list nominee takes the oath and assumes office as a member of the 
House, the HRET’s jurisdiction over their qualifications begins. 

 
Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not the HRET has jurisdiction over the qualifications of party-list 
nominees who have assumed office as members of the House of Representatives 

YES. The Supreme Court ruled that the HRET has jurisdiction to determine the qualifications 
of party-list nominees who have taken their oath and assumed office as members of the 
House of Representatives. The Court reasoned that although party-list representatives are 
elected through their organizations, it is the individual nominees who become members of 
the House, not the organizations themselves. The Constitution provides that the HRET shall 
be the sole judge of all contests relating to the qualifications of members of the House of 
Representatives. Since party-list representatives are considered elected members of the 
House, the HRET has jurisdiction over questions regarding their qualifications once they 
have assumed office. 

 
Dispositive: 
WHEREFORE, the Court DISMISSES the consolidated petitions and AFFIRMS the Order 
dated July 16, 2009 and Resolution 09-183 dated September 17, 2009 in HRET Case 



07-041 of the House of Representatives Electoral Tribunal as well as its Order dated July 23, 
2009 and Resolution 09-178 dated September 10, 2009 in HRET Case 07-040. 

 
Other Notes: 
n/a 

Would you like me to compare this ruling with other cases involving the jurisdiction of 
Electoral Tribunals, or should I help you summarize another case? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Pgbi vs. Comelec 
Political law 

By Digest Team (Sept 2024) - Sep 20, 2024 

 
Summary: 
The Philippine Guardians Brotherhood, Inc. (PGBI) filed a petition for certiorari against the 
Commission on Elections (COMELEC) to nullify COMELEC Resolution No. 8679, which 
delisted PGBI from the roster of registered party-list organizations. PGBI was delisted 
because it failed to get 2% of the votes cast in 2004 and did not participate in the 2007 
elections. PGBI argued that the delisting was contrary to law and violated due process. The 
Supreme Court granted the petition, annulled the COMELEC resolutions delisting PGBI, and 
ruled that PGBI is qualified to be voted upon as a party-list group in the May 2010 elections. 

 
Doctrine: 

●​ "Section 6(8) of RA 7941 provides for two separate grounds for delisting; these 
grounds cannot be mixed or combined to support delisting; and (b) the 
disqualification for failure to garner 2% party-list votes in two preceding elections 
should now be understood, in light of the Banat ruling, to mean failure to qualify for a 
party-list seat in two preceding elections for the constituency in which it has 
registered. This, we declare, is how Section 6(8) of RA 7941 should be understood 
and applied." 

●​ "The doctrine of stare decisis is based on the principle that once a question of law 
has been examined and decided, it should be deemed settled and closed to further 
argument." 

●​ "The essence of due process, we have consistently held, is simply the opportunity to 
be heard; as applied to administrative proceedings, due process is the opportunity to 
explain one’s side or the opportunity to seek a reconsideration of the action or ruling 
complained of." 

 
Facts: 

●​ COMELEC issued Resolution No. 8679 on October 13, 2009, delisting several 
party-list groups including PGBI. 

●​ PGBI was delisted because it failed to get 2% of the votes cast in 2004 and did not 
participate in the 2007 elections. 

●​ PGBI filed an Opposition to Resolution No. 8679 and sought admission of its petition 
for accreditation as a party-list organization. 

●​ COMELEC denied PGBI's motion/opposition for lack of merit. 
●​ PGBI filed a petition for certiorari with the Supreme Court. 
●​ The Supreme Court initially dismissed the petition based on the Minero ruling. 
●​ PGBI filed a motion for reconsideration, which the Supreme Court granted. 



 
Petitioner’s/Plaintiff’s Arguments: 

●​ The COMELEC resolution negates PGBI's right to invoke Section 4 of R.A. No. 7941, 
which allows registered parties to file a manifestation of desire to participate instead 
of registering anew. 

●​ The Minero ruling does not apply to PGBI's case due to different factual 
circumstances. 

●​ PGBI was not afforded the opportunity to be heard before delisting. 
●​ The 2% threshold requirement has been relaxed by the Banat ruling. 
●​ The implementation of the resolution should be suspended due to failure to notify 

parties in accordance with Section 6(8) of R.A. No. 7941. 

 
Respondent’s/Defendant’s Arguments: 

●​ PGBI misunderstood Section 4 of R.A. 7941, as a request for deferment does not 
exempt a party from registering anew. 

●​ The Minero ruling is applicable to PGBI's case. 
●​ PGBI was given an opportunity to be heard through the chance to file an opposition 

to Resolution No. 8679. 
●​ PGBI's alternative application for accreditation was filed out of time. 

 
Issues and Ruling: 
Whether or not there is legal basis for delisting PGBI 

NO. The Supreme Court ruled that the Minero ruling, which was the basis for PGBI’s 
delisting, was an erroneous application of Section 6(8) of RA 7941. The Court clarified that 
Section 6(8) provides two separate grounds for delisting: (1) failure to participate in the last 
two preceding elections, or (2) failure to obtain at least 2% of the votes cast in the two 
preceding elections. These grounds cannot be mixed or combined. Additionally, in light of 
the Banat ruling, the 2% threshold should now be understood as failure to qualify for a 
party-list seat in two preceding elections. 

Whether or not PGBI’s right to due process was violated 

NO. The Supreme Court agreed with COMELEC that PGBI's right to due process was not 
violated. PGBI was given an opportunity to seek reconsideration of Resolution No. 8679, 
which it did. The Court reiterated that the essence of due process is the opportunity to be 
heard or to seek reconsideration of the action complained of. A formal hearing is not always 
necessary, and what is important is that parties are given a fair and reasonable opportunity 
to explain their side. 

 
Dispositive: 



WHEREFORE, premises considered, we GRANT the petition and accordingly ANNUL 
COMELEC Resolution No. 8679 dated October 13, 2009 insofar as the petitioner PGBI is 
concerned, and the Resolution dated December 9, 2009 which denied PGBI's motion for 
reconsideration in SPP No. 09-004 (MP). PGBI is qualified to be voted upon as a party-list 
group or organization in the coming May 2010 elections. 

 
Other Notes: 
n/a 

 
Would you like me to help you summarize any other case digests, or perhaps you'd like to 
dive deeper into the "Banat ruling" mentioned in this case? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Below are the text conversions for the three provided case digests. 

 

Abayon vs. House of Representatives Electoral 
Tribunal 
Constitutional By Digest Team (Dec 2024) - Dec 1, 2024 

Summary: 

This case involves two consolidated petitions filed by Daryl Grace J. Abayon and Jovito S. 
Palparan, Jr., who are party-list representatives in the House of Representatives. They are 
challenging the jurisdiction of the House of Representatives Electoral Tribunal (HRET) to 
pass upon their qualifications as nominees of their respective party-list organizations. The 
respondents in both cases are the HRET and various individuals who filed quo warranto 
petitions questioning the eligibility of Abayon and Palparan. The Supreme Court ruled that 
the HRET has jurisdiction to determine the qualifications of party-list nominees who have 
taken their oath and assumed office as members of the House of Representatives. 

Doctrine: 

●​ "Clearly, the members of the House of Representatives are of two kinds: 'members . . 
. who shall be elected from legislative districts' and 'those who . . . shall be elected 
through party-list system of registered national, regional, and sectoral parties or 
organizations.' This means that, from the Constitution’s point of view, it is the 
party-list representatives who are 'elected' into office, not their parties or 
organizations." 

●​ "Since, as pointed out above, party-list nominees are 'elected members' of the House 
of Representatives no less than the district representatives are, the HRET has 
jurisdiction to hear and pass upon their qualifications. By analogy with the cases of 
district representatives, once the party or organization of the party-list nominee has 
been proclaimed and the nominee has taken his oath and assumed office as member 
of the House of Representatives, the COMELEC’s jurisdiction over election contests 
relating to his qualifications ends and the HRET’s own jurisdiction begins." 

Facts: 

●​ Daryl Grace J. Abayon is the first nominee of the Aangat Tayo party-list organization 
that won a seat in the House of Representatives in the 2007 elections. 

●​ Jovito S. Palparan, Jr. is the first nominee of the Bantay party-list group that also won 
a seat in the 2007 elections. 

●​ Quo warranto petitions were filed with the HRET against Abayon and Palparan, 
questioning their eligibility as party-list representatives. 

●​ The petitioners claimed that Abayon and Palparan did not belong to the marginalized 
and underrepresented sectors they were supposed to represent. 



●​ Abayon and Palparan argued that the HRET had no jurisdiction over their 
qualifications as nominees, since they were not directly elected but chosen by their 
party-list organizations. 

●​ The HRET dismissed the petitions against the party-list organizations but upheld its 
jurisdiction to determine the qualifications of Abayon and Palparan as nominees. 

●​ Abayon and Palparan filed petitions for certiorari with the Supreme Court challenging 
the HRET's assertion of jurisdiction. 

Petitioner's/Plaintiff's Arguments: 

●​ The Party-List System Act vests in the COMELEC the authority to determine which 
parties or organizations have the qualifications to seek party-list seats. 

●​ Party-list nominees are not directly elected into office but are chosen by their 
organizations under internal rules. 

●​ The HRET has no jurisdiction to inquire into and adjudicate the qualifications of 
party-list nominees. 

●​ Any question involving the eligibility of a nominee is an internal concern of the 
party-list organization. 

Respondent's/Defendant's Arguments: 

●​ Party-list nominees do not belong to the marginalized and underrepresented sectors 
they are supposed to represent. 

●​ The HRET has jurisdiction to determine the qualifications of members of the House 
of Representatives, including party-list representatives. 

●​ Once a party-list nominee takes the oath and assumes office as a member of the 
House, the HRET's jurisdiction over their qualifications begins. 

Issues and Ruling: 

Whether or not the HRET has jurisdiction over the qualifications of party-list 
nominees who have assumed office as members of the House of Representatives 
YES. The Supreme Court ruled that the HRET has jurisdiction to determine the qualifications 
of party-list nominees who have taken their oath and assumed office as members of the 
House of Representatives. The Court reasoned that although party-list representatives are 
elected through their organizations, it is the individual nominees who become members of 
the House, not the organizations themselves. The Constitution provides that the HRET shall 
be the sole judge of all contests relating to the qualifications of members of the House of 
Representatives. Since party-list representatives are considered elected members of the 
House, the HRET has jurisdiction over questions regarding their qualifications once they 
have assumed office. 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, the Court DISMISSES the consolidated petitions and AFFIRMS the Order 
dated July 16, 2009 and Resolution 09-183 dated September 17, 2009 in HRET Case 
07-041 of the House of Representatives Electoral Tribunal as well as its Order dated July 23, 
2009 and Resolution 09-178 dated September 10, 2009 in HRET Case 07-040. 



 

Pgbi vs. Comelec 
Political law By Digest Team (Sept 2024) - Sep 20, 2024 

Summary: 

The Philippine Guardians Brotherhood, Inc. (PGBI) filed a petition for certiorari against the 
Commission on Elections (COMELEC) to nullify COMELEC Resolution No. 8679, which 
delisted PGBI from the roster of registered party-list organizations. PGBI was delisted 
because it failed to get 2% of the votes cast in 2004 and did not participate in the 2007 
elections. PGBI argued that the delisting was contrary to law and violated due process. The 
Supreme Court granted the petition, annulled the COMELEC resolutions delisting PGBI, and 
ruled that PGBI is qualified to be voted upon as a party-list group in the May 2010 elections. 

Doctrine: 

●​ "Section 6(8) of RA 7941 provides for two separate grounds for delisting; these 
grounds cannot be mixed or combined to support delisting; and (b) the 
disqualification for failure to garner 2% party-list votes in two preceding elections 
should now be understood, in light of the Banat ruling, to mean failure to qualify for a 
party-list seat in two preceding elections for the constituency in which it has 
registered. This, we declare, is how Section 6(8) of RA 7941 should be understood 
and applied." 

●​ "The doctrine of stare decisis is based on the principle that once a question of law 
has been examined and decided, it should be deemed settled and closed to further 
argument." 

●​ "The essence of due process, we have consistently held, is simply the opportunity to 
be heard; as applied to administrative proceedings, due process is the opportunity to 
explain one's side or the opportunity to seek a reconsideration of the action or ruling 
complained of." 

Facts: 

●​ COMELEC issued Resolution No. 8679 on October 13, 2009, delisting several 
party-list groups including PGBI. 

●​ PGBI was delisted because it failed to get 2% of the votes cast in 2004 and did not 
participate in the 2007 elections. 

●​ PGBI filed an Opposition to Resolution No. 8679 and sought admission of its petition 
for accreditation as a party-list organization. 

●​ COMELEC denied PGBI's motion/opposition for lack of merit. 
●​ PGBI filed a petition for certiorari with the Supreme Court. 
●​ The Supreme Court initially dismissed the petition based on the Minero ruling. 
●​ PGBI filed a motion for reconsideration, which the Supreme Court granted. 

Petitioner's/Plaintiff's Arguments: 



●​ The COMELEC resolution negates PGBI's right to invoke Section 4 of R.A. No. 7941, 
which allows registered parties to file a manifestation of desire to participate instead 
of registering anew. 

●​ The Minero ruling does not apply to PGBI's case due to different factual 
circumstances. 

●​ PGBI was not afforded the opportunity to be heard before delisting. 
●​ The 2% threshold requirement has been relaxed by the Banat ruling. 
●​ The implementation of the resolution should be suspended due to failure to notify 

parties in accordance with Section 6(8) of R.A. No. 7941. 

Respondent's/Defendant's Arguments: 

●​ PGBI misunderstood Section 4 of R.A. 7941, as a request for deferment does not 
exempt a party from registering anew. 

●​ The Minero ruling is applicable to PGBI's case. 
●​ PGBI was given an opportunity to be heard through the chance to file an opposition 

to Resolution No. 8679. 
●​ PGBI's alternative application for accreditation was filed out of time. 

Issues and Ruling: 

Whether or not there is legal basis for delisting PGBI NO. The Supreme Court ruled that 
the Minero ruling, which was the basis for PGBI's delisting, was an erroneous application of 
Section 6(8) of RA 7941. The Court clarified that Section 6(8) provides two separate grounds 
for delisting: (1) failure to participate in the last two preceding elections, or (2) failure to 
obtain at least 2% of the votes cast in the two preceding elections. These grounds cannot be 
mixed or combined. Additionally, in light of the Banat ruling, the 2% threshold should now be 
understood as failure to qualify for a party-list seat in two preceding elections. 

Whether or not PGBI's right to due process was violated NO. The Supreme Court 
agreed with COMELEC that PGBI's right to due process was not violated. PGBI was given 
an opportunity to seek reconsideration of Resolution No. 8679, which it did. The Court 
reiterated that the essence of due process is the opportunity to be heard or to seek 
reconsideration of the action complained of. A formal hearing is not always necessary, and 
what is important is that parties are given a fair and reasonable opportunity to explain their 
side. 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, premises considered, we GRANT the petition and accordingly ANNUL 
COMELEC Resolution No. 8679 dated October 13, 2009 insofar as the petitioner PGBI is 
concerned, and the Resolution dated December 9, 2009 which denied PGBI's motion for 
reconsideration in SPP No. 09-004 (MP). PGBI is qualified to be voted upon as a party-list 
group or organization in the coming May 2010 elections. 

 



Ba-ra 7941 vs. Comelec 
Constitutional By Digest Team (Sept 2024) - Sep 21, 2024 

Summary: 

This case involves consolidated petitions filed by Bantay Republic Act (BA-RA 7941), Urban 
Poor for Legal Reforms (UP-LR), and Rep. Loretta Ann P. Rosales against the Commission 
on Elections (Comelec). The petitioners sought to compel Comelec to disclose the names of 
nominees of party-list groups participating in the May 14, 2007 elections. Comelec had 
refused to release the names, citing Section 7 of Republic Act 7941 which states that "The 
names of the party-list nominees shall not be shown on the certified list." The Supreme Court 
ruled in favor of the petitioners, ordering Comelec to immediately disclose the names of the 
party-list nominees. 

Doctrine: 

●​ "The right to information is a public right where the real parties in interest are the 
public, or the citizens to be precise. And for every right of the people recognized as 
fundamental lies a corresponding duty on the part of those who govern to respect 
and protect that right. This is the essence of the Bill of Rights in a constitutional 
regime." 

●​ "Like all constitutional guarantees, however, the right to information and its 
companion right of access to official records are not absolute. As articulated in 
Legaspi, supra, the people's right to know is limited to 'matters of public concern' and 
is further subject to such limitation as may be provided by law. Similarly, the policy of 
full disclosure is confined to transactions involving 'public interest' and is subject to 
reasonable conditions prescribed by law." 

Facts: 

●​ On January 12, 2007, Comelec issued Resolution No. 7804 prescribing rules for filing 
manifestations of intent to participate in the party-list elections. 

●​ Several organized groups filed manifestations and were accredited by Comelec to 
participate in the 2007 elections. 

●​ Petitioner Rosales sent letters to Comelec on March 29 and 31, 2007 requesting a 
list of nominees for 14 party-list groups. 

●​ Comelec did not officially respond to Rosales' requests. 
●​ On April 3, 2007, Comelec issued Resolution 07-0724 declaring nominees' names 

confidential until after 3:00 pm on election day. 
●​ Petitioners filed consolidated petitions seeking to compel Comelec to disclose the 

names of party-list nominees. 
●​ Comelec refused to disclose the names, citing Section 7 of R.A. 7941 and arguing 

that party-list elections should not be personality-oriented. 

Petitioner's/Plaintiff's Arguments: 



●​ Comelec violated the constitutional right to information by refusing to disclose the 
names of party-list nominees. 

●​ The public has a right to know the identities of potential representatives in Congress. 
●​ Comelec's refusal to disclose the names hinders voters' ability to make an informed 

decision. 
●​ Section 7 of R.A. 7941 does not absolutely prohibit disclosure of nominees' names. 

Respondent's/Defendant's Arguments: 

●​ Section 7 of R.A. 7941 prohibits showing the names of party-list nominees on the 
certified list. 

●​ Party-list elections should not be personality-oriented but focused on the parties or 
organizations. 

●​ There is nothing in R.A. 7941 that requires Comelec to disclose the names of 
nominees. 

●​ Keeping the names confidential until after the election preserves the integrity of the 
party-list system. 

Issues and Ruling: 

Whether or not the Comelec violated the constitutional right to information by 
refusing to reveal the names of party-list nominees YES. The Supreme Court ruled that 
Comelec committed grave abuse of discretion in refusing to disclose the names of party-list 
nominees. The Court held that the right to information is a fundamental right enshrined in 
Section 7, Article III of the Constitution. While this right is not absolute, the Court found that 
no national security or similar concerns were involved in disclosing the nominees' names. 
The Court stated: "If, as in Legaspi, it was the legitimate concern of a citizen to know if 
certain persons employed as sanitarians of a health department of a city are civil service 
eligibles, surely the identity of candidates for a lofty elective public office should be a matter 
of highest public concern and interest." 

Whether or not Section 7 of R.A. 7941 prohibits Comelec from disclosing the names of 
party-list nominees NO. The Court interpreted the prohibition in Section 7 of R.A. 7941 as 
limited in scope and duration, applying only to the certified list posted in polling places on 
election day. The Court stated: "To stretch the coverage of the prohibition to the absolute is 
to read into the law something that is not intended. As it were, there is absolutely nothing in 
R.A. No. 7941 that prohibits the Comelec from disclosing or even publishing through 
mediums other than the 'Certified List' the names of the party-list nominees." The Court 
found that Comelec's interpretation would give an unconstitutional dimension to the 
provision. 

Dispositive: 

WHEREFORE, the petition in G.R. No. 177271 is partly DENIED insofar as it seeks to nullify 
the accreditation of the respondents named therein. However, insofar as it seeks to compel 
the Comelec to disclose or publish the names of the nominees of party-list groups, sectors or 
organizations accredited to participate in the May 14, 2007 elections, the same petition and 
the petition in G.R. No. 177314 are GRANTED. Accordingly, the Comelec is hereby 



ORDERED to immediately disclose and release the names of the nominees of the party-list 
groups, sectors or organizations accredited to participate in the May 14, 2007 party-list 
elections. The Comelec is further DIRECTED to submit to the Court its compliance herewith 
within five (5) days from notice hereof. 
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