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### Title:
Lintang Bedol vs. Commission on Elections

### Facts:
The case before the Supreme Court of the Philippines involves Lintang Bedol, the petitioner,
versus  the Commission on Elections  (COMELEC),  the respondent.  Bedol  contested the
COMELEC’s issuance of two resolutions dating August 7, 2007, and August 31, 2007, which
found him guilty of contempt and imposed a penalty of six (6) months imprisonment and a
fine of P1,000.00.

The background events began with the National and Local elections held on May 14, 2007,
where  Bedol  served  as  the  Chair  of  the  Provincial  Board  of  Canvassers  (PBOC)  for
Maguindanao and concurrently as the Provincial Elections Supervisor for the Province of
Shariff Kabunsuan. His failure to attend the scheduled canvassing on May 22, 2007, for
Maguindanao and subsequent hearings, alongside the mysterious disappearance of election
materials purportedly under his custody, led to the creation of Task Force Maguindanao by
the  COMELEC  for  investigation.  Bedol’s  blatant  disregard  for  COMELEC’s  authority,
showcased by his failure to appear at scheduled hearings, failure to report the loss of
election materials, and public media utterances challenging the COMELEC, culminated in
charges of contempt against him.

Upon Bedol’s repeated failures to comply with the proceedings and his arrest under a
COMELEC-issued warrant,  hearings  were  conducted.  Despite  Bedol’s  objections  to  the
COMELEC’s jurisdiction and allegations of prejudgment, and his failure to substantively
defend himself, both his initial arguments and motion for reconsideration were dismissed by
the COMELEC, hence leading to his petition for certiorari before the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether the COMELEC has jurisdiction to initiate or prosecute contempt proceedings
against Bedol.
2. Whether the COMELEC has prejudged the case against Bedol, violating his due process
rights.
3. Whether the COMELEC’s findings, assuming its jurisdiction to punish for contempt, are
supported by substantial, credible, and competent evidence.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed Bedol’s petition, upholding the COMELEC’s jurisdiction and
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decisions. The Court ruled that the COMELEC, as part of its constitutional mandate to
enforce and administer all election laws, holds investigatory powers that extend to initiating
contempt proceedings,  even motu proprio.  The Court  found no evidence of  COMELEC
prejudging the case, noting that Bedol was given ample opportunity to present his side and
defend himself. Furthermore, the Supreme Court agreed with the COMELEC that there was
sufficient evidence to support Bedol’s contempt charges, citing his failure to fulfill official
duties,  unlawful  possession  and  subsequent  loss  of  election  documents,  and  public
disrespect towards the COMELEC.

### Doctrine:
The  COMELEC has  broad  investigatory  powers  and  jurisdiction  to  prosecute  cases  of
violations of election laws and to summon and compel the presence of individuals as part of
its constitutional duty. It may initiate contempt proceedings motu proprio as an essential
incident to its mandate to ensure honest and credible elections.

### Class Notes:
1.  **Investigatory  Powers  of  COMELEC**:  Under  the  1987  Philippine  Constitution,
COMELEC has the authority to investigate and prosecute violations of election laws as part
of its duty to administer all election laws.

2. **Jurisdiction Over Contempt Charges**: COMELEC can initiate contempt proceedings
motu  proprio,  grounded  in  its  constitutional  mandate  and  reinforced  by  the  Omnibus
Election Code and the COMELEC’s Rules of Procedure.

3. **Due Process in Administrative Proceedings**: Offering an opportunity to be heard and
to present evidence constitutes compliance with due process requirements in administrative
proceedings, such as contempt charges before the COMELEC.

4.  **Evidentiary  Standards  in  Administrative  Cases**:  In  contempt  proceedings  by
COMELEC, the findings need to be supported by substantial evidence, which was met in this
case through Bedol’s admissions and failure to confidently disprove the charges against
him.

### Historical Background:
In  the  context  of  the  2007  National  and  Local  elections  in  the  Philippines,  this  case
exemplifies  the  challenges  and  controversies  surrounding  election  integrity,  the
administrative and quasi-judicial roles of the COMELEC, and the legal mechanisms in place
to address violations of election laws by officials in charge of electoral procedures.


