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Title: Nacionalista Party v. Felix Angelo Bautista

Facts:
This case revolves around the designation by President Quirino of Felix Angelo Bautista, the
then Solicitor  General  of  the Philippines,  as  an acting member of  the Commission on
Elections (COMELEC) on November 9, 1949. Bautista took the oath and assumed the duties
of the office without resigning from his position as Solicitor General. The Nacionalista Party
contested this designation on multiple grounds, arguing primarily that no vacancy existed
for Bautista’s designation because the retirement of Commissioner Francisco Enage, which
purportedly created the vacancy, was invalid due to alleged abuse of discretion and bad
faith by the President. They also argued that the designation was unconstitutional for three
main reasons: the position is a constitutional office with a fixed tenure, a member of the
COMELEC cannot simultaneously hold another office, and Bautista as Solicitor General
belonged to the executive department, creating a conflict with the independent nature of
the COMELEC.

Respondent  Bautista,  through  his  answer,  defended  the  legality  and  validity  of  his
designation, claiming the President’s power to appoint includes the power to designate, and
refuted claims of incompatibility and vacancy issues.

The case was escalated to the Supreme Court after a series of legal proceedings, where
both parties presented their petitions, motions, and arguments.

Issues:
1. Whether the designation of Felix Angelo Bautista as acting member of the COMELEC by
the President is valid and constitutional.
2. Whether there was a valid vacancy in the COMELEC for Bautista’s designation.
3. Whether Bautista, holding the position of Solicitor General, can validly be designated as
an acting member of the COMELEC.
4. The suitability of prohibition as a remedy in this case.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court decided that the designation of Bautista as an acting member of the
COMELEC was unconstitutional. It emphasized the explicit intention of the Constitution to
establish and preserve the independence of the COMELEC from the executive and other
branches of government. The Court found that Bautista’s designation, being temporary,
contravened the essence of security and independence meant for a COMELEC member,
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further compounded by his concurrent role as Solicitor General. About the vacancy issue,
the Court noted that even if a vacancy were validly declared, a temporary designation to fill
such  a  constitutionally  called  position  remains  invalid.  As  for  the  remedy,  the  Court
acknowledged the  peculiar  circumstances  and  allowed the  utilization  of  prohibition  to
address the unconstitutional act by the executive, deviating from the traditional recourse of
quo warranto for challenging the validity of an officeholder.

Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine of the independence of constitutional bodies,
such as the Commission on Elections, from other branches of government, particularly from
the  Executive.  It  underscored  the  constitutional  safeguards  meant  to  ensure  this
independence,  including fixed  tenure  and prohibitions  against  holding  other  offices  or
employment.

Class Notes:
1.  Independence of  Constitutional  Bodies:  Constitutional  bodies like the COMELEC are
designed to operate independently from the executive, legislative, and judicial branches,
with specific members holding office for fixed terms.
2. Appointment vs.  Designation: The power to appoint implies the prerogative to place
permanently in office, contrasting with designation, which implies a temporary assignment
not suitable for constitutional offices with fixed terms.
3.  Prohibition  as  a  Remedy:  Prohibition  can  be  utilized  as  a  remedy in  extraordinary
circumstances to prevent actions by a government official that contravene constitutional
provisions, despite the traditional usage being limited to preventing judicial overreach.

Historical Background:
The case provides a significant examination of the limits of  presidential  powers in the
context  of  appointments  and  designations  to  independent  constitutional  bodies  in  the
Philippines. Occurring in the post-World War II era, it highlights the tensions and challenges
in  ensuring  the  newly  instituted  democratic  processes  and  constitutional  guarantees,
specifically the independence of the Commission on Elections, were respected and upheld
amidst political dynamics and concerns of executive overreach.


