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**Title:** Laban ng Demokratikong Pilipino (LDP) vs. Commission on Elections and Agapito
A. Aquino (G.R. No. 163859, January 14, 2004)

**Facts:**  The  internal  conflict  within  the  registered  political  party  Laban  ng
Demokratikong Pilipino (LDP) culminated in a power struggle between its Party Chairman,
Senator Edgardo J. Angara, and its Secretary General, Representative Agapito A. Aquino. On
December 8, 2003, a Manifestation was filed by LDP General Counsel asserting that only the
Party Chairman or his authorized representative could endorse certificates of candidacy for
the party. The Manifestation also disclosed that Aquino was placed on indefinite forced
leave,  and  Zaldivar  was  installed  as  Acting  Secretary  General,  a  statement  Aquino
contested.

### Procedural Posture:
1.  **December  8,  2003:**  The  General  Counsel  filed  a  Manifestation  with  COMELEC
establishing Angara’s exclusive authority to endorse candidacies.
2. **December 16, 2003:** Aquino filed a counter-comment asserting that he should not be
subjected to disciplinary actions by the Party Chairman alone.
3. **December 17, 2003:** Parties agreed to submit a joint manifestation to COMELEC, but
only the General Counsel followed through with additional manifestations.
4. **December 26, 2003:** COMELEC required a verified petition to be filed.
5. **December 24, 2003:** Angara submitted a verified petition echoing the points in the
manifestations.

### Subsequent COMELEC Proceedings:
– **December 30, 2003:** Aquino filed an answer and oral arguments were presented.
– **January 6, 2004:** COMELEC issued a resolution which effectively divided the party into
two “wings”: the “Angara Wing” and the “Aquino Wing”, each entitled to nominate its own
slate of candidates and have representatives in electoral committees.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether COMELEC erred in recognizing two wings of  the same party for electoral
purposes.
2.  Whether  Senator  Edgardo  J.  Angara  or  Representative  Agapito  A.  Aquino  has  the
exclusive authority to endorse certificates of candidacy for LDP.
3. Whether internal party disputes about nominations fall under COMELEC’s jurisdiction.

**Court’s Decision:**
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The Supreme Court held:
1. **Jurisdiction:** COMELEC does have the jurisdiction to determine the identity of party
officials and settle issues regarding party nominations and election-related functions. The
court emphasized that this role falls under COMELEC’s mandate to ensure free, honest, and
orderly elections.

2.  **Authority  to  Endorse  Candidacies:**  The  Court  found  that  according  to  the  LDP
Constitution, the authority to sign and endorse candidates’ certificates of candidacy lies
primarily  with  the  Party  Chairman.  The  Secretary  General’s  authority  to  endorse
nominations is delegated by the Party Chairman and can be revoked at the Chairman’s
discretion.

3.  **COMELEC  Decision  Analysis:**  The  Supreme  Court  criticized  the  COMELEC’s
resolution for dividing the party’s nominations as it  created unnecessary confusion and
weakened the party’s electoral position. It annulled COMELEC’s decision and emphasized
that  only  certificates  of  candidacy signed by  Angara or  his  authorized representatives
should be recognized.

**Doctrine:**
– COMELEC has jurisdiction to resolve disputes involving party identity and leadership as
they pertain to election laws and the enforcement of orderly elections.
– Political parties have intrinsic rights to determine their internal affairs, including the
nomination of candidates, which should be protected and respected unless substantial legal
grounds dictate otherwise.

### Class Notes:
1. **Jurisdiction of COMELEC:** COMELEC can determine party leadership and the identity
of party officials. This is supported by the ruling in Kalaw v. COMELEC and Palmares v.
COMELEC.
2. **Internal Party Affairs:** Generally, parties enjoy autonomy over their internal affairs.
However, election laws empower COMELEC to intervene when such disputes affect the
electoral process.
3. **Doctrine of Equity:** Should not replace substantial laws. Used only where the law is
silent or insufficient.
4. **Legal Right to Nominate:** The authority and right to nominate candidates and endorse
their certificates of candidacy reside with those explicitly empowered by party constitutions.



G.R. No. 161265. February 24, 2004 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 3

### Key Legal Points:
–  **Constitutional  Reference:**  Article  IX-C,  Section  2  of  the  Philippine  Constitution  –
COMELEC’s enforcement and administrative powers over election laws.
– **Conflict Resolution in Political Parties:** When internal party disagreements impact
electoral process and legal statutes, COMELEC’s intervention is warranted.
– **Balance of Equities:** COMELEC must navigate carefully between legal statutes and
equitable  justice  without  undermining  the  established  legal  framework  or  creating
confusion  within  the  political  process.

**Historical Background:**
At  this  juncture  in  Philippine  history,  the  political  landscape  experienced  substantial
fragmentation and infighting within major political parties, reflecting broader challenges of
partisan unity and coherent political opposition, particularly under the backdrop of the
upcoming 2004 national elections.  This case underscores the critical  role of regulatory
oversight to maintain electoral integrity amid intraparty disputes.


