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**Title: Malonzo v. Commission on Elections**

**Facts:**
1. Reynaldo O. Malonzo was elected as Mayor of Caloocan City on May 8, 1995.
2. On July 7, 1996, a majority of the members of the Preparatory Recall Assembly (PRA) of
Caloocan City, including 1,057 barangay leaders, expressed a loss of confidence in Mayor
Malonzo by approving PRA Resolution No. 01-96.
3. The resolution called for recall proceedings against Mayor Malonzo and was filed with the
Commission on Elections (COMELEC) for action.
4. Malonzo filed a Petition with COMELEC challenging the recall’s validity on the grounds of
procedural deficiencies.
5. The COMELEC dismissed Malonzo’s petition, finding the recall proceedings in order, and
scheduled a recall election for December 14, 1996.
6. Malonzo sought relief from the Supreme Court through a Petition for Certiorari, alleging
grave abuse of discretion by the COMELEC and challenging the propriety of the recall
notices and the proceedings of the Preparatory Recall Assembly.
7.  The Supreme Court,  on November 29,  1996, issued a Temporary Restraining Order
halting the planned recall election.

**Procedural Posture:**
– The case came before the Supreme Court on a Petition for Certiorari filed by Mayor
Malonzo against COMELEC’s resolution approving the recall proceedings.
– The Court required filings from the respondents, including both private respondents and
the Solicitor General, who questioned the procedural handling by COMELEC.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the notices sent to PRA members were verified and valid.
2. Whether the he Liga ng mga Barangay improperly initiated the recall assembly.
3. Whether the recall proceedings validly complied with legal requirements.
4. Whether the procedural actions and determinations by COMELEC regarding the recall
were performed within legal guidelines.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Verification of Notices**: The Court held that COMELEC, through its Election Records
and Statistics Department (ERSD), had thoroughly examined the notice process, finding no
significant procedural errors. It  stated that there was complete compliance with notice
requirements through various methods (personal, registered, courier), allowing the recall
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assembly to proceed.

2. **Initiation of Recall by Liga ng mga Barangay**: The Court clarified that while the Liga
ng mga Barangay participated, the recall was initiated by the duly constituted PRA members
as  required  under  Republic  Act  7160  (Local  Government  Code),  thus  establishing  the
legality of the proceedings.

3. **Validity of PRA Sessions and Proceedings**: The Court found that there was a majority
consensus  within  a  duly  constituted  recall  assembly  session.  Despite  allegations  of
procedural  shortcomings  and  other  misconduct,  the  Court  determined  there  was  no
substantial evidence to support these claims enough to invalidate the process.

4. **COMELEC’s Role and Decision**: The Court emphasized deference to factual findings
by COMELEC, an administrative body with specialized expertise in electoral matters. It
endorsed COMELEC’s determination of compliance with procedural mandates, concluding
that no grave abuse of discretion occurred.

**Doctrine:**
– The decision affirmed the principle that factual findings by administrative agencies like
COMELEC, especially those made within their special expertise, should be respected and
not disturbed by courts absent any significant errors.

**Class Notes:**
–  Key  Elements:  Recall  process,  procedural  propriety,  factual  findings  deference,
administrative  law  principles.
–  Relevant Legal  Provisions:  Republic  Act  No.  7160 (Local  Government Code)  sections
addressing recall processes.
–  Emphasized  that  administrative  determinations  of  procedural  compliance  are  given
deference by the judiciary unless unsupported by evidence.

**Historical Background:**
– The case arose in the context of political challenges to leadership in local government. It
reflects the checks and balances inherent in local governance, allowing for mechanisms like
recall  to  address public  confidence issues.  Additionally,  it  showcases the legal  conflict
between elected officials and organized local councils empowered to initiate such recall
procedures.


