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of the COMELEC when it rejected the bids of MAD, Lakas-NUCD, 
Promdi, Nationalist People's Coalition (NPC) and the Veterans Federation 
Party (VFP) to be declared winners in the May 2001 party-list elections.67 
The high court stated in its seven page resolution that, "indeed, absent 
patent error or serious inconsistencies, factual findings of the Comelec are 
conclusive upon this court. "68 In rejecting for the final time the attempt of 
the five party-list groups, the Supreme Court held that the "movants (MAD, 
et al.) have not shown cogent reasons why we should set aside COMELEC's 
compliance report. The arguments that they raised merely refute~ without 
adequate proof, the findings made by the Commission."69 Moreover, the 
high O;ibunal pointed out that the reason for rejecting the bid of the five 
party-lls.t groups was that tht party-list groups did not meet the requirements 
laid dcWfl by the Party-List Law, nor the guidelines it set in the case of Ang 
Bagong Bayani.?O According to the findings of the COMELEC, Promdi, 
NPC and Lakas-NUCD did not represent the marginalized sectors while 
MAD was funded and assisted hy the government and VFP is an "adjunct of 
the government."71 

Lakas-NUCD and the Nationalist People's Coalition (NPC), two of the 
biggest political parties in the country, however, have urged the Supreme 
Court to reconsider its ro April 2002 resolution on the basis that the latter 
may have been unaware of the fact that there was a resolution from the 
COMELEC promulgated. the day before the IO April 2002 resolution, 
finding them and two other groups qualified for party-list seats in the House 
of Representatives.72 The COMELEC resolution allegedly contained a 
recommendation to the Supreme Court that the nominees of LAKAS­
NUCD and NPC be proclaimed as winners. 

67. Delon Porcalla, Party-list groups lose last bid in SC, available at <http:// 

www .philstar.com/ philstar/scarch_content.asp?article=74270>. (last visited May 
I6, 2002). 

68. ld. 

69. !d. 

70. Ang Bagong Bayani, G.R. Nos. I47589 & 147613. 

71. Porcalla, supra note 65. 

72. Jess Diaz, SC urged to reconsider mling on party-list seats, available at <http:// 
www.philstar.com/philstar/search_content.asp?article=75752> (last visited May 
!8, 2002). 
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Bengson III v. House of Representatives Electoral Tribunal and Cruz1 is a case 
which primarily deals with two issues, namely: repatriation as a mode of 
acquiring Filipino citizenship, and jurisdiction of the House of 
Representatives Electoral Tribunal (HRET) over election contests. This 
note attempts to analyze the discussion of the Supreme Court in these two 
aspects. 

I. CITIZENSHIP 

A, Introduction 

Noted constitutionalist Joaquin G. Bernas, SJ. defines citizenship as a 
"personal permanent membership in a political community."2 In one of his 

Cite as 47 ATENEO LJ. 127 (2002). 

1. G.R. No. 142840 (May 7, 2001). 

2. jOAQUIN G. BERNAS, S.J., THE 1987 PHILIPPINE CONSTITUTION REVIEWER -

PRIMER 197 (I997) [hereinafter BEI!NAS, PRIMEI!]. 




























