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REGULAR SESSION

. . ;' :• .SESSION NO. 46 ''

Wednesday, September 30, 19S7

CALL TO ORDER ■ .

At 4:04' p.m,, the Senate' President, Hon. Jovitb R, 

;Sal*nga, called the sessipn to order.

■ PRAYER . . ' ■ ' ; C

The B*dy observed a minutejof prayer led. by .Senator 

Romulo. ' ' ' ' • ' / ' '

ROLL CALL , ' . ' ■ . '

Upon direction of the Chair, the Secretary of the 

Senate called the Roll, to which the following Senators' 

responded: V' ■ . _

' Angara, E. J. ' '

Aquino, A. A. 
Estrada, E. J. 
Entile, J. P. 
Gonzales, M. A,■

. 1 Guingona, Jr./ T. T. 
Herrera, E. F, 
Laurel, .S. H. ■ •

Lina, Jr., J. D.i': .■

Maceda, , E . M. '' ' 
Mercado, 0. 3,

Osmena, J. H. 
Paterno> V. T. 
Pimentel, Jr..,' A. .Q, 
Rasul, S. T.
Romulo,. A. G. 
Saguisag, . R.. A. V. 
Salonga, J. R. 
Shahani, . L., R. .- 
Tanada, W. E.

.Ziga, V. S'.:

; With 21, Senators present, the Chair declared the , 

presence o.f a quorum. • .

Senators Alvai;;'ez and Mangiapus were on official mission. 

Senator Tam.ano was absent.

APPROVAL OF THE JOURNAL

On.motion of’Senator Mercado, there being no objection; 

the Body dispensed, v/ith the reading of'.the Journal, of the'

previous session and'considered the same'' approved.' ■ /

i ■ ■ *

. .’ ;:F THE .,
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REPERSKCS OF BUSINESS , - '

The ,Secretary o.f the Senate read, and the Chair, referred- 

the following matters to the Committees hereunder indicated:

'MESSAGE.FROM THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES‘

Message from the House of Representatives informing the 
Senate that it requests a »onference on House ( 
Concurrent Resolution No, 3, entitled;

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION , , ' - ' •

PROVIDING FOR A LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR' FOR THE SENATE 
AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES COVERING THEIR FIRST'- 
REGULAR-SESSION ' '

and Senate Co.n,current Resolution No. 7, entitled;

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ■

. PROVIDING FOR.A.LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR FOR THE CONGRESS 
. OF THE PHILIPPINES FOR ITS FIRST REGULAR SESSION, ,

v;hich were passed by' the House , of Representatives and 
the Senate, respectively, and that it has designated 
Congressmen Antonio V. Cuenco, Victorico L. Chaves and . 
Victor. FOrtega ' as its conferees.

TO THE COMMITTEE ON RULES \

■ BILLS ON FIRST RE-ADING . . ■ ' ' ' '

SN*; 120, entitled;

AN'act to promote AND DEVELOP THE SEED INDUSTRY' IN THE ,

: PHILIPPINES AND CREATE A NATIONAL SEED INDUSTRY
COUNCIL AND -FOR OTHER' PURPOSES

Introduced by Senator Laurel

TO THE COMMITTEES ON .AGRICULTURE AND. FOOD; .AND FINANCE

S. No. 121, enti-tled;T ' . ,

' AN -ACT TO. ABOLISH THE ONE.AIRLINE POLICY IN THE 
DOMESTIC SERVICE, REPEALING ■ AND.-REVOKING FOR 

. THE PURPOSE LETTER OP INSTRUCTIONS NO, .151

.DATED DECEMBER 7, 1973 AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Introduced by Senator Maceda

TO THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SERVICES' • , ' '
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. . ■ • RESOLUTION

P. So Res. No. 36/ entitled?

■RESOLUTION URGING THE APPROPRIATE SENATE COMMITTEE 
TO CONDUCT AN INVESTIGATION, IN AID OF LEGISLA

TION ON THE PREVENTION OF AIDS (ACQUIRED IMMUNE 
. . DEFICIENCY SYNDROME) "

Introduced by Senator Lina, Jr. " t

TO THE COMMITTEE ON HEALTH

UNFINISHED BUSINESS? C.R. NO. 23 
ON S. NO. Il3 ■

On motion .Of Senator Mercado, the Body resumed 

consideration, 9f.Committee Report No. 23 on Senate Bill No. 

113; entitled?

AN ACT PROVIDING FOR, ADDITIONAL RULES GOVERNING ■ 
THE CONDUCT OF THE FIRST LOCAL ELECTIONS AFTER THE*' 
ADOPTION OF THE CONSTITUTION , ''

The Chair recognized Senator . Gonzales, sponsor of the 

measure.

Senator Mercado stated that the parliamentary status 

would be the continuation of the Period of Interpellations.

INTERPELLATION OF SENATOR OSHENA , '

In reply to Senator Osmeha's query. Senator Gonzales

stated that under the Local Government. Code cities are

classified into highly urbanized and component cities on the

basis, among others, of population .and revenue.

Senator Osmefia than adverted to Section 168 of the said

Code which provides that it shall be the duty of the Minister

(now Secretary) of Local Government to declare a city highly
■ \

urbanized within thirty days, after‘ it shall have met the

• ; . ; • . • . » . • . . • f , _

minimum requirements' prescribed in Section 166 thereof. He

then inquired why the bill provides that no component 'city
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shall be classified as a highly urbanized city within 60 days 

prior to the local election, :

In reply/ Senator Gonzales explained that the provision 

is designed to prevent confusion that may ensue from a 

shorter period of»thirty days. For instance/ he .cited the 

■tact that under S. Bill No, 92, which the Body had approved 

on third reading/ the certificate of candidacy for a local 

elective office must be filed 45 dayd before the election so 

that there Vould bejlchaos and dislocations if after the,candidate 

shall have complied with the deadline/ the component city in 

which he is running for office is classified as a highly 

urbanized city. Ha affirmed that the provision would suspend 

the effactivity of Section 168 of the Local Government Coda 

only for the purpose of the local elections to be held/ 

otherwise/ the provisions of the Code would apply.

Senator Osmefia noted that the second paragraph of 

Section 2 provides that the registered voters of a component 

city shall be entitled to vote in the election for provincial 

officials in the province of which it is part/ whereas/ 

Section 12, Article X of the Constitution provides that .

1 "cities that are highly urbanized/ as determined by law; and
' t

component cities whose charters prohibit their voters from 

voting for provincial elective officials/ shall be 

independent of the province.” In view thereof/ he inquired 

whether the bill intends to amend the charters of component 

cities which bar their electorate from,voting for provincial 

elective officials/ towhich Senator Gonzales replied that it 

is indeed the intention/ adding that the Committee intends to 

propose during the period of amendments that Section 2 shall
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govern/ any existing provision of law to the contrary ,1 

;notwithstanding. Ha explained that the purpose i'a to adopt a 

uniform rule because for political reasons some charters of 

component cities prohibit tna registered voters from voting 

for alachive provincial officials while others allow iti and 

there, are also highly urbanized cities whose charters allow 

their registered voters to vote in provincial elections while 

others provide otherwise. He opined that the registered 

voters of highly urbanized cities should not be allowed to 

participate in the election of provincial officials because 

there is no political or administrative relation whatsoever 

between a highly urbanized city and the province in which it 

is located. However/ ha pointed out that component cities 

are so called because they ace considered part of the 

provinces where they are located and under the Local 

Government Code/ the provincial governor exercises authority 

over them no matter how insignificant it may be.

On Section . 3 regarding nuisance candidates/ Senator 

Osaiana queried whether Senator Gonzales would be aaienable to 

a proposal/ in the period of amendments/ prohibiting the 

acceptance of mailed certificates of candidacy so that all « 

certificates of candidacy must be filed directly with .the 

city election registrar in the case of component or highly 

urbanized cities/ and with the provincial election registrar 

in the case of candidetss running for provincial elective 

positions or municipal elective positions. He adverted to ' 

the clause "within five days from the last day for the filing 

of certificates of candidacy" on page ?/ line 2 of the bill 

which/ he pointed out/ could give rise to the possibility'
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that/ v/ithout the alaction ' cagistfar knowing it/ a 

certificate of candidacy may be mailed- ■ i ■.

In reply/ Senator Gonzales stated that the bill contains 

no provision on the filing of the certificate ^ of candidacy 

but if Senator Osmeha' • wo.uld' insist on such a provision/ he 

could propose an amandoiant • to . Section 75- of the Omnibus , ■ 

Election Code/ or the amendment could be added later on in 

the bill. '

On paragraphs 3 and 4 of Section 3/ in reply to Senator 

Os m a ft a • s query whether it is 20 days that the bill' provides from 

the date of filing,of the certificate of candidacy to contest’ 

the candidacy as a nuisance/ Senator Gonzales stated that 20 

to 25 days would be a sufficfiant period for any *party 

adversely affected hy the ruling of the Commission on 

Elections, ••(■COKELEC) to bring his case to the Supreme Court/ 

hencej the 45-day campaign period from the deadline of the 

filing of the certificate of candidacy v/ould be sufficient 

for such controversies to be settled before election day.

Senator .Osmafta contended that the 45-day campaign period 

is too short- He pointed out tnat ' "after five days from , 

receipt of a copy . thereof by the parties" may mean forever 

especially if the decision is mailed/ in reply to which, 

Senator Gonzales opined that the period could .still be 

shortened considering that the purpose is speedy disposition , 

of all such - cases. He pointed out that candidates with 

similar surnames not-only confuse the voters but also affect 

the candidates. He reiterated his willingness to accept an 

amendment that would shorten the period without depriving any 

party of his day in court. •
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'On .Section 6/ Senator Gonzales explained that a 

political party, or a candidate v;ould be allov/ed only one 

official watcher inside a precinct at a time because too many 

■ Watchers would crowd the- polling place and could make the, 

proceedings of the board .of car^vassars disorderly.
. ' ' ' 'i-

On Senator Osmena' s query as to who will be allowed

I ■ ■ , .

inside the polling place/ as between the watcher appointed-by 

the candidate and. the watcher appointed by his political 

party/ Senator ’ Gonzales stated that both would be allowed 

"because a candidate may feel that his interest would not be 

adequately protected by the watcher of his party. However/ 

he is considering" the idea that "candidates for councilors 

belonging to one . party may be collectively .represented by ' 

only one official watcher.

INTERPELLATION 0? SENATOR RASU.L

In reply to Senator‘Rasul11 s observation, that Senate Bill • 

No. 113 does not provide for additional rules governing the
S ' '

regis.tration of voters/ Senator Gonzales pointed- out' chat 

Senate Bill No. 92/ which was -approved on third reading/ 

already proyidas for a special registration day on November" 28/ 

19'B7. Additionally/ he stated that Bata's Pa«'.ban"sa" Big. 831/ 

the Omnibus Election Code/ and all , other' pertinent election 

laws not inconsistent with the.bill/ shall govern the conduct 

of local elections. *

Specifically,-, he pointed out that .the ■ Omnibus Election 

.Code ■ c.dntains adequate safeguards-to ensure the -integrity of - 

registration/ riaiuSly/ the provisions on the requirement to .
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publish the list of voters (SeCo 135)j the right to challenge 

registration (Sec. 137); the power of the board of election 

inspectors, to, administer oaths ^rd' issue summons (Sec. 138)? 

inclusion and exclusion proceedings (Sec.' 139-143); conduct 

of verification by the election registrar of the registered 

voters (Sec.'144); the* annulment of permanent list of voters 

which was irregularly prepared/ among others..

As to how the provisions may be properly implemented/. 

Senator Gonsales stated that Congress can only enact the laws 

that would apply to foreseen circumstances and implementation 

is beyond its powers/ however/ it can "refer any misconduct 

amounting to election ofLenses to the appropriate agencies.

On whether penalties are provided for violation of the 

election lav;s/ Senator Gonzales pointed out that the election 

offenses are defined-in Article XXII of the Omnibus Election 

Code of which Section 264 provides for penalties/ namely/ 

imprisonment of not lass than one year but not more than six 

years which shall not be .subject , to probation; 

disqualification from holding public office and deprivation 

of the right of suffrage; or if the violator is a foreigner/ 

deportation after the prison term has been served; or in the 

base of a political party/ a. fine of hot less than ^10/000 

which shall be imposed after criminal action has been 

instituted. ' .

Upon inquiry/ he stated that he was not aware of any 

politician or political personality who was imprisoned for 

election offense and observed that such provisions are more 

violated than observed. He reiterated that it is beyond the
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poorer of Congress to iniplement the lavs and H it can only

condemn violations oc refer them to,the appropriate agencies* 

Senator Rasul observed that Senate Bill No. 113 is more 

concerned of the candidates and the voters. .She suggested 

the imposition of stronger penalties on officials or persons 

responsible for the implementation and conduce of elections 

as a deterrent against election irregularities; in reply to 

which Senator Gonsalas stated that the Omnibus Election Code 

provides for .sufficient penalties.' He opined that the

additional penalties of disqualification -from holding public, 

office and deprivation of the right of suffrage ace mora^ 

harsh than imprisonment.

INfER?ELLhTIOK,OF SENATOR SAGUIShG . ,

Senator Saguisag observed, that Section '4 as worded can- 

be interpreted that a nuisance candidate may be imposed the, 

penalty provided for in’ Section 264 of the Omnibus Election 

Code. He stated that in a denccuecy/ one has the right/ if

he-feels ho has a chance/ to ”fly with the wings of fa,htasy".

jn view thereof/ ire ihqu.i.red whether Senator Gonzales would 

consider an amendment that the penalty,should apply only to a 

nuisance candidate whO/ having been ao^declared -by a.final 

and executory gudgroant/ persists and continues to deceive the 

public that he is' a candidate. ( ' .

In raolv/ Senator Gonzales acknovrledgod that Section '4 

was the consequence^ of a raiaapprehensio'n of Senator 

Saguisag11 s bill which penalises nuisance- catididacy/ for which 

reason/ he would be willing-'-to accommodate the prdpo.3-al at 

the proper t^.me. ' However/ he explained that the
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determination whether or not one is a. nuisance Candidaca. 

should not be from the viewpoint of the candidate alone but 

also from the viav/point of the people and the candidate or 

candidates who are adversely, affected by such nuisance 

candidacy. He stressed that in order that one may be
f.

considered a nuisance1 candidate/ it must be proven'that the 

certificate of candidacy was Hied' .to make a mockery of the 

election/ or place it in disrepute or cause confusion among 

the voters. There must -be. other circumstances or acts , 

demonstrating - that the caadi.'ate has no bona fide intention 

to run for the office for which the certificate of candidacy 

was filed/ thus preventing a faithful determination of the 

true will of the electorate. He stressed that the act would ,

■jp- seriously affect . the electoral process/ is against the very 

purity of suffrage and is) therefore/ a '-.ufficient .basis or 

justification for declaring the act an offense.

Senator Saguisag ■ clarified that his bill was not so much 

concerned, with nuisance candidacy as with a disqualified 

candidacy. , He expressed confidence that the understanding . 

would be confirmed that Section 4 of the bill would be 

expanded to include the case of a disqualified candidate who/ 

despite a formal disqualification/ continues to misrepresent 

himself/ in reply to which Senator Gonzales stated that the 

proposed aniendiuent would be accepted at the proper time.

On another point/ SenaJibor Saguisag noted the prevailing 

tendency to increase the penalties avarytime there is a 

breakdov/n in law. He opined that .what actually deters people 

is not the gravity of the penalty but , the swiftness aicd 

certainty Of punishmant.' He agreed with Senator Gonzales'
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'Observation that disqualification from public• office is./ • to - a
on

public official/ soma kind of a capital penalty in itself.

Replying thereto/ Senator Gonzales agreed that when.-one 

-speaks of punishment/ ,it is always associated with

imprisonment. He believed that the accessory penalties like 

permanent- disqualification from holding public office and 

deprivation of. the right of suffrage/ are things which cannot . 

be measured in terms of .period '.which one spends in jail.

INTEXPSLLATION OP - 'SENATOR' ESTRADA . '

On Section 6/ replying to Senator Estrada's suggestion/ 

Senator Gonzales agreed to insert "and the -second highest" 

between,the words "highest" and "number" on.page 3/ line 20/ 

in order to reflect the . real intent of the provision as 

suggested by Senator Estrada - during the Coraraittae 

deliberations.

Also in the same, section/' on the s.uggestion to insert 

between lines 23 and 24 the•- words "the ■ watcher of *the 

candidate obtaining the next succeeding highest number of 

votes"/ Senator Gonzales replied that it could be done 

although it is the intent of the provision to meet 

contingencies when/for. one reason or another/ the official 

watchers who are supposed to sign - the election returns are 

not present in rthe precincts or they ' refuse to sign. . He 

stressed that the provision seeks to facilitate the canvass 

proceedings and the preparation of election returns which may 

not be achieved by Senator Estrada's suggestion in the sense 

that it could be time-consuming to rdetermine -' who is ranked
V ■ _ ' . *

next and to.; f.ind the wdtcher concerned. •
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On Section 3(5)/ page 2, line 24,. Senator Gonzales 

agreed to Senator Estrada’s suggestion to insert .after 

"Election*' the words "upon receipt of the final and executory 

decision or order of the Supreme Court"/ adding that it 

should reallyte .a final decision in order not to deprive any 

party of his right to appeal to the-Supreme Court.

On the definition of .a nuisance candidate/ Senator 

Gonzales stated that reference was made to Section 69 of 

Bat as Pambansa Big. .881 in order to avoid repetition.

INTERPELLATION OF S.ENAT6r EKRILE

On page 3/ replying to Senator Enrile’s inquiry whether 

he would accept an amendment to clarify the proviso appearing 

on lines 14 to 16 wh’ch seems to suggest that more than one 

watcher could be appointed by the parties who are entitled to 

.make . the • appointment despite the fact that . only one is 

allowed inside the polling place/ Senator Gonzales explained 

that under the proposed section/, every registered political 

party/ coalition of political parties and every candidate can 

appoint only one watcher in every polling place. However/ on 

the observation that the proviso is redundant/ Senator 

Gonzales manifested willingness to consider any proposal that 

would clarify the legislative intent. .

On Section 8/ , on the purpose of the phrase "giving 

preference to those with permanent 'appointments'’ considering 

that the government/ after all/ can give permanent 

appointments to all the teachers who' 'would serve during the 

elections^/ Senator Gonzales explained that one 'who holds a 

permanent appointment enjoys a security of tenure which is 

not enjoyed by one holding a temporary appointment.
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Senator. Enrile observed that the '' term 'giving

prarerence" suggests that the one appointing the'teachers’ who. 

will serve as laenibers of the board of election inspectors has 

v-he discretion to choose between public school teachers' who 

are permanent appointees and those who are not/ in which 

case/ the appointing authority/ for certain reasons/ might 

appoint people with temporary appointments. In view thereof/ 

he suggested the deletion Of the phrase "giving preference to 

those"■

Replying thereto/ Senator Gonsaies pointed out that in 

many instances/ there were not enough public school teachers 

with permanent appointments and those available only hold ■ 

temporary appointments. He agreed/ however/ that the matter' 

could be discussed at the proper time. ' ' '

INTERPELLATION OF SENATOR LAOREL

In reply to the query o.f Senator Laurel on v/hethar the 

constitutional mandate prohibiting political dynasties should 

be contained in - the proposed measure/ Senator Gonzales 

explained that there are two b^lls dealing 'with the 

elections/ a bill authored by Senator Guingona proposing 

electoral reforms in the nature of amendments to the Omnibus 

Election Code/ and- Senate Bill.No. 113 under consideration 

which merely provides additional rules governing the conduct 

of the first local, elections after the adoption of the 

Constitution, Ha pointed out.that the authors of Senate Bill 

No. 113 did not see.fit to include the anti-dynasty’ provision 

because as proposed in the bill authored by Senator Guingona/ 

it., would have a permanent characte.iT/ which hopefully would 

also be approved in time for the local elections.
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Senator Laurel informed the Body that he has filed a 

bill on kinship disclosure under which a candidate for an 

elective‘ office would have to disclose under oath his 

relationship within the third to fourth degree of affinity or 

consanguinity with any public official/ elected or apt;!»ointQd/ 

for the people to know that he is related to a member or 

members of a, family already in the government. He affirmed 

•••that the .■ purpose of Senate Bill No. 45 is not to ban 

relatives but merely to disclose to the people .and allow 

them-to -make the .choice after knowing the relationship.

Senatcc Gonzales stated that bills of ouch nature assume 

a oermanent character v/hich shall be1 applicable not only, to 

one election., but also to subsequent .elections.

On Senator Laui ■1.’s suggestion to include the disclosure 

provision in Section 9 of the proposed measure/ o'Dnatpr 

Gonzales stated that the matter could be discussod, with 

/Senator Guingona whose- bill also contains the .anti-dynasty

provision. ■

Senator Laurel explained that his bill merely seeks to 

let the candidate disclose his relationship with people in 

the government, so that the electorate may be informed- of tne 

candidate's kinship/ while the bill of Senator Guingona 

prohibits political dynasty/ in reply to which Senator 

Gonzales- stated that it may also work the )ther way because 

the people/Maay vote for a candidate upon knowing thau ha is a 

relative of a recognized political ' persohality/ thus 

defeating.the anti-dynasty provision.
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Senator Xaucel•pointed out/ however/ that it.is already 

the rasponsibi-li ty of the electorate that a candidate is 

elected despite their knowledge' of his relationship ^ with- 

somebody already in government. ' ■

In' reply/ Senator Gonzales stated that/ such being the 

intention/ it v;oulc require two documents/ naraaly/ 1) a 

verified statement of the candidate himself enumerating his 

relatives within the fourth degree' of consanguinity or 

affinity; and 2) a document to be published by the Coif.mission 

on Elections listing the candidates and their respective 

lives. . , ' _ ' . ^

senator Laurel stated that; his bill seeks to get a 

disclosure from candidates in a sworn' statement which shall 

be. filed with '.'the 'Coiaraission on Audit and the Commission vOn 

Elections/ to which Senator Gonzales replied that the
• ' 4 , . V

Coairaittee still has to' find the proper place for it and,/ if 

necessary/ create a new section tharafor.'

POINT-. OF' inFORMATIOW 01° SENATOR SAGUISAG

At this 'juncture/ Senator Saguisag informed the Body 

that the Commit toe on Ethics and Privileges . had just 

deliberated upon Senator Laurel's bill together v;ith S« Nos. .104 

and 34B as 'part of the consolidated bill on . ethical 

standards/ jwKich'-rnay" be reported out -next ' week. Ha 'pointed 

out that the Committee adopted the■provision requiring all 

candidates to disclose their ceiativas within the affected 

degrees. . ■, • ' ■ ,

.SUSPENSION- OF SESSION

The Chair suspended the session. 

It'was 5sl8 p.m.
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RESUMPTION OF SESSION

At 5s39 p,m./ the session v^as' resumed, -

, INTERPELLATION OF SENATOR MACEDA

Adverting to Section J.2, Article X of the Constitution 

upon which Section 2 of the proposed bill is based/ Senator 

Kaceda inquired if a uniforin provision can. be adopted which 

will either allow registered voters in,all highly urbanized 

cities td vote for provincial elective pfficiais^or disallow 

them, considering that the constitutional, provision is not 

clear or absolute, "• • • ’ ' , ,

Senator Gonzales, in reply, stated that the Committee is 

precisely recommending the setting up of ,a clear standard. 

He observed that there are Indeed differences between' a 

highly ■ urbanized city . and a ‘component city and the 

Constitution itself provides ' that a highly urbanised ca.tv is 

separate from the province 'within which it is located and 

therefore, no relationship exists betweenthese two either 

politically' or administratively 'foe'-which' reason he cannot see 

.why the registered voters thereof should be allowed to vote 

for provincial elective officials. On the other hand, he 

notec that there are too many small component cities which 

have direct',relationship with the provinces where they are 

located, in-which case,: the Local Government Code allows the 

governors of the provinces to exercise supervision over them 

and. therefore, there is reason ^ for the registered voters 

thereof to be • allov/od to vote for provincial elective 

officials, , ■ r*

• Kith respect to the second sentence of. Section 12, 

Article. K, Senator, Maceda noted a limitation in the phrase
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whoso charter contains no such prohibition"'■ which can 

actually dapriva, tha registarad votars of a component: . city 

the right to vote if such a prohibition is later on placad in’ 

the city charter. Likewise/ ha drew attention to the first
V* ■ '

part , of the' same provision which; states "whose charters 

prohitiit the voters from, voting for provincial elective 

officials" in which there can be a case of discrimination.• 

He observed that the right to vote. is. merely based on the 

charter which/ in the past/ could easily be passed through a 

local bill filed by the Congressman of tha pro'vdnce in which 

the city is located, ' ' . •

Senator Gonzales clarified that Section 2 of'S. Bill 113 

has one- policy which ha would be willing to submit to a- 

constitutional test. .He opined that Section 12/ Article X of 

the Constitution does not prohibit Congress from amending

this specific provision because it only assures that

' ■ ■ ' ' ' ' . ■- 1

registered voters of coaipoiient cities shall not be, deprived

of the,right to vote for provincial officials.

SenatoC' Gonzales confirmed the observation of Senator

W.ac5da that, provincial governors/ as v in’ the •;casd of; Batangas

and Laguna/ do' not have any authority over chartered cities

and/ therefore/ the registered voters in these places '.do not
■» .

vote in the election for provincial officials. However/ he 

admitted that in the case of Cebu City/ the registered voters 

do not vote in. the elections for provincial officials while 

those of iiandaue City could so vote.

; Senator Gonzales explained that while 'ha-- would rather 

have the same laws''apply to both highly urbanized cities and 

component cities/ the Constitution specifically, stipulates 

the difference between the two.

ti
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Replying to the query on the second paragraph of Section 2/ 

Senator Gonzales pointed out 'that should S« Bill No. 113 

become, a law, the city charter provisions disallowing the 

registered voters from voting for provincial officials v/ould 

be rendered meaningless.

Senator Maceda opined that once a city is chartered, its • 

political segregation from the province should be' maintained. 

However, in view of the constitutional provision, Senator 

Maceda pressed for a way to provide for a rule that will 

prohibit all. voters of the different cities from voting for • 

provincial officials and establish the complete independange 

of cities from the provincial government. In reply, Senator 

Gonzales explained that such a • proviso would be
' 4 I

unconstitutional.

INTERPELLATION OF SENATOR TANADA

On the matter of choosing'-a supervisor for the municipal 

board of canvassers formunicipalities with more than one 

school district. Senator Gonzales stated that a general rule 

has bean provided under the rule-making '-power of the COHELEC 

for such conditions obtaining in. each and every municipality 

that cannot, be foreseen. He added that the rule should 

always be consistent with but never repugnant to the 

express provision of the law. ... However, Senator Gonzales 

stated that he would welcome' amendments from' Senator Tahada 

to improve this provision. , 1
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On the'socond paragraph of Section 11(3)^ Senator Tanada 

opined ,that the phrase "and other chartered cities with more ^ 

than one representative district" is a surplusage inasmuch as 

■the Constitution .itself mentions, only Manila/ Quezon City/ 

Caloocan City, Davao City and Cebu City as the cities with 

mote • than one representative .district and that the, proposed 

■bill itself prohibits the classification of a city^as highly 

'urbanized within SO days prior, to the local election, in 

reply/ Senator Gonzales stated that- the said phrase nad been 

included abundante cautala/ or merely out of abundance p4.. • 

caution/ and■ agreed to its deletion during the period, of 

.amendments,

INTERPELLATION' OF' - SENATOR MERCADO .

Reolying to the query - of Senator Mercado/• Senator

'Gonzales affirmed that the probiera arising from the-delay in 

the appointment of watchers has' been, taken care of hinder 

Section 6 which states that "a duly signed appointment of a 

watcher shall entitle , him/her to recognition, by the Board of 

Election Inspectors and the exorcise of hi.s-, rights ^ ano

discharge of his duties as.such,' _

Therefore/ Senator Gonzales stressed that there is no 

necessity for such an appointment to be noted by the election 

registrar/ which notation could only be a source of delay.

On whether the parallel canvass/ aside from tne official 

canvass/ would , not just result in . duplication of functions 

and encumber too 'tnu.ch the officials concerned by dividing 

their attention .which could produce haphazard results/ 

Senator Gonzales stated that this is the most important 

electoral reform in the bill and it is not an ejcperimenu
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considering that this was done and expressly provided for by 

law before ' raar-tial lav/. He stressed that such provision 

would ensure a re-latively . cleant election because even before 

the official canvass taices place/ the people' already know 

what to expect inasiuuch as the votes would already be 

tabulated in a bulletin board ,and v/ould serve notice of 

something wrong if changes in the votes are made during the 

canvass. . . :

TSRMIMATIOW OF THE PERIOD OP lUTERPSLLAl'IONS

On motion of Senator ilercado/ there being no objection/ 

the Chair declared the period of interpeliationsclosed.-

SUSPEWSIOW OF CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE BILL NO. 113

On motion of Senator Mercado/• there being no objection/ 

the Body suspended the consideration of Senate Sill No/ 113.

ADJOURNMENT OF SESSION ’ ^ ♦

On motion of Senator Mercado/ there being no objection./ 

the Chair declared the ’session adjourned until four o'clock 

in the afternoon 5f the following day.

It was 6s02 p.ra. . \

T hereby certify to the correctness of the foregoing.
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