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**Title:** Pio Duran vs. Salvador Abad Santos (G.R. No. L-236, October 12 and October 15,
1945)

**Facts:** Pio Duran, a Filipino, was detained as a political prisoner in the New Bilibid
Prison,  Muntinlupa,  Rizal,  for  over  three  months  without  any  formal  information  filed
against him. Duran lodged a petition with the People’s Court seeking release on bail, with
the Solicitor General recommending a provisional bail of P35,000. Special Prosecutor V. D.
Carpio represented the Solicitor General during the hearing and, while not revealing details
of the evidence due to confidentiality as stated by military authorities, recounted Duran’s
affiliations and actions during the Japanese occupation as well-known facts.  Ultimately,
respondent Judge Salvador Abad Santos of the People’s Court denied Duran’s petition for
bail, citing the gravity of the charges that could warrant capital punishment.

**Procedural Posture:** Following the denial of his petition for bail by the People’s Court
and subsequent refusal for reconsideration, Duran brought a certiorari proceeding to the
Supreme Court challenging the orders of the People’s Court on the grounds that they were a
blatant infraction of the Philippine Constitution and Commonwealth Act No. 682, specifically
Section 19 granting courts the discretion to release political prisoners on bail.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the detainee’s right to bail was unconstitutionally denied.
2. Whether Section 19 of Commonwealth Act No. 682 grants the People’s Court discretion to
deny bail to political detainees unconditionally.

**Court’s Decision:**
1.  The  Supreme  Court  found  that  the  People’s  Court  did  not  transgress  Duran’s
constitutional right to bail. Referring to Section 19 of Commonwealth Act No. 682, the Court
emphasized that the decision to grant bail is discretional except in cases where strong
evidence  exists  for  the  commission  of  a  capital  offense.  In  Duran’s  case,  the  alleged
historical facts recounted by the Special Prosecutor indicated serious offenses that might
incur capital punishment, hence falling within the exception where bail could be rightfully
denied.

2.  On the issue of  discretion,  the Court  ruled that  the People’s  Court  indeed had the
discretion to grant or deny bail, subject to the mandate in Section 19 of the Commonwealth
Act that political prisoners may be released on bail, unless the court finds strong evidence of
the commission of a capital offense, in which case no bail can be granted.
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**Doctrine:** The Philippine Constitution provides that all persons shall, before conviction,
be bailable by sufficient sureties, except those charged with capital offenses when evidence
of guilt is strong. The discretion of the Court to grant or deny bail hinges on the presence of
strong evidence of commission of a capital offense.

**Class Notes:**
1. The right to bail – Constitutionally, all persons are entitled to bail prior to conviction,
except in cases of capital offenses with strong evidence of guilt.
2. Judicial discretion – Courts possess discretion in matters of granting bail, but this power
is limited and must be exercised within constitutional and statutory boundaries.
3.  Provisional  release –  Under  certain  conditions,  courts  can grant  provisional  release
subject to the judicial exercise of discretion guided by evidence.

**Historical  Background:**  The  case  presents  the  harsh  realities  faced  by  individuals
alleged  to  have  collaborated  with  the  enemy  during  the  Japanese  occupation  of  the
Philippines in World War II. Amidst the transition from military to civil authority following
the end of the occupation, the nascent legal system of the Commonwealth government
grappled with balancing individual rights with the demands of public security and justice for
wartime collaboration. This period marked a critical phase as the Philippines moved towards
full sovereignty and democratic restoration post-war, navigating the legacy of occupation
and the challenge of holding collaborators accountable within the boundaries of due process
and the rule of law.


