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### Title:
Baylon v. Judge Sison: Scrutiny on Judicial Discretion in Granting Bail

### Facts:
The case initiated by Alicia A. Baylon, the City Prosecutor of Dagupan City, accused Judge
Deodoro J. Sison of judicial misconduct regarding the grant of bail for the accused in a
double  murder  case,  Criminal  Case  No.  D-10678.  The  information  charged  several
individuals with double murder, filed on October 24, 1991, and was raffled to Judge Sison.
The  accused filed  for  a  petition  for  reinvestigation  on  November  8,  1991,  which  was
granted,  setting the deadline for  resolution until  December 23,  1991.  The prosecution
concluded the reinvestigation on March 31, 1992, and a petition for review filed by the
accused was dismissed on May 8, 1992.

However, during the reinvestigation period, the accused also filed a petition for bail on
December  21,  1991,  with  a  hearing  requested  for  December  23,  1991.  Despite  the
prosecution’s opposition, Judge Sison granted bail on the day of the hearing, relying on
affidavits and a position paper submitted by the accused, claiming no objection from the
prosecution. The prosecution’s motion for reconsideration was denied on January 10, 1992.

### Issues:
1. Whether the prosecution was given adequate notice of the petition for bail.
2. Whether Judge Sison committed grave abuse of discretion in granting bail without a
proper hearing.
3. Whether the procedural due process was violated in the granting of bail.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court found Judge Deodoro J. Sison guilty of gross ignorance of the law and
grave abuse of discretion. The Court noted that the prosecution was not given adequate
notice of the hearing for the bail petition, violating procedural requirements. The Court
emphasized that bail in a capital offense requires a hearing to determine the strength of
evidence against the accused, which was not properly conducted. Judge Sison relied on
insufficient evidence without allowing the prosecution to present its case or cross-examine
witnesses  effectively.  The  orders  granting  bail  and  denying  its  reconsideration  were
previously annulled by the Court of Appeals. The Supreme Court imposed a fine of P20,000
on Judge Sison and issued a stern warning against similar misconduct.

### Doctrine:
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1. **Procedural Due Process in Bail Hearings**: This case reinforces the principle that the
prosecution must  be given adequate notice and an opportunity  to  present  evidence in
hearings for bail  petitions,  especially in capital  offenses.  The hearing serves as a vital
mechanism to ensure the procedural rights of all parties are respected.
2. **Judicial Discretion**: The exercise of judicial discretion in granting bail must be based
on a thorough evaluation of evidence presented during a duly conducted hearing. Discretion
must be exercised within the confines of the law and procedural rules, not on whim or
caprice.

### Class Notes:
–  **Key  Elements**:  Adequate  notice  for  hearings,  the  requirement  of  a  hearing  to
determine bail in capital offenses, the right of the prosecution to present evidence and
cross-examine witnesses, proper exercise of judicial discretion.
– **Relevant Legal Provisions**: Section 4, Rule 15, and Section 4, Rule 114 of the Rules of
Court  concerning  notice  requirements  and  conditions  for  granting  bail  in  non-bailable
offenses.
– **Application**: This case illustrates the importance of strict adherence to procedural
rules in bail hearings to protect the rights of both the accused and the prosecution and
ensure fair judicial proceedings.

### Historical Background:
This  case highlights  the challenges in  the Philippine judicial  system’s  handling of  bail
proceedings,  particularly regarding procedural due process and the exercise of judicial
discretion. It underscores the Judiciary’s efforts to uphold the rule of law and judicial ethics
in the face of criticism and potential misconduct.


