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### Title
**Regional State Prosecutor Francisco Q. Aurillo, Jr. vs. Judges Getulio M. Francisco and
Pedro S. Espina**

### Facts
**1.  Initiation  of  Criminal  Cases**:  Two  criminal  cases  were  filed  by  Regional  State
Prosecutor Francisco Q. Aurillo, Jr.:
– Criminal Case No. 93-01-38 (People vs. Cristeta Reyes) for Murder
– Criminal Case No. 93-01-39 (People vs. Jane C. Go) for Parricide

**2. Warrants of Arrest and Bail**: On February 17, 1993, Judge Getulio M. Francisco issued
warrants of arrest for the accused in both cases and fixed bail at P100,000.00 per accused.

**3. Prosecutor’s Objections**: Prosecutor Aurillo objected, stressing that the prosecution,
which recommended no bail, was not notified, violating procedural due process.

**4. Request for Inhibition and Re-Raffle**: Prosecutor Aurillo requested Judge Francisco to
inhibit himself from the cases; the cases were re-raffled to Judge Pedro Espina, despite
objections based on alleged bias.

**5.  Additional  Allegations**:  Complaints  were  further  raised against  Judge Espina  for
granting bail in another case without hearing the prosecution and for fraternizing with a
Tacloban City law firm, potentially affecting his impartiality.

**6. Comments from Judges**: Judges Francisco and Espina submitted their comments.
Judge Francisco defended his discretion in fixing bail without a motion or hearing; Espina
denied handling the cases at the point of bail decisions.

**7. OCA’s Findings**: The Office of the Court Administrator (OCA) reported that Judge
Francisco ignored established laws requiring hearings before granting bail in capital cases,
amounting to serious misconduct and gross ignorance of the law. Judge Espina was found
not guilty regarding bail decisions but was advised to avoid fraternizing with law firms to
prevent suspicion.

### Issues
**1. Whether Judge Francisco committed grave abuse of authority by granting bail without a
hearing.**

**2. Whether the procedural due process rights of the prosecution were violated by granting
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bail without its participation.**

**3. Whether Judge Espina was guilty of granting undue advantage by allowing bail without
a hearing and fraternization with a law firm.**

### Court’s Decision
**1. Grave Abuse of Authority by Judge Francisco**:
– The Supreme Court found that Judge Francisco erred by fixing bail without a hearing,
violating procedural due process requirements.
– A hearing is necessary for the prosecution to present evidence that the evidence of guilt is
strong, especially in capital offense cases.

**2. Violation of Prosecution’s Rights**:
– The Court asserted that procedural due process requires the prosecution to be heard
before a judge decides on bail in capital cases.
– Judge Francisco’s decision deprived the prosecution of its right to oppose bail, which
constitutes a serious misconduct.

**3. Charges Against Judge Espina**:
– Judge Espina was not found guilty regarding the handling of bail as he did not participate
in the initial bail decision.
– However, he was admonished to be more circumspect in his dealings with law firms to
maintain impartiality and the public’s confidence.

### Doctrine
**1. Hearing Requirement for Bail in Capital Offenses**:
– Before granting bail in capital cases, a court must hold a hearing to determine if the
evidence of guilt is strong (Rule 114, Sec. 6 and 15, Rules of Court).

**2. Prosecutorial Right to Due Process**:
– The prosecution has the right to be heard in bail applications for offenses punishable by
reclusion perpetua or death, ensuring fair hearings and judicial decisions.

### Class Notes
– **Key Elements**:
–  **Hearing for  Bail**:  Required for  capital  offenses  to  determine the strength of  the
evidence.
– **Due Process for Prosecution**: Protections ensuring prosecution’s participation in bail
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applications.
–  **Judicial  Misconduct**:  Granting bail  without  the necessary hearing is  a  neglect  of
judicial duties.

– **Citations**:
– **Rule 114, Sec. 5**: Burden of proof at bail hearings.
– **Rule 114, Sec. 15**: Notice to prosecution for bail hearings.
– **People vs. Dacudao, 170 SCRA 489**: Establishes the necessity of a hearing for bail in
capital offense cases.

### Historical Background
**Judiciary Procedures**: In the 1990s, judicial processes emphasized strict adherence to
procedural laws to ensure fairness and uphold the integrity of the legal system. This case
highlights  the ongoing effort  to  maintain judicial  accountability  and the importance of
following  established  procedural  norms,  critically  evaluating  judicial  discretion,  and
safeguarding  the  due  process  rights  of  all  parties  involved.


