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**Title:** People of the Philippines vs. Victor Keith Fitzgerald, G.R. No. 146008

**Facts:**
1. **Arrest and Charges:**
– In September 1993, Victor Keith Fitzgerald, an Australian citizen, was accused of violating
Section 5(a)(5) of RA 7610 (Child Abuse Law) in Olongapo City. He allegedly used drugs to
seduce a 13-year-old girl, “AAA,” into prostitution.
– An information was filed against Fitzgerald in the RTC, Branch 75, Olongapo City, under
Criminal Case No. 422-94.

2. **Trial and Conviction:**
– After a trial, Fitzgerald was found guilty by the RTC on May 7, 1996. He was sentenced to
imprisonment ranging from 8 years and one day to 17 years, four months, and one day. He
was also ordered to indemnify the victim and barred from re-entering the country post-
incarceration.

3. **Denial of Bail:**
– Fitzgerald applied for bail, which the RTC denied on August 1, 1996, citing having a high
risk of flight and potential for committing similar offenses.

4. **Appeal to CA:**
– Fitzgerald appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which affirmed the RTC decision with
modified penalties on September 27, 1999. He later filed a Motion for New Trial based on
new evidence claims.

5. **CA Grants New Trial:**
– On August 25, 2000, the CA granted the motion, remanding the case to the RTC for new
evidence reception. The People’s motion for reconsideration was denied.

6. **Subsequent Bail Applications:**
– Fitzgerald filed several motions, including Motion to Fix Bail, which was initially denied by
the CA on November 13, 2000, on grounds that evidence of his guilt was still strong.

7. **CA Grants Bail:**
– On August 31, 2001, the CA, considering Fitzgerald’s old age and health, granted him bail
of Php 100,000.00 for temporary liberty, mandating he remain in the country.

8. **Petition to the Supreme Court:**
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– The People petitioned the Supreme Court, challenging the CA’s grant of bail, arguing the
evidence of guilt remained strong, and questioning the CA’s jurisdiction post-remand.

**Issues:**
1. **Jurisdiction of CA Post-Remand:**
–  Whether  the  CA  retained  jurisdiction  to  act  on  Fitzgerald’s  bail  application  after
remanding the case to the RTC for a new trial.

2. **Entitlement to Bail:**
– Whether the CA erred in granting bail based on health and age considerations despite
strong evidence of guilt and a high potential risk of flight or recidivism.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Jurisdiction:**
– The Supreme Court  held that when the CA remanded the case to the RTC for new
evidence reception, it retained appellate jurisdiction. Thus, the CA was still in authority to
act on incidental matters like bail applications.

2. **Grant of Bail:**
–  The  Supreme  Court  found  the  CA’s  grant  of  bail  improper  as  the  CA  disregarded
substantive and procedural requirements on bail. Despite finding strong evidence of guilt,
the  CA  granted  bail  based  solely  on  Fitzgerald’s  age  and  health,  without  proper
substantiation that imprisonment posed a serious risk to his life or health.

**Doctrine:**

1. **Right to Bail and Judicial Discretion:**
– The right to bail arises from the presumption of innocence but is discretionary, especially
for serious offenses when evidence of guilt is strong.

2. **Appellate Jurisdiction on Remand:**
– When granting a new trial, a CA retains jurisdiction and authority over the case and its
incidents, even as it delegates specific functions like evidence reception to the lower court.

3. **Substantive Grounds for Bail:**
– Illness or old age alone are insufficient grounds for bail if evidence of guilt is strong and
the risk of flight or recidivism exists unless special circumstances warrant otherwise.

**Class Notes:**
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1. **Key Elements and Concepts:**
– **Right to Bail:** Under the 1987 Philippine Constitution, Section 13, Article III.
–  **Discretionary Bail  (Rule 114):**  Sections 4 and 5 dictate bail  rules for  non-capital
offenses and post-conviction scenarios.
– **Evidence of Guilt Standard:** Bail may be denied if the evidence is strong and other
factors like flight risk exist.

2. **Statutory Provisions:**
– **1987 Constitution, Art III, Sec 13:** No person shall be denied bail except those charged
with offenses punishable  by reclusion perpetua or  life  imprisonment when evidence is
strong.
– **Rule 114, Rules of Court, Sec 5:**
– Bail may be denied if the evidence of guilt is strong.
– Bail post-conviction exceeding six years imprisonment subject to conditions mentioning
recidivism, flight risk, etc.

**Historical Background:**

This case is set against the backdrop of the Philippine legal system’s stringent measures
against  child  exploitation,  reinforcing  RA  7610’s  protective  measures.  Historically,  it
underscores the judiciary’s balance between safeguarding individual rights and protecting
vulnerable child victims. The decision also highlights evolving jurisprudence on the right to
bail, factoring in human rights and exceptional circumstances.


