G.R. No. 131909. February 18, 1999 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:**
People of the Philippines v. Hon. Alfredo Cabral, Presiding Judge, RTC, Branch 30,
Camarines Sur, and Roderick Odiamar

*Facts:**

- *Tuly 20, 1994:** Cecille Buenafe, the rape victim, rode in a jeep driven by accused
Roderick Odiamar for what she thought was a joy ride. They went to Pilapil Beach resort
instead of her intended destination.

- *uly 21, 1994:** Cecille alleged that she was raped by Roderick Odiamar. According to
her, she was forced to drink gin, inhale marijuana smoke, and later sexually assaulted
without physical violence but under duress and induced weakness.

- ¥**Following the Incident:** Cecille had herself examined by Dr. Josephine Decena who
found a healed laceration in her hymen and questioned the freshness and relevance of the

injury.

Procedural Posture:

- **Initial Hearing:** Accused Odiamar filed for bail on the basis that the evidence against
him was not strong. The Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Camarines Sur, Branch 30, through
Judge Cabral, granted bail set at P30,000.00.

- **May 10 & May 15, 1995:** The prosecution filed motions to recall and invalidate the bail
order, which were denied by RTC.

- **Court of Appeals:** The prosecution appealed to the CA, seeking a preliminary
injunction to stay the bail order, but the CA upheld RTC’s findings, noting no grave abuse of
discretion by the RTC.

- *Supreme Court:** The Office of the Solicitor General disagreed and elevated the matter
to the Supreme Court on grounds of grave abuse of discretion by both RTC and CA.

**[ssues:**

1. Whether the Court of Appeals acted with grave abuse of discretion in upholding the RTC’s
decision to grant bail.

2. Whether the evidence of guilt against Roderick Odiamar was strong enough to deny bail.

**Court’s Decision:**

- *0n Grave Abuse of Discretion:** The Supreme Court found that the RTC gravely abused
its discretion by failing to include critical evidence in its summary and misapplying criminal
law doctrines. Specifically, significant testimonies and psychiatric evaluations were
disregarded.
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- *0On Evidence of Guilt:** The Court concluded that the evidence presented, including
expert testimony regarding psychological trauma and an offer of compromise by the
accused (implying guilt), were strong and clear indicators of the accused’s guilt.

**Doctrine:**

1. The RTC must comprehensively include all vital evidence in its summary when
determining the strength of the evidence for bail hearings.

2. An offer of compromise by an accused in a criminal case can be considered an implicit
admission of guilt.

3. The credibility of the victim must be evaluated holistically including psychological
evidence and lack of motive to falsely accuse.

**Class Notes:**

- **Bail in Capital Offenses:** As per Section 13, Article III of the 1987 Constitution, bail is
not a right when evidence of guilt is strong for crimes punishable by reclusion perpetua or
death.

- **Judicial Discretion:** Exercise of judicial discretion on bail matters must be guided by
law and must include due process and the consideration of all evidence presented by the
prosecution.

- **Evident Proof:** Defined as clear evidence leading to the conclusion that the offense was
committed and that the accused is guilty.

““Verbatim Citations: "

- Section 13, Article III, 1987 Constitution.

- Section 7, Rule 114, Rules of Court.

- Montalbo v. Santamaria, 54 Phil. 955

- Borinaga v. Tamin, 226 SCRA 206

**Historical Background:**

The case highlights the Philippines’ legal process concerning bail applications in cases
involving serious crimes like rape. This landmark decision underscores the judiciary’s duty
to meticulously evaluate evidence when the accused seeks provisional liberty in heinous
crimes. The backdrop of the decision emphasizes balancing the rights of the accused against
ensuring justice for victims of grave offenses.
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