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**Title:** Judge Nimfa P. Sitaca vs. Atty. Diego M. Palomares: A Case of Alleged Legal
Misconduct in the Submission of Falsified Bail Bond

**Facts:**
In September 1997, amidst the proceedings of Criminal Case No. RTC-1503 for murder held
at the Regional Trial  Court (RTC) of Ozamis City,  Branch 35, presided over by Acting
Presiding Judge Nimfa Penaco-Sitaca, a notable incident unfolded involving Atty. Diego M.
Palomares, Jr. Atty. Palomares, aiming to secure the release of his son, Dunhill Palomares,
the accused in the murder case, submitted a bail bond amounting to P200,000.00. This
document was allegedly authorized by the late Judge Nazar U. Chavez of RTC Branch 18,
Cagayan de Oro City, and included an order of release from Clerk of Court Atty. Glenn Peter
C. Baldado. This led to the accused’s release upon Judge Sitaca’s approval.

Subsequent inquiries by Atty. Roy P. Murallon, the Clerk of Court for RTC Ozamis, unveiled
the spurious nature of the bail bond – neither authorized nor documented in the official
records of Cagayan de Oro’s RTC Branch 18. Coupled with Atty. Baldado’s disavowal of the
bond’s existence and his rebuff of any approval by Judge Chavez, the document’s legitimacy
was seriously questioned.

Atty. Palomares defended his actions by tracing the bail bond’s procurement back to a
request made to Bentley House International Corporation’s officials, which eventually led to
William Guialani furnishing the bail release order. The administrative disbarment complaint
by Judge Sitaca against Atty. Palomares was catalyzed by his unsatisfactory explanation,
propelling the case to the Supreme Court through a resolution on 2nd August 2000 and
subsequent  referral  to  the  Integrated  Bar  of  the  Philippines  (IBP)  for  preliminary
investigation on 19 March 2003.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the bail  bond and the order of release presented by Atty.  Palomares were
falsified.
2. The level of accountability of Atty. Palomares in the submission of the falsified bail bond
and order of release.
3.  Procedural  adherence in  the  handling  of  the  administrative  complaint  against  Atty.
Palomares.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court did not directly address the substance of the allegations against Atty.
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Palomares,  focusing  instead  on  procedural  discrepancies  in  the  investigative  process
conducted by the Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP). It highlighted the absence of a
comprehensive investigation as mandated by the prescribed rules of procedure outlined in
Rule 139-B of the Rules of Court. Consequently, the Court remanded the case to the IBP for
further investigation and resolution, emphasizing the necessity for expedited proceedings.

**Doctrine:**
The  Supreme  Court’s  decision  reinforces  the  doctrinal  emphasis  on  procedural  due
diligence  and  the  adherence  to  outlined  procedural  frameworks  in  the  disciplinary
investigation of legal practitioners. The ruling underscores the fundamental principle that
even  in  administrative  proceedings  aimed  at  ensuring  the  ethical  compliance  of  legal
professionals,  the  rules  of  procedure  established  by  the  Court  must  be  meticulously
followed.

**Class Notes:**
–  **Legal  Ethics  and  Misconduct  Investigations:**  The  case  illustrates  the  procedural
journey from the filing of a disbarment complaint to the Supreme Court’s oversight of the
investigative process, emphasizing the importance of following prescribed procedural steps.
– **Role of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP):** This case underpins the IBP’s role
in investigating complaints against its members, as guided by Rule 139-B of the Rules of
Court, stressing the necessity of adherence to protocol to ensure fairness and thoroughness.
– **Importance of Procedural Compliance:** Highlights the Supreme Court’s insistence on
procedural  rules being followed to the letter in administrative investigations to ensure
justice and equitable treatment of all parties involved.

**Historical Background:**
This case provides a noteworthy discourse on the mechanisms in place for addressing
allegations of professional misconduct within the Philippines’ legal community, particularly
the  pivotal  role  of  the  Integrated  Bar  of  the  Philippines  and  the  Supreme  Court  in
maintaining  ethical  standards  and  discipline.  It  underlines  the  judiciary’s  unwavering
commitment to uphold integrity  and accountability  through strict  procedural  oversight,
reflecting the evolving landscape of legal ethics and professional responsibility.


