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**Title:**
Sally D. Bongalonta vs. Atty. Pablito M. Castillo and Alfonso M. Martija

**Facts:**
1. **Initial Complaints:** Sally Bongalonta filed:
– Criminal Case No. 7653-55 for estafa against the spouses Luisa and Solomer Abuel in the
Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Pasig.
– Civil Case No. 56934, obtaining a writ of preliminary attachment against real property in
Pasig, Rizal, registered with TCT No. 38374 under the Abuels’ name.

2. **Legal Representation:**
– Atty. Pablito Castillo represented the Abuel spouses in the aforementioned criminal and
civil cases.

3. **Subsequent Case:**
– Gregorio Lantin filed Civil Case No. 58650 for collection of a sum of money based on a
promissory note against the Abuel spouses. Atty. Alfonso Martija represented Lantin.
–  Due to the Abuel’s  failure to  respond,  they were declared in default,  resulting in  a
judgment by default and levy on the same property attached by Bongalonta.

4. **Conflicting Details:**
– Both Atty. Castillo and Atty. Martija used the same address, PTR, and IBP receipt number
in court filings, suggesting collaboration to thwart the satisfaction of Bongalonta’s potential
judgment.

5. **IBP Resolution:**
– The IBP found that Bongalonta’s levy was superior (dated February 7, 1989) to Lantin’s
(dated October 18, 1989).
– Atty. Castillo was negligent, using Martija’s IBP receipt number, leading to his suspension
recommendation.
– Complaint against Atty. Martija was dismissed due to lack of evidence.

**Issues:**
1. **Conflict of Interest and Scheme:**
– Did Atty. Castillo and Atty. Martija represent conflicting interests and abet a fraudulent
scheme to frustrate Bongalonta’s judgment execution?

2. **Negligence and Falsehood in Professional Conduct:**
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– Was Atty.  Castillo’s use of  Atty.  Martija’s IBP receipt number through negligence or
falsehood punishable?

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Conflict of Interests and Abetment (Bongalonta’s Claim):**
– The Court found no basis to support the claim that Castillo and Martija were involved in a
coordinated  scheme  to  frustrate  Bongalonta’s  judgment.  They  were  not  representing
conflicting interests  since the cases were independent even if  they led to coincidental
consequences.

2. **Negligence/Fraud in Professional Conduct:**
– Atty. Castillo’s use of Atty. Martija’s IBP number, whether due to negligence or intent, was
a violation. The court underscored lawyers’ obligation to maintain honesty and accuracy in
their professional duties.

**Doctrine:**
–  **Professional  Responsibility:**  “The  practice  of  law  is  not  a  right  but  a  privilege
contingent upon continuing adherence to legal ethics, including honesty and candor.”
–  **Lawyer’s  Oath  and  Conduct:**  Lawyers  must  avoid  any  falsehood  and  ensure  all
professional dues and identifications are diligently observed and updated.

**Class Notes:**
– **Key Elements:**
–  Conflict  of  Interest:  Demonstrated by shared details  and collaborative representation
potentially indicating unethical behavior.
– Professional Due Diligence: Obligation to maintain accurate and up-to-date records of bar
membership dues and official receipts.
–  Judicial  Expectations:  Courts  demand  full  honesty  and  transparency  from  legal
practitioners.
– **Statutory Provisions:**
– **Lawyer’s Oath:** Sworn commitment to avoid falsehoods in court.
– **Code of Professional Responsibility:** Enforces standards for maintaining integrity and
honesty in legal practice.

**Historical Background:**
The case occurred in a context where the integrity of legal practice was under scrutiny,
highlighting the importance of procedural compliance and ethical behavior. The judgment
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reflects ongoing efforts in the Philippines legal system to enforce ethical standards and
professional  discipline  among  lawyers,  ensuring  that  legal  representation  upholds  the
principles of honesty and justice. The judiciary’s firm stance implicates a broader historical
endeavor to foster trust in legal institutions and maintain public confidence in the legal
profession.


