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KAPUNAN, J.:

In a letter complaint dated 18 November 1996 addressed to the Court, Acela P. Leonor asked that proper
disciplinary action be taken against respondent Vilma B. Delfin, Clerk of Court 111, Municipal Trial Circuit Court,
Branch V, Bacolod City.

The alegations of the letter-complaint[1] are as follows:

On the suggestion of afriend, | went to Mrs. Vilma B. Delfin in her Office at the ground floor of the Hall of
Justice Building, Bacolod City on August 22, 1996. | presented to her the problem concerning errors in the
birth certificate of my son, Roscoe Leonor Deles, Jr., whose papers for employment in Japan was being
processed, and if the said errors may be corrected, as not to delay my son’s trip for work in Japan.

Mrs. Delfin assured me that it could be done within one and a half month’s time, but it would be costly. After
explaining to her that | could not afford the amount she mentioned, her charge was lowered to P6,000.00. Since
| was of course in a hurry also that correction of the birth certificate of my son be made and | had only
P2,000.00 with me, | tendered the said amount to Mrs. Delfin, for which she gave me a receipt, copy attached
asAnnex “A”, and assured me that the petition should be prepared and filed.

On August 27, 1996, | paid another P2,000.00 to Mrs. Delfin, as shown by copy of her handwritten receipt
hereto attached as Annex “B”. On September 16, 1996, | sent to her P1000 and on September 18, 1996, the
full payment. Copies of the receipts of Mrs. Delfin are hereto attached as Annexes “C” and “D”, respectively.
All the time, we were under the impression that the petition was filed with and pending in court.

On October 15, 1996, my son Roscoe, Jr. was advised that his visa was already ready. Thus, on the following
day, October 16, 1996, he went to Mrs. Delfin in her office at the Hall of Justice in Bacolod City for his
corrected birth certificate. She told my son it was good that he was the one who came, because it was difficult
with me, since, according to her, | am not a college graduate. No petition, nor corrected birth certificate, was
given by Mrs. Delfin to my son.

In view thereof, on October 17, 1996, | went to Mrs. Delfin and asked for a copy of the petition she filed, so
even that petition alone could be availed of by my son. She gave me a carbon origina copy of a 3-page
petition, copy attached as Annex “E”. However, the petition does not have any case or rather prayer. Although
Mrs. Delfin had told me before that this case was raffled on October 4, 1996 and assigned to branch 45, RTC
and set for hearing on December 12, 1996, it was only after | left Mrs. Delfin on October 17, 1996 that she
filed the subject petition, which appears without prayer of what reliefs the court should grant.

In the light of the foregoing, we withdrew the petition and demanded from Mrs. Delfin return of the amounts
paid to her. However, she refunded to us only P3,635.00, as shown by copy of the receipt my son signed,
which is hereto attached as Annex “F”.
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The aforementioned facts show that Mrs. Delfin’s conduct do not conform with what is required of her as an
officer of the court. She has not been honest in her dealing with me. She deceived us into believing that, in
accordance with her assurance, the petition for correction of the entries in the birth record of my son was,
indeed, properly prepared and filed, when, in truth and in fact, it was not. She has caused us so much pain and
injury and, unless appropriate sanctions are taken against her, the same acts may be repeated.

In aResolution dated 17 March 1997, the Court required respondent to comment on the letter-complaint.[2]
In her comment,[3] respondent alleged, among others, that:

Respondent did not solicits (sic) the complainant’s retainership. She came to respondent on a referral.
Respondent did not know complainant. Complainant needed help in the filing of a petition in behalf of her son
to correct the entry in the record of birth. After assessing the nature of the petition, respondent was of the mind
that it was not cognizable by the Municipal Trial Court in Cities of which she is the Clerk of Court 1l of
Branch 5.

Complainant’s indictment that “Mrs. Delfin’s conduct do not conform with what is required of her as an
officer of the court of appear off tangent. Respondent went out to her way to help. It was not part of her officia
duty as Clerk of Court I11.

Respondent advised complainant that she need a lawyer to handle the petition and the obtaining rate of a
counsel’s fee was from package P10,000.00 to P12,000.00 When complainant admitted she could not afford
the fee, respondent asked her if a package fee of P6,000 (for publication fee, filing, and etc.) would be within
her means, complainant said in the affirmative provided that she paid on installment. Respondent did this
because she would prevail upon her husband, now a private law practitioner, to handle the petition to
accommodate and held complainant.

Complainant also claims that respondent was dishonest in dealing with her. Not true. There is no truth that
respondent assured complainant that it would only take one and one half (1-1/2) months to have the petition
heard and decided by the court. Respondent made no such assurance. The petition required publication for
three (3) consecutive weeks. For the hearing of the petition shall not be within thirty (30) days prior to an
election nor within four (4) months after the last publication of the notice”.

(Sec. 3, Rule 103 Rules of Court). Respondent knew this and knowing it, she could not have made such a
whimsical and fantastical assurance! Was respondent motivated to deceived (sic) complainant? For what? For
the staggered and parsimonious fee of P6,000.00 which included publication fee, filing fee etc.? Respondent
has been ajudicial employee for around 36 years. In all this time, no stigma has sullied her name and integrity.
S0 as to the time frame of the petition, it could only be due to misconception or miscommunication because
except for doting concern of complainant for her son who allegedly was going to work abroad, there was pretty
little to commend her by way of understanding the requisite time involved in the preparation and hearing of the
petition. As a layman it was understandable. However, complainant seemed to be of a different breed from
those not conversant with workings of procedural rules. She wanted the petition accomplished in a jiffy,
oblivious to the fact of her financial constraints even in meeting the basic expenses of the petition.

On August 28, 1996, a day after her second installment of P2,000.00, the petition was finalized, subscribed by
petitioner on September 4, 1994. Complainant had still to pay the balance of P2,000.00 which was paid
P1,000.00 on September 16, 1996 and P1,000.00 on September 18, 1996. After completing the annexes of the
petition, the same was filed on October 23, 1996 (Annex “A” of Comment).

On October 30, 1996, petitioner Roscoe Leonor Deles, Jr. withdrew his petition. His written request to
withdraw his petition “because | no longer needed the same is Annex “A” of this comment and the Motion to
Withdraw Petition and the Order of the Court granting the withdrawal “on the ground that petitioner is no
longer interested in pursuing the case, is Annex “D” and “E” of this Comment.
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Then as an after thought, complainant filed her letter complaint on November 18, 1996, or after petitioner on
his own voalition, withdraw his petition on October 30, 1996 and got his refund “relieving his counsel of any
responsibility in relation thereto.” This should have put a fitting denouement to this matter. To respondent, the
act of the complainant is uncharitable.

In a Resolution dated 8 July 1998, the Court resolved to require the Office of the Court Administrator to docket
the complaint as an administrative case; and the respondent to manifest to the Court whether she is submitting the
case for decision on the basis of the pleading already filed.[4] Respondent submitted a manifestation in the
affirmative, stating that she “honestly believes that the ‘Comment’ dated April 21, 1997 submitted to he
Honorable Tribunal in her defense would be sufficient basis upon which the aforestated case be resolved.”[5]

In a Resolution dated 30 September 1998, the Court referred the case to the Office of the Court Administrator for
evauation, report and recommendation.[ 6]

On 19 January 1999, the Office of the Court Administrator made the following findings and recommendation:

On the charge that respondent committed deception, the record shows that every expense made by respondent
was properly receipted and the balance duly returned to the complainant. The alegation that respondent led
complainant to believe that the petition would be finished within one and a half (1-1/2) monthsis not supported
by evidence and thus should be disregarded.

It is our proposition however that respondent should never have involved herself in atransaction as that which
transpired between her and the complainant since this decidedly creates the unsavory impression that she is
taking advantage of her position to solicit cases and act as agent of a fixer for her lawyer-husband. That she
received money directly from complainant is highly improper, even if this was “to be given to her husband”. If
at all, she should have told complainant to pay directly to the lawyer and not through her. Respondent should
avoid all circumstances in which she might be accused of using her office to gather prospective clients for her
husband, even if done in good faith, for this taints the integrity of the court.

XXX

Premises considered, we respectfully submit for the consideration of the Honorable Court our
recommendations that: a) this case be docketed as an administrative matter, and, b) Clerk of Court I11 VilmaB.
Delfin, MTCC, Branch 5, Bacolod City be FINED the sum of P2,000.00 for gross misconduct by offering the
professional services of her lawyer-husband to a court user seeking advice form her at her office and directly
dealing with the client of her husband and be REMINDED that the conduct of each employee of a court of
justice, must at all times be characterized with propriety, decorum and be above suspicion.[7]

We agree with the findings and recommendations of the Office of the Court Administrator. The conduct of each
employee of acourt of justice must, at all times, not only be characterized with propriety and decorum, but above
al else, be above suspicion.[8] Enlisting clients on behalf of her husband lawyer and acting as a collecting agent
for him are not part of her duties as Branch Clerk of Court, especially when done during official time, are highly
improper and constitute grave misconduct.

ACCORDINGLY, as recommended by the Office of the Court Administrator, respondent Vilma B. Delfin is
found guilty of gross misconduct and is FINED in the amount of Two Thousand Pesos (P2,000.00). She is also
warned that a repetition of the same or similar offense will be dealt with more severely.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, Pardo, and Y nares-Santiago, JJ. concur. Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman) on official leave.

[1] Rallo, pp. 1-2.
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[2] 1d., at 10.

[3] Id., at 12-13.

[4] 1d., at 77.

[5] Id., at 79.

[6] Id., at 80.

[7] I1d., at 83-84.

[8] Sy v. Cruz, 250 SCRA 639, 643 (1995).

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 5
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.M. No. P-98-1274 (Formerly A.M. No. OCA IPI No. 97-229-10). Se...

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 5
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



