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**Case Title:** Palm vs. Iledan (Disbarment Case)

—

**Facts:**

Rebecca  J.  Palm,  President  of  Comtech  Worldwide  Solutions  Philippines,  initiated  a
disbarment  procedure  against  Atty.  Felipe  Iledan,  Jr.,  accusing  him  of  breaching
confidentiality from their attorney-client relationship and representing interests conflicting
with Comtech’s as a former client.

**Timeline of Events:**

1. **February 2003 – November 2003:** Atty. Iledan was retained as corporate counsel for
Comtech at a fee of P6,000 monthly.

2.  **September – October 2003:** Ms. Palm met with Atty.  Iledan to discuss potential
amendments  to  Comtech’s  by-laws,  particularly  about  board members participating via
teleconference.

3. **October 2003:** Ms. Palm became hesitant due to Atty. Iledan’s relationship with Elda
Soledad,  an  ex-officer  of  Comtech  suspected  of  fund  mismanagement.  Consequently,
Comtech terminated Atty. Iledan’s retainer effective November 2003.

4.  **January  10,  2004:**  In  a  stockholders’  meeting,  Atty.  Iledan  attended  as  Gary
Harrison’s proxy. He objected to Steve and Deanna Palm’s teleconference participation due
to unamended by-laws.

5. **March 24, 2004:** Comtech, through new counsel, demanded Elda Soledad alleged
unauthorized funds back, totaling P90,466.10. Atty. Iledan responded on behalf of Soledad.

6.  **July 2004:** Comtech filed an Estafa case against  Soledad in Makati  Prosecutor’s
Office, with Atty. Iledan as Soledad’s counsel.

7. **January 26, 2005:** Ms. Palm filed the disbarment case against Atty. Iledan with the
Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP).

**Procedural Posture:**

– **IBP Commission on Bar Discipline:** Found Atty. Iledan guilty of violating confidentiality
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and representing conflicting interests. Recommended a one-year suspension.

–  **IBP Board of  Governors:**  Initially  increased suspension to  two years;  later,  upon
reconsideration, adhered to one-year suspension and forwarded the case to the Supreme
Court.

—

**Issues:**

1. Did Atty. Iledan violate the Canon 21 confidentiality obligations of an attorney-client
relationship?
2. Did Atty. Iledan unlawfully represent conflicting interests contrary to Rule 15.03, Canon
15 of the Code of Professional Responsibility?

—

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court dismissed the disbarment complaint due to insufficient merit.

1. **Confidential Information:** The Supreme Court agreed with IBP that Atty. Iledan was
informed about  the necessity  to  amend by-laws.  However,  no breach of  confidentiality
occurred  since  stockholder  voting  doesn’t  require  physical  presence,  and  amendment
details are not confidential;  the information inherently couldn’t have been intended for
confidentiality as they involve shareholder approval and public filing.

2. **Conflict of Interest:** The court found no conflict of interest as the Estafa case against
Soledad wasn’t related to nor connected with his limited consultancy role for Comtech. No
confidential  information  from Comtech was  utilized,  and representation  occurred post-
employment termination.

—

**Doctrine:**

1. Mere attorney-client association does not imply all client communication is automatically
confidential; intention for confidentiality must exist.
2. Conflict of interest prohibits using previous client information detrimentally involved in
subsequent dealings.
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—

**Class Notes:**

– **Confidentiality (Canon 21):** Cannot be assumed; client intention is crucial. Affects legal
procedures involving amendment visibility to shareholders and public domains.

– **Conflict of Interest (Rule 15.03):** Must involve overlapping interests directly relating to
past legal representation.

– **Stockholder Proxy Rules:** Physical presence may not be necessary unless articles/by-
laws stipulate otherwise.

—

**Historical Background:**

This  case represents  judicial  interpretations of  ethical  considerations in  legal  practice,
focusing on confidentiality and conflict of interest in a corporate law context, reiterating
fundamental principles of professional responsibility and integrity for legal practitioners.


