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[ ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO. 31, January 21,
1993 ]

SUSPENDING ATTY. NINI CRUZ-ALCALA FROM OFFICE AS
SECOND ASSISTANT CITY PROSECUTOR OF OLONGAPO CITY

This pertains to the administrative complaint filed by Atty. Ernesto A. Gonzales, Jr.,
against respondent Nini Cruz-Alcala, Second Assistant City Prosecutor of Olongapo
City, for alleged manifest partiality and undue delay in the resolution of criminal
complaints filed by herein complainant’s client, Ricky Pulido, before the Office of the
City Prosecutor, Olongapo City.

It appears that the instant administrative case arose from the dismissal of the
criminal complaints against Atty. Lourdes I. De Dios for Grave Coercion, which were
docketed as I.S. Nos. 89-309 and 89-388.

In his letter-complaint of March 7, 1990, complainant alleged that respondent
connived with Atty. De Dios in exerting undue influence and intimidation upon Ricky
Pulido to execute an Affidavit of Desistance that resulted to the dismissal of the
aforementioned criminal complaints.

Complainant averred that respondent exhibited manifest partiality in dismissing said
criminal complaints, since Atty. De Dios was her close friend. Complainant also
maintained that respondent disregarded the established office procedure in
administering the oath on the Affidavit of Desistance. Further, he charged
respondent with undue delay in the resolution of said criminal cases.

Respondent denied the charges against her. Respondent alleged, among other
things, that she has always been impartial in discharging the functions of her office;
that she never intimidated Ricky Pulido to execute an Affidavit of Desistance in
connection with the aforementioned criminal complaints; and that Ricky Pulido was
apprised of the consequences of his act before he voluntarily executed said affidavit.

With regard to the charge of undue delay in resolving the cases, she attributes the
same to her work load, as she performs a number of official capacities.

After a formal investigation, the Secretary of Justice, in his letter to this Office,
dated May 16, 1991, made the following observations and recommendations:

“Before us are two (2) issues: First, whether or not the respondent
committed manifest partiality, thereby giving undue advantage to the
client of her friend, Atty. Lourdes I. De Dios; and Second, whether or not
there was undue delay in the resolution of I.S. Nos. 89-309 and 89-388
constitutive of a violation of Department Circular No. 27, series of 1988.

“After a thorough examination of the record, we find that the charge of
manifest partiality had not been sufficiently substantiated nor
satisfactorily proven. The complainant failed to show by convincing


