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Title: Diongzon vs. Atty. William Mirano: A Case on Legal Ethical Misconduct and Conflict of
Interest

Facts:
Nilo B. Diongzon, a businessman in the fishing industry from Bacolod City, initially engaged
Atty.  William  Mirano  in  1979  for  representation  in  a  civil  case.  Their  professional
relationship expanded in November 1981, when Diongzon sold boats to the Gonzaleses and
Atty. Mirano facilitated the transaction. By January 1982, a formal retainer agreement was
signed, stipulating Atty. Mirano’s representation in matters related to Diongzon’s fishing
business.  However,  in  February 1982,  when the Gonzaleses initiated a lawsuit  against
Diongzon concerning the annulment of the boat sales deeds and for replevin and damages,
Atty. Romeo Flora, an associate in Mirano’s law office represented them. Curiously, Atty.
Mirano, later on, joined the representation of the Gonzaleses. This led Diongzon to file a
verified  letter-complaint  for  disbarment  against  Atty.  Mirano  on  May  24,  1982,  citing
conflict of interest.

The procedural  journey to  the Supreme Court  began with several  requests  from Atty.
Mirano for extensions to file his comment. His defenses varied, including claims the retainer
agreement was never effective and even accusations that Diongzon involved him in ethically
dubious requests. The Investigating Commissioner of the IBP presided over the hearings
which spanned from 1985 to 2003. The IBP Board of Governors ultimately found Atty.
Mirano guilty of conflict of interest, recommending his suspension for one year on February
13, 2013.

Atty. Mirano, seeking to challenge these findings, claimed unawareness of the IBP Board’s
recommendation  and  argued  for  a  remand to  the  IBP  claiming  a  pending  motion  for
reconsideration,  which  the  Supreme Court  found unnecessary,  marking  the  end of  its
procedural odyssey.

Issues:
1. Whether Atty. Mirano was guilty of representing conflicting interests by acting against a
former client in a matter related to their previous consultation.
2. The adequacy of the penalty recommended by the IBP Board of Governors for Atty.
Mirano’s misconduct.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the IBP Board of Governors’ findings and penalty, delineating
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the inception and scope of the lawyer-client relationship per the retainer agreement. It
reiterated the established principle that such a relationship demands utmost fidelity to the
interests of the client, highlighting that Atty. Mirano’s subsequent representation of the
Gonzaleses  against  Diongzon  constituted  blatant  conflict  of  interest.  The  absence  of
Diongzon’s written consent further cemented the ethical breach. The Court underscored
that professional achievements do not exculpate unethical behavior, thus, endorsing the
one-year suspension as both appropriate and proportionate.

Doctrine:
The case reinforced the doctrine that a lawyer must not represent conflicting interests
except  with written consent  from all  concerned after  full  disclosure.  It  underlines  the
principle that the lawyer-client relationship is founded on trust and confidentiality, which
must be preserved even after the termination of the professional association.

Class Notes:
– Lawyer-Client Relationship: Established not by formal agreement but by the act of seeking
and receiving legal advice.
– Conflict of Interest: Occurs when a lawyer represents opposite parties in the same or a
related matter, endangering the confidentiality and trust afforded by a client.
– Ethical Misconduct Penalty: Suspension and disbarment are within the Supreme Court’s
discretion, considering the gravity of the ethical breach.
– Consent for Concurrent Representation: Must be in writing after full disclosure to mitigate
conflict of interest.

Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  ethical  complexity  inherent  in  legal  representation  and the
judiciary’s role in enforcing ethical behavior among legal professionals. It illustrates the
evolving  dynamics  in  the  lawyer-client  relationship  and  the  paramount  importance  of
maintaining ethical standards to ensure the integrity of legal practice. The decision reflects
a continuity in the vigilance exercised by both the IBP and the Supreme Court in upholding
legal ethics, crucial for the maintenance of public trust in the legal system.


