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Title: Sapaden v. Tolentino, A.C. No. 2339, March 30, 1981

Facts: Complainant Catalino T. Sapaden accused respondent attorney Federico S. Tolentino
of malicious prosecution, which if  proven could be a violation of Tolentino’s oath as a
lawyer. The origin of the accusation lies in a complaint for estafa filed on October 8, 1976,
by Tolentino on behalf of his client, Jose Cancio, Jr., against Sapaden. The complaint alleged
that Sapaden misappropriated the proceeds from the sale of 265 bags of cement, which
were entrusted to him by Cancio to sell on a commission basis.

After evaluating the prima facie evidence, the municipal court of Guagua, Pampanga found
sufficient basis to issue an arrest warrant against Sapaden, setting bail at two thousand
pesos.  Sapaden,  an  assistant  manager  in  the  Marinduque  Mining  and  Industrial
Corporation, was arrested and detained for two days before posting bail. The estafa case
was then transferred to the Court of First Instance of Pampanga, Guagua Branch II, where it
remained on trial.

Issues:
1. Did Attorney Federico S. Tolentino commit misconduct by assisting in the filing of an
estafa charge against Catalino T. Sapaden?
2. Is the act of assisting a client in filing a charge that is allegedly fabricated a ground for
disbarment of a lawyer?

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court held that Attorney Federico S. Tolentino acted in good faith in assisting
his client, Jose Cancio, Jr., in filing the estafa charge. The Court noted that the assistance
provided to Cancio by Tolentino is within the regular performance of his professional duties
as a lawyer representing a client.
The claim of Sapaden that he was framed up by Tolentino did not hold as it  was not
substantiated. The primary basis for the arrest and the ongoing trial of Sapaden was not the
alleged malfeasance of Tolentino but the municipal court’s finding of a prima facie case
against  Sapaden.  To  date,  Sapaden  has  not  been  cleared  of  the  estafa  charges.
Consequently, the complaint for disbarment against Tolentino was dismissed for lack of
merit.

Doctrine:
– The mere filing of charges by a lawyer on behalf of his client, assuming such charges have
a basis deemed sufficient by a competent court, does not constitute misconduct warranting
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disciplinary action, so long as the lawyer acts in good faith and performs his duties to his
client regularly and responsibly.

Historical Background:
The context of this case involves the duties and responsibilities of lawyers with regard to
representing the interests of their clients within the legal system. A balance must be struck
between  a  lawyer’s  obligation  to  advocate  zealously  for  their  client  and  the  ethical
boundaries that prohibit actions such as malicious prosecution. The decision in this case
reinforces the principle that absent evidence of bad faith or improper conduct, advocating
for one’s client should not be grounds for disciplinary action against the lawyer even if the
charges against the opposing party are serious. It maintains the integrity of the judicial
process, which relies on counsel to present and argue legitimate claims and defenses.


