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Title: Naidas v. Guanio and Sanchez

Facts: The case originated from two applications for land registration filed by Angelina C.
Reynoso  for  a  parcel  of  land  in  Barrio  Aromahan,  Antipolo,  Rizal,  Philippines  (Land
Registration Cases Nos. N-6165 and N-7993 of the Court of First Instance of Rizal). Paul T.
Naidas, the complainant, had opposed Reynoso’s first application. Naidas filed a verified
complaint on June 19, 1974, accusing lawyers Valentin C. Guanio and Augusto Sanchez of
deceit,  malpractice,  misconduct,  and violation of  their  attorney’s oath in connection to
Reynoso’s land registration applications.

The procedural trail began with the filing of the complaint, where Sanchez and Guanio
submitted their respective answers. Guanio’s defense was similar to Sanchez’s, and both
lawyers deemed the complaint as inspired by vindictiveness. Despite the exchange of filings,
the case eventually took a turn when Naidas expressed a change in perspective about the
respondents’ motives and actions.

Naidas filed a manifestation indicating that upon reading the respondents’ answers, he
believed they may have acted improperly but not with malice or deceit, and he expressed
disinterest in continuing the prosecution of his complaint.  This development led to the
Solicitor General’s Office returning the case’s record as directed by the Supreme Court.

Issues: The legal issues raised pertained to allegations of deceit, malpractice, misconduct,
and a potential breach of the attorney’s oath by the respondents.

Court’s Decision: The Philippine Supreme Court dismissed the case and considered it closed
in light of the complainant’s manifestation expressing no further interest in prosecuting the
complaint,  and  thus  no  longer  provided  a  basis  for  disciplinary  action  against  the
respondents.

Doctrine: The Supreme Court did not expressly establish a new doctrine in this resolution,
but  the  resolution  reflects  principles  regarding  the  complainant’s  role  in  disciplinary
proceedings against attorneys and the ability to close cases when a complainant withdraws
interest and there is insufficient ground to continue.

Class Notes:
–  A  complaint  against  attorneys  for  misconduct  must  allege  acts  indicative  of  deceit,
malpractice, and violation of the attorney’s oath.
– The ultimate resolution of a disciplinary proceeding can hinge upon the complainant’s
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continued  interest  in  prosecuting  the  case,  as  the  court  may  dismiss  the  case  if  the
complainant loses interest and there is no compelling reason to continue.
– An attorney’s defense may address the complainant’s motive for filing the complaint and
can lead to an examination of the complainant’s intentions.

Historical  Background:  The  filing  of  complaints  against  legal  practitioners  for  ethical
violations  is  an  avenue to  ensure  accountability  and uphold  the  integrity  of  the  legal
profession. However, this case demonstrates that the disciplinary process can be contingent
upon the  complainant’s  willingness  and interest  in  pursuing  the  action,  despite  initial
allegations.  This  reflects  the  balance  in  the  Philippine  legal  system between enabling
grievance procedures against attorneys and recognizing the pragmatic reality of pursuing
such cases without a complainant’s active participation.


