A. C. No. 620. March 21, 1974 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title**: Jose Alcala and Avelina Imperial vs. Honesto de Vera

*Facts**:

The case originated from Civil Case No. 2478 filed in the Court of First Instance of Albay,
wherein Ray Semenchuk sought to annul a sale of two parcels of land he purchased from
Jose Alcala and his wife Avelina Imperial, on the grounds that one of the lots could not be
located. Honesto de Vera, retained as counsel by Alcala and Imperial, failed to notify them
of the adverse decision rendered on April 17, 1963. This possession of one of the lots by
others led to a judgment rescinding the contract of sale. Alcala and Imperial were not
informed of this decision until a writ of execution was served on them, depriving them of
their right to appeal. Consequently, they filed a civil case for damages against de Vera,
which was denied for lack of proof of damage. Unsatisfied, they filed a disbarment
complaint against de Vera, alleging gross negligence and malpractice.

**[ssuest*:

1. Whether Honesto de Vera’s failure to notify his clients of the adverse decision constituted
gross negligence and malpractice.

2. Whether the failure to inform clients of a court decision warrants disbarment or severe
sanctions.

**Court’s Decision**:

The Supreme Court, agreeing with the Solicitor General’s findings, held Honesto de Vera
guilty of negligence for not informing his clients about the decision of Civil Case No. 2478.
The Court acknowledged the absence of malice or deliberate intent to harm on de Vera’s
part but emphasized the fundamental duty of a lawyer to communicate effectively with
clients. Despite concluding that de Vera’s negligence did not warrant disbarment, given that
it did not cause material damage to Alcala and Imperial and considering it was de Vera’s
first offense, the Court issued a severe censure against him.

**Doctrine**:

The case reiterates the doctrine that the duty of a lawyer to his client includes the
responsibility to communicate significant developments in the case, especially court
decisions. While negligence of this duty does not automatically merit disbarment, it
warrants disciplinary action proportional to the oversight’s gravity and its consequences on
the client’s rights and interests.

**Class Notes**:
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- Key Concept: Lawyer’s Duty of Communication. A lawyer must keep the client informed of
key developments in their case, including court decisions.

- Relevant Statute: Canon of Professional Ethics. These canons emphasize a lawyer’s
responsibilities towards their clients, the courts, and society.

- Application: Failure to uphold this duty, as seen in this case, can lead to disciplinary
action, although the severity of the sanction may vary based on factors such as intent, harm
caused, and the lawyer’s disciplinary history.

**Historical Background**:

This case underscores the evolving standards for legal professionalism and accountability
within the Philippine legal system. It reflects the judiciary’s role in maintaining the integrity
and trust in legal practice, defining the limits of acceptable legal conduct, and ensuring that
legal practitioners adhere to the highest ethical standards. The decision serves as a
cautionary tale for legal practitioners regarding the paramount importance of client
communication and the potential repercussions of negligence, marking an important
moment in the ongoing dialogue about the responsibilities of lawyers to their clients and the
legal profession.
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