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**Title**: Adelino H. Ledesma v. Hon. Rafael C. Climaco, et al.

### Facts:

This case revolved around Adelino H. Ledesma’s (petitioner) motion to withdraw as counsel
de oficio (court-appointed counsel) in a case where he initially served as counsel de parte
(private counsel) for one of the accused in a criminal proceeding before the Court of First
Instance of Negros Occidental, presided over by Judge Rafael C. Climaco (respondent). The
sequence of events leading to the Supreme Court’s involvement began on October 13, 1964,
when Ledesma was appointed Election Registrar of Cadiz, Negros Occidental, and thereby
sought to withdraw his private representation due to the assumed full-time demands of his
new role. Despite the agreement of the accused, the trial court denied his withdrawal and
instead appointed him as counsel de oficio for both accused, asserting that his new role did
not prevent him from continuing his duties as defense counsel and that his withdrawal
would  delay  the  case.  Ledesma’s  subsequent  motions,  including  an  urgent  motion
emphasizing his inability to adequately defend the accused due to his duties as Election
Registrar, were likewise denied, prompting him to elevate the matter to the Supreme Court
through a certiorari proceeding.

### Issues:

1. Whether the denial of Ledesma’s motion to withdraw as counsel de oficio constitutes a
grave abuse of discretion.
2. Whether the right to counsel of the accused was prejudiced by the trial court’s decision.

### Court’s Decision:

The  Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  petition  for  certiorari  and  upheld  the  trial  court’s
decision. The Court reasoned that the denial to allow withdrawal did not constitute grave
abuse of discretion. The Court emphasized the importance of the role of counsel de oficio,
stating  that  lawyers,  as  members  of  the  bar,  bear  the  responsibility  of  serving  the
administration of justice, including, where necessary, acting as counsel de oficio regardless
of  the  lack  of  remuneration.  It  also  noted  that  Ledesma’s  obligations  as  an  Election
Registrar  did  not  sufficiently  justify  withdrawal,  especially  considering  the  timing  and
progression of the case at trial. Furthermore, the Court observed that allowing Ledesma to
withdraw  could  potentially  compromise  the  accused’s  right  to  effective  counsel  –  an
essential element of fair trial rights under the constitution.
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### Doctrine:

– The membership in the bar is a privilege that comes with the condition to fulfill duties to
the court and to the client, which takes precedence over self-interest.
– The Court can require a lawyer to act as counsel de oficio, emphasizing the professional
responsibility  to  serve  the  administration  of  justice  and  the  right  of  the  accused  to
competent defense.

### Class Notes:

– **Membership in the Bar**: Comes with obligations such as serving as counsel de oficio
when required, emphasizing the service aspect of the legal profession over personal gain.
– **Right to Counsel**:  Critical for ensuring a fair trial;  includes the right to effective
representation,  and  cannot  be  compromised  by  a  lawyer’s  personal  or  professional
circumstances.
– **Abuse of Discretion**: The denial of a motion to withdraw as counsel de oficio does not
constitute grave abuse of discretion if based on fulfilling the accused’s right to competent
counsel and ensuring the smooth administration of justice.
– **Duty to the Court and Client**: Lawyers are reminded that their duty to the court and
their clients takes precedence over personal interests, especially when their withdrawal as
counsel could prejudice the client’s legal standing or the administration of justice.

### Historical Background:

The  obligation  of  lawyers  to  act  as  counsel  de  oficio,  especially  for  indigent  clients,
underscores the legal profession’s commitment to ensuring access to justice for all. This
case reaffirms the principle that every accused is entitled to effective representation as part
of their fundamental right to a fair trial, thus holding attorneys to a standard of professional
responsibility that transcends personal convenience or professional advancement.


