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### Title:
Irene Rayos-Ombac vs. Atty. Orlando A. Rayos (Disbarment Case)

### Facts:
In January 1985, Atty. Orlando A. Rayos persuaded his 85-year-old aunt, Mrs. Irene Rayos-
Ombac, to withdraw all her bank deposits totaling P588,000.00, promising to keep them
safe. He advised that doing so would prevent her late husband’s other heirs from inheriting
any part of it. Subsequently, with the complainant’s consent, the respondent deposited the
sum in Union Bank under his wife’s name. On May 21, 1985, Mrs. Ombac requested the
return of her money. The respondent,  unable to comply,  later proposed to return only
P400,000.00 in installments,  an agreement documented and partially  executed through
checks, which were eventually dishonored due to insufficient funds.

Respondent filed several cases against the complainant in retaliation and to coerce her into
withdrawing her disbarment complaint. These included a criminal case for estafa and a
petition challenging Mrs.  Ombac’s role as administratrix of  her husband’s estate.  Mrs.
Ombac filed a disbarment complaint against Atty. Rayos in June 1986, accusing him of
deceiving her and of filing frivolous lawsuits.

The case went through various legal bodies, including being referred to the Office of the
Solicitor General and later to the Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP), which eventually
recommended Atty. Rayos’s suspension from the practice of law for two years. Despite the
respondent’s attempts to appeal and lift the suspension, the IBP and the Supreme Court
found the evidence of misconduct irrefutable.

### Issues:
1.  Did Atty.  Orlando A.  Rayos engage in deceitful  conduct in violation of  the Code of
Professional Responsibility?
2. Is the disbarment complaint against Atty. Rayos rendered moot by the complainant’s
alleged withdrawal of the complaint?
3. Was the punishment recommended (and ultimately imposed) by the IBP and affirmed by
the Supreme Court appropriate in light of the respondent’s actions?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court disbarred Atty. Orlando A. Rayos from the practice of law for life. The
Court found him guilty of violating the Code of Professional Responsibility by engaging in
unlawful,  dishonest,  immoral,  and  deceitful  conduct.  The  Court  ruled  that  disciplinary
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actions in the legal profession are not solely based on the interest of the complainant but on
preserving the integrity of the courts of justice. Hence, the withdrawal of a complaint does
not affect the Supreme Court’s jurisdiction over disciplinary cases.

### Doctrine:
A disbarment case proceeds independently of the complainant’s interest, focusing on the
integrity and fitness of the legal professional involved. A lawyer’s continuous good moral
character is fundamental to maintaining one’s position and privilege in the legal profession.

### Class Notes:
–  **Essential  Elements  of  Legal  Ethics  Violations**:  Good  moral  character  is  both  a
condition precedent for admission to the bar and a continuing requirement for the practice
of law.
– **Disciplinary Proceedings Principle**: Disciplinary actions against lawyers do not cease
with the withdrawal or desistance of the complainant due to their purpose of protecting
public welfare and maintaining the integrity of the legal profession.
– **Relevant Provisions from the Code of Professional Responsibility**: Rule 1.01 forbids
lawyers from engaging in unlawful, dishonest, immoral, or deceitful conduct. Rule 1.03
prohibits  lawyers from encouraging any lawsuit  or proceeding for a corrupt motive or
interest.

### Historical Background:
This  landmark  case  is  pivotal  in  establishing  the  Supreme  Court’s  firm  stance  on
maintaining the integrity of the legal profession by upholding strict disciplinary actions
against unethical behavior. It highlights the paramount importance of moral character in
the practice of law and reinforces the independence of disciplinary proceedings from the
interests of individual complainants to ensure the administration of justice remains unbiased
and principled.


