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**Title:** Maria Victoria B. Ventura vs. Atty. Danilo S. Samson: A Disciplinary Action for
Gross Immoral Conduct

**Facts:**

On July 29, 2004, Maria Victoria B. Ventura initiated a disbarment or suspension complaint
against Atty. Danilo S. Samson citing “grossly immoral conduct,” particularly alleging rape
at two distinct instances while she was a minor. This was filed before the Integrated Bar of
the Philippines (IBP) Commission on Bar Discipline.  The procedural  journey involved a
preliminary investigation by the Office of the Provincial Prosecutor of Agusan Del Sur which
resulted  in  a  resolution  for  the  crime  of  qualified  seduction  instead  of  rape  due  to
insufficiency of evidence for the latter. Ventura’s motion for reconsideration was denied,
prompting an elevation of the matter to the Department of Justice (DOJ), which upheld the
prosecutor’s resolution. Subsequently, Ventura desisted from pursuing both the criminal
and administrative cases, leading to the dismissal of the criminal case. However, the IBP,
upon review, recommended Samson’s suspension for one year, later revised by its Board of
Governors  to  five  years  due  to  the  gravity  of  Samson’s  acts.  Both  parties  sought
reconsideration of the IBP resolution.

**Issues:**

1. Does the conduct of Atty.  Danilo S.  Samson, engaging in sexual acts with a minor,
constitute grossly immoral conduct under the Code of Professional Responsibility?
2. Is disbarment the appropriate sanction for Atty. Samson given the established facts?

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court found Atty. Samson’s conduct grossly immoral, flagrantly violative of
the standards of morality expected of the legal profession, and reflective of a disdain for the
sanctity of marriage and the dignity of a human person. The Court held that his actions not
only breached professional ethics but also demonstrated a profound disrespect for the law.
Thus, considering the severity of the misconduct and its ramifications on the integrity of the
legal profession and the administration of justice, the Court deemed disbarment as the
fitting penalty for Atty. Samson.

**Doctrine:**

The Supreme Court reiterates that membership in the bar is a privilege burdened with
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conditions  aimed  at  ensuring  members  adhere  to  the  highest  standards  of  morality,
integrity,  and professionalism.  Grossly  immoral  conduct  that  blatantly  disregards these
standards, especially involving minors and exploiting positions of trust, warrants severe
disciplinary actions including disbarment.

**Class Notes:**

–  The  Supreme Court’s  disciplinary  power  over  lawyers  is  not  only  a  mechanism for
punishment but also serves to protect the public, preserve the judiciary’s integrity, and
ensure the profession’s respectability.
– Immoral conduct definition: Willful, flagrant, or shameless acts showing moral indifference
to the community’s upright standards. Grossly immoral conduct is deeply reprehensible,
criminal, or utterly contemptible in societal standards.
– Disbarment proceedings are quasi-judicial and administrative in nature, aiming to cleanse
the  legal  profession  rather  than  to  award  the  complaint  redress.  Thus,  even  the
complainant’s withdrawal does not obviate the proceedings.
– Essential Statutory Provision: Section 27, Rule 138 of the Rules of Court; and pertinent
provisions of the Code of Professional Responsibility, notably Canon 1, Rule 1.01, and Canon
7, Rule 7.03.

**Historical Background:**

This  case  underscores  the  evolving standards  of  moral  and professional  accountability
expected  from  members  of  the  legal  profession  in  the  Philippines.  It  highlights  the
judiciary’s  increasingly  stringent  approach towards  maintaining  ethical  conduct  among
lawyers, reflecting broader societal expectations for moral integrity and professionalism
within the legal community. By reaffirming the conditions attached to the privilege of law
practice,  the  decision  serves  as  a  vital  touchstone for  ethical  behavior  expected from
lawyers, not just in their professional duties but also in their private lives.


