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### Title:
Erwin B. Javellana vs. Department of Interior and Local Government and Luis T. Santos

### Facts:
Erwin B. Javellana, a practicing lawyer and an elected City Councilor of Bago City, Negros
Occidental, was charged in Administrative Case No. C-10-90 by City Engineer Ernesto C.
Divinagracia. The charges were based on allegations of Javellana’s continuous legal practice
without necessary authority, in violation of specific Department of Local Government (DLG)
Memorandum Circulars and the “Code of Conduct and Ethical Standards for Public Officials
and Employees” (RA No. 6713). Specifically, Javellana’s legal representation in a dismissal
case  against  Divinagracia  and  his  appearances  in  various  legal  cases  were  cited  as
misconduct. Javellana responded by requesting permission from the DLG to continue his
legal  practice,  which was conditionally  granted.  However,  further  guidelines issued by
Secretary Luis T. Santos and the enactment of Section 90 of the Local Government Code
(RA 7160)  highlighted the  restrictions  on the  practice  of  professions  by  local  elective
officials.  Javellana’s  request  to  dismiss  the  administrative  case,  arguing  the
unconstitutionality of the imposing DLG Memorandum Circulars and Section 90 of RA 7160,
was denied, leading to this petition for certiorari.

### Issues:
1. Whether DLG Memorandum Circulars Nos. 80-38 and 90-81, and Section 90 of the Local
Government Code (RA 7160) are unconstitutional for infringing upon the Supreme Court’s
exclusive authority to regulate the practice of law.
2.  Whether  the  restrictions  imposed  by  RA 7160,  Section  90,  and  the  DLG Circulars
constitute  class  legislation  by  being discriminatory  towards  members  of  the  legal  and
medical professions.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed the petition for lack of merit, upholding the constitutionality
of the DLG Circulars and RA 7160, Section 90. The Court found that the administrative
authority (DILG) did not overstep its bounds in regulating the conduct of public officials to
prevent conflicts of interest between their public duties and private professional practices.
The Court noted that such regulations did not encroach upon the Supreme Court’s power to
regulate the practice of law, as they merely established conduct guidelines for government
officials.  The  claim of  class  legislation  was  also  dismissed,  underscoring  the  inherent
likelihood of conflicts of interest in the legal profession with public service roles, justifying
the specific restrictions for lawyers.
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### Doctrine:
This  case  reiterates  the  principle  that  administrative  regulations  aimed  at  preventing
conflicts  between public  duties  and private  interests  of  government  officials,  including
restrictions  on the  practice  of  professions,  do  not  impinge upon the  Supreme Court’s
authority to regulate the legal profession. It also highlights that such regulatory measures,
when reasonably applied to specific professions likely to conflict with public service, do not
constitute discriminatory class legislation.

### Class Notes:
– **Public Office as Public Trust:** Public officials are subject to standards that prevent
conflicts of interest to uphold public trust.
– **Regulation of Professional Practice for Public Officials:** Government officials may be
restricted from practicing their profession to avoid conflicts between their public duties and
private interests.
– **SC Authority on Legal Practice:** Administrative regulations on public officials’ conduct,
including professional practice, do not infringe upon the SC’s exclusive authority to regulate
the practice of law.
– **Class Legislation Principle:** Laws or regulations that impose specific restrictions on
professions  whose  practice  might  inherently  conflict  with  public  service  roles  are  not
considered class legislation if they are based on reasonable classifications.

### Historical Background:
The context of this case reflects the evolving legal and administrative framework in the
Philippines regarding the balance between public duty and private professional practice. It
underscores the government’s efforts to delineate clear boundaries for elected officials’
professional  engagements to  safeguard public  interest  and uphold ethical  standards in
public service amidst changing legal landscapes marked by the enactment of new laws like
the Local Government Code of 1991.


