A.C. No. 7474. September 09, 2014 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Presiding Judge Jose L. Madrid vs. Atty. Juan S. Dealca

### Facts:

The case began when Atty. Juan S. Dealca, on February 7, 2007, entered his appearance as
the new legal counsel for the accused in Criminal Case No. 2006-6795, “People of the
Philippines v. Philip William Arsenault,” before Branch 51 of the Regional Trial Court (RTC)
in Sorsogon City, presided over by Judge Jose L. Madrid. Simultaneously, Atty. Dealca filed a
motion to re-raffle the case to another branch, citing adverse incidents with Judge Madrid.
Judge Madrid denied the motion on February 14, 2007, criticizing it as an affront to court
integrity and an unethical practice.

Judge Madrid then initiated a complaint against Atty. Dealca with the Office of the Bar
Confidant, leading to the Supreme Court treating the complaint as an administrative case.
Atty. Dealca countered in his comment-complaint, accusing Judge Madrid of bias and calling
for his disbarment. The Court referred the matter to the Integrated Bar of the Philippines
(IBP) for investigation.

The IBP-Sorsogon Chapter and Commissioner Salvador B. Hababag both found Atty. Dealca
guilty of filing frivolous administrative and criminal complaints against judges and court
personnel but initially recommended different sanctions. Eventually, the IBP Board of
Governors dismissed the complaint for lack of merit. Judge Madrid responded with a
petition, treated as a motion for reconsideration by the IBP Board of Governors, which
denied the petition.

### Issues:

1. Whether Atty. Dealca violated the Lawyer’s Oath and the Code of Professional
Responsibility by filing frivolous administrative and criminal complaints.

2. Whether Atty. Dealca’s motion for inhibition against Judge Madrid was unethical and
without sufficient basis.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court reversed the IBP Board of Governors’ decision, finding Atty. Dealca
guilty of violating Canon 1, Rule 1.03, and Canon 11, Rule 11.04 of the Code of Professional
Responsibility. It ruled that his actions were vindictive and involved the filing of groundless
lawsuits against members of the judiciary. Moreover, the Court found that Atty. Dealca’s
motion to inhibit lacked legal or factual bases, showing disrespect towards the judge and
the judicial system. Atty. Dealca was suspended from the practice of law for one year, with a
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stern warning for any future infractions.

### Doctrine:

This case underscores the principle that lawyers must not misuse legal processes to harass
judges or court personnel. Lawyers are duty-bound to uphold the dignity and authority of
the courts, and their conduct must foster confidence in the fair administration of justice.
Initiating frivolous lawsuits and groundlessly seeking the inhibition of judges violate this
duty and the standards set forth in the Code of Professional Responsibility.

### Class Notes:

- *Lawyer’s Oath and Code of Professional Responsibility**: A lawyer’s commitment not to
promote or sue groundless, false, or unlawful suits.

- **Duty to uphold court dignity**: Lawyers must respect court authorities and not
improperly allege bias or partiality without substantial evidence.

- **Consequences of unfounded legal actions**: Filing baseless legal actions against judges
or court personnel can lead to sanctions, including suspension from practice.

### Historical Background:

This case illustrates the ongoing challenges within the Philippine legal system regarding the
ethical conduct of lawyers, particularly the balance between advocating for clients and
maintaining the respect and dignity due to the judiciary. It serves as a cautionary tale for
legal practitioners about the boundaries of zealous representation and the imperatives of
professional responsibility.
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