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### Title:
Rufina Luy Lim v. Atty. Manuel V. Mendoza: A Legal Ethics Case on Deception and
Misconduct

### Facts:

The case originated when Rufina Luy Lim, the widow of Pastor Y. Lim, filed a Complaint for
Disbarment against Atty. Manuel V. Mendoza for various violations of the Code of
Professional Responsibility (CPR) and the Rules of Court. Rufina alleged that her late
husband had used conjugal funds to establish several corporations with his mistresses and
employees as nominal shareholders, ostensibly to shield assets from her. On March 17,
1995, she petitioned for the settlement of Pastor’s estate, which led to revelations that these
corporations were so-called “dummy corporations.”

Miguel Lim, Pastor’s brother, filed a Petition for Intervention, attested before Atty. Mendoza
as notary public, supporting Rufina’s claims. These assertions were later contradicted by
Atty. Mendoza when, representing one of the corporations in question, he claimed it had
rightful ownership of certain properties, directly opposing his earlier notarization that
recognized the corporation as a dummy entity designed to hide Pastor’s assets.

Rufina accused Atty. Mendoza of further ethical breaches, including making and
disseminating false claims about the ownership of property and resorting to offensive
language in legal pleadings. The Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) initiated
proceedings, with its Commission on Bar Discipline recommending Mendoza’s suspension
for two years. The IBP Board of Governors adopted this recommendation but, given
Mendoza’s history of discipline issues, the Supreme Court upgraded the sanction to
disbarment.

### Issues:

1. Whether Atty. Mendoza violated the ethical standards of honesty, integrity, and candor
expected of members of the legal profession.

2. Whether his actions amounted to a deceitful and misleading conduct in legal proceedings.
3. Whether Atty. Mendoza’s behavior warranted the ultimate disciplinary sanction of
disbarment.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court disbarred Atty. Mendoza, affirming the violations but emphasizing the
gravity due to his history of misconduct. The Court held that Mendoza compromised the
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integrity and respect for the legal profession by engaging in deceitful practices, notably flip-
flopping his legal positions to suit his interests, and failing to uphold the truth in judicial
proceedings. His actions were found to explicitly contravene several canons of the CPR,
including those mandating honesty, integrity, and respect for legal processes.

### Doctrine:

This case reiterates fundamental legal ethics doctrines concerning the duty of lawyers to
uphold the highest standards of honesty, candor, and fairness in their dealings, especially
before the courts. It emphasizes that the privilege of practicing law is conditional on
maintaining these ethical standards and that breaches thereof, especially when coupled
with a history of professional misconduct, warrant severe disciplinary measures, including
disbarment.

### Class Notes:

- Ethical Standard: Lawyers must adhere to the highest levels of honesty, integrity, and
candor.

- Lawyer’s Duty: Uphold the truth in all judicial proceedings and avoid misleading the court.
- Disciplinary Sanction: Failure to meet these ethical obligations can lead to suspension or
disbarment.

- Legal Principle: Membership in the legal profession is a privilege contingent on ethical
conduct.

### Historical Background:

This case underscores the enduring importance of the legal profession’s self-regulating
nature, reflected in the CPR’s emphasis on integrity and truthfulness. It highlights the
fundamental role of lawyers as officers of the court and their duty to facilitate the
administration of justice, reminding the legal community of the severe consequences of
falling short of these professional standards.
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