A.C. No. 12161. June 08, 2020 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Guillermo Villanueva vs. Atty. Bonifacio A. Alentajan

### Facts:

The series of legal battles began on September 6, 2005, when Erlinda Marquez, both in her
personal capacity and as attorney-in-fact for her relatives, initiated a lawsuit for the
annulment of foreclosure proceedings against the United Coconut Planters Life Assurance
Corporation (COCOLIFE), the Register of Deeds of Quezon City, and the city’s Ex-Officio
Sheriff. The Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Quezon City dismissed the complaint in 2008, a
decision later upheld by the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court, with the latter’s
judgment becoming final in September 2010.

Undeterred, Marquez and her relatives, represented by Atty. Bonifacio A. Alentajan,
launched another legal action in July 2013, seeking reconveyance and annulment of the title,
which was also dismissed by the RTC. Following this dismissal, they lodged a criminal
complaint against COCOLIFE officers, alleging violations of financial regulations, which was
dismissed for lack of merit. A subsequent complaint for robbery was also dismissed by the
OCP of Quezon City.

Despite previous adverse rulings, Marquez, still assisted by Atty. Alentajan, filed a Petition
for Contempt against COCOLIFE officers, which was dismissed in March 2014. Guillerme
Villanueva, representing COCOLIFE, then filed a Disbarment Complaint against Atty.
Alentajan in October 2014, accusing him of forum shopping and violating the legal
profession’s ethical standards. The Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) found Atty.
Alentajan guilty of the said charges, recommending a suspension of three months.

### [ssues:
1. Did Atty. Alentajan commit the acts charged in the complaint?
2. Does the complainant possess the authority to file the disbarment case?

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court agreed with the IBP’s findings, highlighting Atty. Alentajan’s
engagement in forum shopping between Civil Case No. Q-05-5629 and Civil Case No. R-
QZN-13-02119-CV, violating ethical standards by filing multiple actions over the same
property despite a prior final and executory judgment. The Court clarified that the authority
of the complainant in filing a disbarment case is a non-issue in disciplinary proceedings
against lawyers, focusing instead on the fitness of the attorney to continue practicing law.
Atty. Alentajan was found guilty and suspended from the practice of law for three months.
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### Doctrine:

This case reiterates the prohibition against forum shopping, emphasizing that legal
practitioners are duty-bound to assist in the efficient administration of justice and must not
misuse legal procedures to delay or obstruct it. It also underscores that disciplinary actions
against lawyers concern the public interest, focusing on their fitness for the legal profession
rather than the specific grievances of the complainant.

### Class Notes:

- **Forum Shopping**: The act of a party seeking a favorable opinion in another forum after
receiving an adverse decision in one, or in anticipation of it, through means other than
appeal or certiorari.

- **Disbarment Proceedings**: These are conducted to determine whether an attorney
remains fit to practice law, focusing on their compliance with professional and ethical
standards rather than the particulars of any dispute with a client or other party.

- **Ethical Violations**: This case exemplifies violations of the Code of Professional
Responsibility, particularly Canon 1, Rule 10.3 of Canon 10, and Rules 12.02 and 12.04 of
Canon 12, highlighting the duty to observe procedural rules and not to misuse them.

### Historical Background:

The case reflects the Philippine legal system’s procedural safeguards against abuse of
process by litigants and attorneys, as well as the disciplinary mechanisms in place for the
legal profession to self-regulate and ensure ethical compliance among its members.
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