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Title: **Dr. Eduardo R. Alicias, Jr. vs. Atty. Vivencio S. Baclig**

### Facts:
This case involves a disbarment complaint filed by Dr. Eduardo R. Alicias, Jr. against Atty.
Vivencio S. Baclig regarding the latter’s handling of a legal dispute over the possession and
ownership of a piece of land. The core of the dispute traces back to an amended complaint
filed in September 2012 by the Lamorenas, represented by Atty. Baclig, in the Regional
Trial  Court  (RTC) in Vigan City.  This complaint  contested the occupancy and asserted
ownership over a parcel of land by Alicias and co-defendants, claiming it as hereditary
property.

Prior to this, in February 2010, an amended complaint for reconveyance and annulment of
deeds had been lodged by the Lamorenas against Alicias and another individual in the
Municipal Trial Court in Cities (MTCC) in Vigan City, albeit represented by a different
counsel. Notably, this complaint was resolved with a dismissal in November 2012.

On May 14, 2013, Alicias filed a disbarment complaint against Atty. Baclig, accusing him of
consenting to and perpetuating falsehoods, engaging in actions barred by res judicata and
laches,  and committing forum shopping by filing overlapping legal  actions in  different
courts.

### Issues:
1. Whether Atty. Baclig is administratively liable for making false assertions, consent to
filing an action barred by res judicata and laches, and engaging in forum shopping.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  delved  into  the  complaint,  clarifying  the  standard  of  substantial
evidence as the burden of proof in disbarment proceedings. The Court found no basis for the
allegations  of  falsehood  and  jurisdictional  overstep  by  Atty.  Baclig,  reinforcing  that
pleadings are deemed privileged communications.

Concerning res judicata and laches, the Court found the evidence insufficient. However, the
Court held Atty. Baclig responsible for forum shopping, identified by the concurrency of
parties, reliefs sought, and the potential for conflicting rulings. The complaint before the
RTC, similar in nature to one previously dismissed by the MTCC, underscored a violation of
ethical standards.

### Doctrine:
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The Doctrine of Forum Shopping, reflecting the confluence of identical parties, issues, and
reliefs in different legal venues, which can lead to conflicting decisions and clog judicial
processes, was central. The ruling reiterated that a lawyer’s duty towards efficient and
truthful jurisprudence outstrips allegiance to a client’s cause.

### Class Notes:
– **Forum Shopping**: Occurs when identical or related cases are filed across different
courts with the aim of securing a favorable ruling. Essential for recognition are identical
parties, rights, reliefs, and the possibility of res judicata.
– **Privileged Communication**: Protective legal principle that exempts certain disclosures
made within a professional relationship (e.g.,  lawyer-client) from being subject to legal
challenge or obligation to disclose.
– **Res Judicata**: A matter that has been adjudged by a competent court and therefore
may not be pursued further by the same parties.
– **Canon 1 and Rule 12.04 of Canon 12 of the CPR**: Mandates lawyers to expedite the
judicial process and refrain from actions that obstruct or degrade justice.

### Historical Background:
This case underscores the evolving judicial scrutiny concerning ethical conduct within the
Philippine  legal  profession,  particularly  regarding  forum shopping,  which  impinges  on
judicial economy and integrity. The Supreme Court’s ruling in this case serves as a pertinent
reminder  of  the  balance  between  advocacy  and  the  overarching  principle  of  justice,
reflecting on the stringent standards expected from legal practitioners in the Philippines.


