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**Title:** Artates vs. Atty. Bello: A Case of Professional Responsibility

**Facts:**

1. **Initiation of Legal Services:** Maricel H. Artates (complainant) engaged Atty. Meinrado
Enrique A. Bello (respondent) to represent her in an illegal dismissal case before the Labor
Arbiter (LA).
2.  **Representation:**  Respondent  represented  the  complainant  in  a  conciliation
conference,  submitted  her  position  paper,  and  reply.
3. **Lack of Communication:** Complainant claimed that respondent never informed her of
the unfavorable LA decision.
4.  **Pursuit  of  Information:**  After  five  months  of  no  updates,  complainant’s  husband
inquired directly at the National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) and discovered the
case was dismissed on September 29, 2015.
5.  **Hiring  New  Counsel:**  Complainant  hired  another  lawyer  to  appeal,  but  it  was
dismissed as the appeal was filed out of time.
6.  **Administrative  Complaint:**  Complainant  filed  an  administrative  case  against
respondent citing negligence,  violation of  the Lawyer’s Oath,  and Code of  Professional
Responsibility (CPR).
7.  **Respondent’s  Defense:**  Respondent  claimed  he  informed  “Reiner  Cunanan,”
complainant’s focal person, about the LA decision, but Cunanan allegedly asked respondent
to inform the complainant directly. Respondent then heard nothing from either since.
8. **Non-payment of Fees:** Respondent claimed complainant requested not to charge fees
due to financial constraints, though he agreed to assist for reimbursement of his gasoline
expenses.

**Procedural Posture:**

1. **IBP Involvement:** The complaint was filed before the Integrated Bar of the Philippines
(IBP).
2.  **IBP  Report  and  Recommendation  (March  12,  2020):**  The  IBP-Investigating
Commissioner recommended a six-month suspension for respondent, citing clear violations
of the CPR.
3. **IBP-BOG Resolution (October 10, 2020):** Adopted and approved the recommendation.
4. **Reconsideration by Complainant:** Complainant moved for reconsideration.
5. **IBP-BOG Amended Resolution (December 2, 2021):** Modified earlier resolution to
include a stern warning for future infractions.
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**Issues:**

1.  **Negligence  and  Non-communication:**  Did  respondent  neglect  to  inform  the
complainant  about  her  case  status,  resulting  in  missed  appeal  opportunities?
2. **Fidelity to Client:** Did respondent breach Canon 17 and rules 18.03 and 18.04 of
Canon 18 of the CPR?
3.  **Appropriate  Penalty:**  What  should  be  the  disciplinary  action  for  the  established
misconduct?

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Affirmation of IBP Findings:** The Supreme Court affirmed the IBP’s findings and
adopted its recommendation.
2.  **Negligent  Conduct:**  The  Court  concluded  that  respondent’s  failure  to  inform
complainant about the LA decision and his general neglect of the case constituted violations
of Canon 17 and rules 18.03 and 18.04 of Canon 18 of the CPR.
3. **Suspension:** The respondent was suspended from the practice of law for six months.
4. **Stern Warning:** The Court issued a stern warning that repetition of similar offenses
will result in more severe penalties.

**Doctrine:**

1. **Lawyer’s Oath and Fidelity:** Lawyers owe fidelity to their client’s cause and must
always be mindful of the trust and confidence reposed in them (Canon 17 of CPR).
2.  **Competence  and  Diligence:**  Lawyers  should  serve  clients  with  competence  and
diligence and must not neglect legal matters entrusted to them (Canon 18 of CPR, Rules
18.03 and 18.04).

**Class Notes:**

– **Key Elements:**
– **Negligence:** Failure to timely update the client on case status.
– **Fidelity:** Utmost devotion to client interest.
– **Diligence:** Active and competent handling of legal matters.
– **Relevant Statutes/Provisions:**
– **Canon 17:** Lawyer owes fidelity to the cause of the client.
– **Canon 18, Rules 18.03 and 18.04:** Lawyer must not neglect legal matters and must
inform clients about case status.
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**Historical Background:**

The case of Artates vs. Bello falls in the broader context of enforcing accountability and
maintaining high ethical standards within the Philippine Bar. It underscores the judiciary’s
stance on ensuring that lawyers, as officers of the court, adhere strictly to the professional
and ethical obligations despite financial stigmas involved in pro bono representations, thus
upholding the integrity and trust in the legal profession.


