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Title: Law Firm of Chavez Miranda Aseoche, represented by Atty. Francisco I. Chavez, vs.
Attys. Restituto S. Lazaro and Rodel R. Morta (794 Phil. 308)

Facts:
– On 10 October 2005, Atty. Francisco Chavez and his law firm (complainant) filed a Petition
for Review with the DOJ questioning the City Prosecutor’s resolution finding probable cause
to indict Eliseo Soriano for libel in Criminal Case No. Q-05-136678.
– The next day, Chavez requested the RTC of Quezon City to suspend Soriano’s arraignment,
presenting an extra copy of the Petition but without the DOJ-stamped copy due to the office
messenger’s delay.
– The RTC denied the motion and proceeded with Soriano’s arraignment.
– Sensing bias from Judge Hilario Laqui, the complainant then filed a Motion for Inhibition
against the judge on 18 October 2005.
– On 11 November 2005, the respondents, acting as counsel for private complainant Michael
Sandoval,  filed  a  Vehement  Opposition  to  the  Motion  for  Inhibition.  They  accused
complainant of antedating the DOJ petition.
– The respondents reiterated their allegation in a subsequent Comment/Opposition dated 6
December 2006.
– As evidence, Chavez submitted a stamped copy from the DOJ confirming the 10 October
filing and filed a disbarment complaint on 8 February 2006 against the respondents for
violating Canons 8 and 10 of the Code of Professional Responsibility.
–  The  case  was  referred  to  the  IBP,  which  initially  recommended  reprimanding  the
respondents.
–  Respondents  cited  multiple  arguments  in  their  motion  for  reconsideration,  including
failures to implead the public prosecutor and doctrines of privileged communication.
– The IBP Board eventually reversed its stance and dismissed the case, prompting the
Supreme Court’s review.

Issues:
1.  Whether  non-joinder  of  the  public  prosecutor  is  a  valid  ground  for  dismissing  a
disbarment complaint.
2. Whether the respondents’ actions and language in their pleadings violated Canons 8 and
10 of the Code of Professional Responsibility.
3.  Whether  the  claim  of  privileged  communication  protects  the  respondents  from
disciplinary  action.
4. Whether the allegations of antedating the DOJ petition were substantiated.
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Court’s Decision:
1. **Non-joinder of Public Prosecutor:** The Supreme Court held that non-joinder of the
public  prosecutor  is  not  a  valid  ground for  dismissing a disbarment case.  Disciplinary
proceedings against lawyers are sui generis, wherein the technical rules of procedure are
relaxed. Only the conduct of the respondent lawyers in question is subject to scrutiny,
rendering the inclusion of the public prosecutor unnecessary.

2. **Violation of Canons 8 and 10:** The Court found the respondents guilty of violating
Canons 8 and 10. They unsubstantiatedly accused the complainant of antedating a petition
thus using intemperate language, which is against the professional standards expected of
lawyers. The Court highlighted the lack of evidence supporting such serious allegations and
underscored the unprofessionalism shown.

3. **Privileged Communication:** The Court refuted the respondents’ defense of privileged
communication, stating that while lawyers have immunity from civil and criminal liabilities
for statements in pleadings, they are still subject to disciplinary measures for professional
misconduct. The respondents’ offensive language fell within this category.

4. **Basis of Antedating Allegation:** The Court held that the accusal of antedating was
made without proper basis or verification, branding it as irresponsible.

Doctrine:
– Disciplinary proceedings against lawyers are sui generis; the technical rules of procedure
are not strictly applied.
– Lawyers must use respectful and temperate language in court pleadings.
– Privileged communication in pleadings does not exempt lawyers from disciplinary action
for unprofessional conduct.
– Accusations in legal pleadings must be substantiated by evidence; baseless allegations are
professionally liable.

Class Notes:
– **Code of Professional Responsibility:** Professional Conduct (Canons 8 and 10).
– Canon 8: Lawyers must conduct themselves with courtesy, fairness, and avoid harassing
tactics.
– Canon 10: Lawyers owe candor, fairness, and good faith to the court.
– **Disciplinary Proceedings:**
– Non-joinder of public prosecutor in lawyer disciplinary cases is inconsequential.
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– Reiteration of courtesy, professionalism in language, and substantiation of accusations in
pleadings.
– **Privileged Communications:** While privileged, they are not immunity shields against
disciplinary actions.

Historical Background:
This  case was rooted in professional  behavior  expectations defined under the Code of
Professional Responsibility in the Philippines. It scrutinizes the boundary between zealous
advocacy and ethical  conduct,  situated in  the context  of  accusations tossed during an
ongoing criminal litigation. The decision further refines the scope and limits of privileged
communication in legal practice, reinforcing the need for veracity and decorum in legal
pleadings.


