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Title: Cobalt Resources, Inc. vs. Atty. Ronald Aguado (Disbarment Case)

**Facts:**

On March 5, 2010, Cobalt Resources, Inc.’s (CRI) delivery van loaded with cellular phones
worth P1.3 million was hijacked by a group of armed men pretending to be agents of the
Presidential  Anti-Smuggling  Group  (PASG).  The  driver,  Dennis  Balmaceda,  and  his
companions were forcibly taken at gunpoint and dropped at the Country Hill and Golf Club.
Balmaceda reported the incident to Antonio Angeles, CRI’s Security Director, who, with the
Philippine National Police-Criminal Investigation Detection Unit (PNP-CIDU) and the use of
a GPS tracking device installed in the cellular phones, traced the stolen phones to Pegasus
Bar along Quezon Avenue, Quezon City.

Upon arrival at Pegasus Bar, the PNP-CIDU found three vehicles: (1) a Toyota Fortuner
registered to Atty.  Ronald Aguado, (2) a Chevrolet Optra, and (3) a motorcycle.  Police
arrested Anthony Palmes, who ran from the scene, and found the stolen cellular phones, a
fake PASG identification card and mission order identifying Atty. Aguado as a PASG legal
consultant and assistant team leader, in the vehicles.

CRI alleged that Atty. Aguado masterminded the crime, prepared the fake mission order,
and recruited the armed men for the hijacking. Two criminal informations for robbery and
carjacking were filed against Atty. Aguado and others. The Integrated Bar of the Philippines
(IBP) asked Atty. Aguado to respond to the disbarment complaint, but he failed to do so. A
mandatory conference was set, during which Atty. Aguado denied the allegations, stating
his vehicle had been carjacked and that he was being framed.

The IBP-Commission on Bar Discipline (CBD) recommended a two-year suspension for Atty.
Aguado for unlawful, dishonest, immoral, and deceitful conduct. Both CRI and Atty. Aguado
filed motions for reconsideration, but the IBP Board of Governors denied the motions and
upheld the suspension.

CRI then filed a petition for review before the Supreme Court, insisting on the disbarment of
Atty. Aguado. Atty. Aguado also filed a petition for review, maintaining his innocence and
seeking dismissal of the complaint.

**Issues:**

1.  Whether the evidence against  Atty.  Aguado establishes his  involvement in unlawful,
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dishonest,  immoral,  and deceitful  conduct  as  per  Rules  1.01 and 1.02 of  the Code of
Professional Responsibility.
2. Whether Atty. Aguado should be disbarred as a consequence of his actions.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court found merit in CRI’s petition and ruled that the evidence presented,
including the possession of a falsified ID and mission order, substantiated Atty. Aguado’s
participation in the crime. The court emphasized that the quantum of evidence required in
administrative disbarment proceedings is preponderance of evidence, a lower standard than
in criminal cases.

**Issue Resolution:**

1. **Unlawful, Dishonest, Immoral, and Deceitful Conduct**: The Court determined that
Atty. Aguado was in possession of falsified documents, which were used to facilitate the
hijacking. The testimonies and evidence provided corroborated Atty. Aguado’s involvement.
Hence,  Atty.  Aguado was found to have engaged in unlawful,  dishonest,  immoral,  and
deceitful behavior.
2. **Sanction of Disbarment**: Based on the established facts and violations, the Supreme
Court  deemed  disbarment  appropriate.  The  Court  reiterated  that  the  legal  profession
requires adherence to the highest standards of morality and conduct. Atty. Aguado’s actions
demonstrated a serious breach of these standards, warranting his disbarment to protect the
integrity of the legal profession.

**Doctrine:**

The case clarifies that disbarment proceedings can run independently of criminal cases and
that the standards of proof differ. For disbarment, the required quantum of evidence is
preponderance of evidence, not proof beyond a reasonable doubt. This case reinforces the
legal principle that falsification of documents by a lawyer constitutes gross misconduct and
a violation of the Code of Professional Responsibility, warranting disbarment.

**Class Notes:**

– **Key Elements and Concepts**:
– **Code of Professional Responsibility Rules 1.01 and 1.02**:
–  **Rule  1.01**:  Prohibits  lawyers  from engaging  in  unlawful,  dishonest,  immoral,  or
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deceitful conduct.
– **Rule 1.02**: Prohibits lawyers from counseling or abetting activities that defy the law or
undermine confidence in the legal system.

– **Relevant Provisions**:
– **Section 12(c), Rule 139-B of the Rules of Court**: Pertains to disciplinary proceedings
against lawyers.
–  **Quantum of  Evidence  in  Disbarment  Proceedings**:  Preponderance  of  evidence  is
required, which means evidence more convincing than that of the opposition.

– **Application**:
– This case illustrates the application of the Code of Professional Responsibility in assessing
the professional conduct of lawyers, emphasizing the severe repercussions for engaging in
dishonest and fraudulent activities.

**Historical Background:**

The case occurred against the backdrop of issues related to the misuse of authority and the
falsification of documents within the context of anti-smuggling operations in the Philippines.
The case highlights the efforts of the legal and judicial system to uphold the integrity of
legal practitioners and protect the public from fraudulent activities.


