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**Title:**
Madria vs. Rivera, A.C. No. 14-4315 [2017]

**Facts:**
In November 2002, Flordeliza A. Madria (complainant) consulted Atty. Carlos P. Rivera
(respondent)  in  Tuguegarao  City  to  discuss  annulling  her  marriage.  After  gathering
necessary details, Atty. Rivera assured her of a strong case and requested a service fee of
P25,000.  The  complainant,  accompanied  by  her  daughter  and  nephew,  returned  on
November 19, 2002, signed the petition Atty. Rivera prepared, and paid an initial P4,000.

Subsequent visits for further payments and updates resulted in Atty. Rivera advising that
court appearances were unnecessary and that notifications would go to his office. By April
2003,  Atty.  Rivera  falsely  informed the  complainant  that  her  annulment  was  granted,
revealing a fake decision signed by Judge Lyliha Abella Aquino. Following his advice to wait
five months, the complainant recorded her status as “single” in her Voter’s Registration
Record. She then received a fabricated certificate of finality.

Utilizing these fraudulent documents, the complainant faced an NBI investigation prompted
by her former partner’s complaint, revealing the nonexistence of the documents Atty. Rivera
provided. This led to criminal charges against her under the Philippine Passport Act. Atty.
Aura Clarissa B. Tabag-Querubin, the Clerk of Court, confirmed the dismissal of the case
and the forgery of Judge Aquino’s signature.

Atty. Rivera responded by shifting blame to the complainant, asserting she had pushed him
into creating fake documents to show her foreigner fiancé and intended confidentiality.

**Issues:**
1. Did Atty. Carlos P. Rivera commit gross misconduct and deceit by creating simulated
court documents?
2. Is Atty. Rivera’s disbarment justified under the ethical standards and laws governing
lawyers in the Philippines?

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Gross Misconduct and Deceit:**
– The Supreme Court upheld the IBP’s findings, confirming Atty. Rivera’s admission to
preparing and faking the court decision and certificate of finality. Despite his claims of
being compelled by the complainant, the Court emphasized that knowing and participating
in such falsification constituted grave misconduct and deceit.
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2. **Justification for Disbarment:**
– Under the Code of Professional Responsibility, Atty. Rivera breached several rules, notably
Rule  1.01  (engaging  in  unlawful,  dishonest,  or  deceitful  conduct),  Rule  1.02  (abetting
defiance of the law), and Rule 15.07 (observing candor and loyalty). His actions exemplified
severe ethical violations, warranting disbarment as per Section 27, Rule 138 of the Rules of
Court. His previous suspension for notarizing without a commission showcased recurrent
misbehavior, underpinning the Court’s decision.

**Doctrine:**
– **Ethical Violations and Disbarment:** Lawyers who commit forgery, deceit, or simulate
court documents grossly contradict their oath and ethical obligations. Such acts, especially
when compounded by prior violations, mandate disbarment to uphold the legal profession’s
integrity (Section 27, Rule 138; Canon 1 and 15 of the Code of Professional Responsibility).

**Class Notes:**
– **Key Concepts:**
– **Gross Misconduct:** Involves acts of  unethical  behavior,  deceit,  or illegal  activities
undermining professional integrity.
–  **Disbarment  Grounds:**  Includes  deceit,  malpractice,  gross  misconduct,  gross
immorality, crimes involving moral turpitude, lawyer’s oath violations (Rule 138, Section
27).
–  **Professional  Responsibility:**  Lawyers  must  uphold  honesty,  follow  the  law,  and
maintain client trust (Canons 1, 15, 17).

– **Statutory Provisions:**
– **Rule 138, Section 27:** Lists grounds for disbarment or suspension.
– **Canon 1:** Upholds the constitution and law.
– **Canon 15 & 17:** Ensures fairness, loyalty, and fidelity to clients.

**Historical Background:**
Historically, this case underscores ongoing efforts to safeguard legal professionalism in the
Philippines. The introduction of rigorous disciplinary standards reflects a broader context of
enhancing public trust and ethical conduct within legal practices, crucial for maintaining
justice administration integrity.


