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Title: Guevarra-Castil vs. Trinidad

Facts:
1. Maryanne Merriam B. Guevarra-Castil (Maryanne) filed a complaint on November 29,
2013, against her husband Orlando L. Castil, Jr. (Orlando), and Atty. Emely Reyes Trinidad
(Atty. Trinidad), alleging they maintained an extramarital affair.
2. Both Orlando and Atty. Trinidad were officers of the Philippine National Police (PNP).
3. Atty. Trinidad insulted and belittled Maryanne when contacted, boasting about her legal
knowledge and position in the PNP.
4. Maryanne discovered a birth certificate indicating Orlando and Atty. Trinidad had a child
together.
5.  Atty.  Trinidad  denied  familiarity  with  Maryanne,  claiming  no  knowledge  of  her
relationship with Orlando, yet admitted to certain unmentioned misconduct.
6. The Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) Commission on Bar Discipline recommended
disbarment of Atty. Trinidad.
7.  The  IBP Board  of  Governors  adopted  the  Commission’s  findings  and recommended
disbarment.
8. Atty. Trinidad’s motion for reconsideration was denied by the Board.

Procedural Posture:
1. Complaint filed with the IBP.
2. IBP Commission on Bar Discipline investigated and recommended disbarment.
3. IBP Board of Governors adopted the recommendation.
4. Case elevated to the Supreme Court for review.

Issues:
1. Does the Supreme Court have jurisdiction over this disciplinary complaint against a
government lawyer?
2. Should Atty. Trinidad be disbarred for her actions?

Court’s Decision:
1. Jurisdiction:
– The Supreme Court examined its jurisdiction over disciplinary cases against government
lawyers,  distinguishing between acts  pertaining to official  duties and those affecting a
lawyer’s fitness to practice law.
– The Court declared that complaints seeking to discipline government lawyers as members
of the Bar must be filed directly with the Court, establishing jurisdiction where actions
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affect fitness to practice law regardless of official capacity.

2. Fitness to practice law:
–  The  Supreme Court  found  that  Atty.  Trinidad’s  extramarital  affair  constituted  gross
immorality and violated the Code of Professional Responsibility (CPR), specifically Canon 1,
Rule 1.01 (unlawful,  dishonest,  immoral,  or deceitful  conduct)  and Canon 7,  Rule 7.03
(conduct adversely reflecting on fitness to practice law).
–  Atty.  Trinidad’s  actions were deemed to show moral  delinquency and unfitness as a
lawyer, warranting disbarment.
– The Court highlighted the importance of preserving the professional and ethical standards
of the legal profession.

Doctrine:
1. Lawyers must not engage in unlawful, dishonest, immoral, or deceitful conduct (Canon 1,
Rule 1.01 of CPR).
2. Lawyers must avoid conduct adversely reflecting on their fitness to practice law and must
not behave scandalously in public or private life (Canon 7, Rule 7.03 of CPR).
3.  The Supreme Court has jurisdiction over disbarment complaints against government
lawyers if such complaints pertain to the lawyer’s fitness to practice law.

Class Notes:
1.  **Canon 1,  Rule 1.01 of  CPR**:  Prohibits  unlawful,  dishonest,  immoral,  or  deceitful
conduct.
2. **Canon 7, Rule 7.03 of CPR**: Forbids conduct adversely affecting fitness to practice law
and scandalous behavior.
3.  **Rule 138,  Section 27 of  Rules of  Court**:  Grounds for disbarment include deceit,
malpractice, grossly immoral conduct, and violation of the Lawyer’s Oath.
4.  **Supreme Court  Jurisdiction**:  Complaints  affecting  a  lawyer’s  fitness  to  practice,
irrespective of government position, must be filed with the Supreme Court and evaluated
under the CPR.

Historical Background:
The  Philippines  upholds  strict  ethical  standards  for  members  of  the  legal  profession,
governed by the Code of Professional Responsibility (CPR). The Supreme Court maintains
the ultimate authority to regulate the practice of law, ensuring that lawyers uphold moral
integrity and professionalism. This case reinforces the principle that personal misconduct
reflecting on a lawyer’s ethical standing justifies disbarment to preserve public trust in the
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legal system.


