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Title: Leticia Gonzales v. Atty. Marcelino Cabucana, Jr. – A Conflict of Interest Disciplinary
Case

Facts:
– Leticia Gonzales initiated a complaint for disbarment against Atty. Marcelino Cabucana,
Jr.,  asserting  a  breach  of  professional  ethics  regarding  representation  of  conflicting
interests.
– Gonzales was involved in a civil case for sum of money and damages in the Municipal Trial
Court of Cities (MTCC) in Santiago City, where the law firm CABUCANA, CABUCANA, DE
GUZMAN AND CABUCANA represented her, particularly under Atty. Edmar Cabucana.
– A favorable decision was issued in February 2001 for Gonzales, but the implementing
sheriff failed to fully execute the writ, leading Gonzales to file a separate complaint against
the sheriff, Romeo Gatcheco, with the Supreme Court.
– Subsequently, Gonzales filed various criminal charges against the Gatchecos for alleged
misconduct against her.
– Meanwhile, Atty. Marcelino Cabucana, Jr. represented the Gatchecos in these criminal
cases,  leading  Gonzales  to  file  a  disbarment  complaint  on  January  8,  2004  with  the
Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) highlighting conflict of interest violation under the
Code of Professional Responsibility.

Procedure:
–  Gonzales  filed  her  complaint  before  the  IBP’s  Commission  on  Bar  Discipline  which
required Atty. Cabucana, Jr. to respond to the accusations.
– Atty. Cabucana claimed he accepted the case of the Gatchecos owing to a lack of willing
counsel and alleged his representation was pro bono.
– A series of procedural activities ensued including submission of position papers by both
parties;  Gonzales  reiterated the close connection between the civil  and criminal  cases
orchestrated her complaint.
– A mandatory conference was scheduled, where Gonzales eventually submitted an affidavit
of desistance, retracting her complaint.
– Despite the withdrawal, Atty. Cabucana was reminded to be cautious in case acceptance
regarding potential conflicts.

Issues:
1.  Whether  Atty.  Marcelino  Cabucana,  Jr.  violated  professional  ethics  by  representing
conflicting interests.
2. Whether the independent nature of the civil and criminal cases negated any conflict of
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interest.
3. Whether the matters within the same law firm concerned loyalty towards former clients
despite individual lawyer representation.

Court’s Decision:
– The Supreme Court upheld that Atty. Cabucana violated Rule 15.03 of Canon 15 of the
Code of Professional Responsibility by representing conflicting interests without necessary
consents.
– It clarified that even if Gonzales’ civil case was distinct, the representation in opposing
actions by the same law firm constituted a conflict.
– Atty. Cabucana’s claim of good faith and defense of having no one else to represent the
Gatchecos was not considered adequate to excuse the professional breach.
–  The  Court,  however,  mitigated  the  penalty  considering  the  pro  bono  nature  of
representation and the law firm’s collective involvement.
– Resultantly, Atty. Cabucana was fined P2,000 and sternly cautioned against future similar
infractions.

Doctrine:
– Rule 15.03, Canon 15 of the Code of Professional Responsibility: Proscribes lawyers from
representing conflicting interests without informed consent post-full disclosure.
–  The  resolution  established  vigilance  over  conflict  management  within  law firms  and
reiterated maintaining public trust and professional integrity.

Class Notes:
– Key elements pertain to lawyer’s duty to avoid conflicting interests: Rule 15.03, Canon 15
CPR.
– Applies across cases, irrespective of distinct case nature or attorney specifics, assuming
firm-wide responsibility.
– Conflict management is rooted in comprehensive disclosure and informed client consent.

Historical Background:
– The case reflects evolving standards and vigilance in the legal profession attentive to
conflicts of interest in attorney representation. It underscores the imperative for attorneys
to uphold public confidence in the legal system by maintaining unwavering loyalty to clients
amidst complex case interactions.


