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Title: Heirs of Lydio “Jerry” Falame v. Atty. Edgar J. Baguio, 571 Phil. 428

Facts:
This  case  arises  from  a  disbarment  complaint  filed  by  the  heirs  of  Lydio  “Jerry”
Falame—Melba, Leo, and Jerry Falame—against Atty. Edgar J. Baguio. Lydio had previously
engaged Baguio’s legal services in a forcible entry action, Civil Case No. A-2694, initiated by
the heirs of Emilio T. Sy against Lydio and others. Baguio, representing Lydio and others,
filed an answer and attached evidence including a special power of attorney and an affidavit
from Raleigh Falame identifying Lydio as the property owner.

Despite  a  favorable  judgment  for  Lydio,  the  Falame  heirs  contended  Baguio  retained
representation for  Lydio until  his  death in 1996.  In 2000,  Baguio represented Raleigh
Falame and his spouse in a case against the complainants, challenging the ownership of the
same property. This was Civil Case No. 5568, which sought to nullify a deed of sale, assert
co-ownership, or seek other remedies. Complainants accused Baguio of conflict of interest
for  representing  clients  with  adverse  interests  to  Lydio,  abusing  his  role  by  filing  a
misleading complaint and maintaining a baseless suit.

Procedurally, the complainants pursued a disbarment complaint. The Integrated Bar of the
Philippines (IBP) dismissed it for lack of merit and prescription. Dissatisfied, complainants
appealed to the Supreme Court,  questioning the IBP’s dismissal  and arguing the legal
principle that administrative cases against lawyers do not prescribe.

Issues:
1.  Did  Atty.  Baguio  violate  the  rule  against  representing  conflicting  interests  by
representing  Raleigh’s  adverse  interests  against  Lydio’s  heirs?
2. Was the case filed by the complainants time-barred, and do administrative complaints
against lawyers prescribe?

Court’s Decision:
1.  Conflict  of  Interest:  The Supreme Court  found sufficient  basis  to  hold Atty.  Baguio
accountable  for  violating Rule  15.03 of  the  Code of  Professional  Responsibility,  which
prohibits  representing conflicting interests  without  written consent  from all  concerned
parties. The court ruled that Baguio had previously represented Lydio and Raleigh jointly in
the  first  case,  establishing  an  attorney-client  relationship  with  Lydio.  When  he  later
represented Raleigh in a case asserting co-ownership against Lydio’s heirs, Baguio acted
inconsistently with his former client’s interest.
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2. Prescription of Complaint: The Supreme Court reiterated that administrative complaints
against attorneys do not prescribe, overturning the IBP’s dismissal on those grounds. It
clarified that statutes of limitation applicable to ordinary cases do not affect disbarment
proceedings, as established in previous cases like Frias v. Bautista-Lozada.

Doctrine:
The case confirmed that disbarment proceedings against lawyers do not fall under ordinary
statutes of limitations, thus do not prescribe. Furthermore, it reinforced the attorney’s duty
to avoid conflicts of interest, extending beyond the termination of the original attorney-
client relationship.

Class Notes:
–  Rule  15.03,  Code of  Professional  Responsibility:  Prohibits  lawyers  from representing
conflicting interests unless with informed written consent from all parties.
– Attorney-client loyalty extends beyond the tenure of legal employment.
– Disbarment actions are not subject to statutes of limitations (Calo, Jr. v. Degamo and Frias
v. Bautista-Lozada).

Historical Background:
The  case  underscores  longstanding  ethical  standards  within  Philippine  legal  practice,
emphasizing the essential principle of lawyer loyalty to past and current clients. The ruling
also reinforces the judiciary’s commitment to maintaining the integrity of legal practice free
from time-bar limitations on disciplinary actions.


