G.R. No. 132826. September 03, 2009 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Rolando Saa v. Integrated Bar of the Philippines, Commission on Bar Discipline, Board
of Governors, Pasig City, and Atty. Freddie A. Venida

Facts:

On December 27, 1991, Rolanda Saa filed a complaint to disbar Atty. Freddie A. Venida,
alleging unethical behavior due to Atty. Venida filing two allegedly oppressive cases against
him.

1. Atty. Venida had filed a criminal case, OMB 1-90-1118, alleging that Saa colluded with a
postmaster for insufficient postage on registered mail, damaging the public interest.

2. An administrative case, A.C. P-90-513, was also filed, largely based on similar facts as the
criminal case.

On February 17, 1992, the Supreme Court required Atty. Venida to comment on the
complaint. He sought dismissal due to perceived insufficiencies in the allegations, accused
Saa of not specifying his infractions, and requested a copy of the complaint.

Despite receiving the complaint, Atty. Venida failed to comprehensively respond within 10
days, leading to a resolution on June 14, 1995, from the Supreme Court demanding
compliance or to show cause against contempt. His full comment, filed by September 4,
1995, reiterated past claims, justifying his legal actions as merely fulfilling his duties.

The Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) was tasked to investigate. On August 14, 1997,
Commissioner George S. Briones recommended dismissing the complaint due to insufficient
evidence of unethical conduct by Atty. Venida. The IBP Board of Governors approved this.

Following the denial of his motion for reconsideration, Saa petitioned the Supreme Court for
certiorari, alleging grave abuse of discretion by the IBP. He contended their decision was
speculative and overlooked case dismissals that Atty. Venida had filed.

Issues:

1. Whether there was grave abuse of discretion by the IBP in dismissing the complaint
against Atty. Venida.

2. Whether Atty. Venida’s actions merited disciplinary measures based on compliance with
legal directives and the Code of Professional Responsibility.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court did not find grave abuse of discretion by the IBP in dismissing the
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disbarment complaint, as there was no solid evidence of unethical behavior or oppressive
filing of cases by Atty. Venida. The Court emphasized that mere disagreement with the
decision does not constitute grave abuse.

On compliance with legal orders, the Court found Atty. Venida in breach of Canons 1 and
12, and Rules 1.03 and 12.04 of the Code of Professional Responsibility due to delays and
failures to comply with court directives in filing comments and memoranda on time,
affecting the administration of justice. Therefore, Atty. Venida was suspended from practice
for one year for these breaches, with stringent warnings against recurrence.

Doctrine:

- Grave abuse of discretion is defined as a capricious, whimsical, arbitrary, or despotic
exercise of judgment equivalent to lack of jurisdiction.

- Atty. Venida's case reinforces the importance of adherence to Canons 1 and 12 and
associated rules in the Code of Professional Responsibility, emphasizing a lawyer’s duty to
uphold the law and avoid actions that delay justice.

Class Notes:

- Grave abuse of discretion involves decisions that are arbitrary and devoid of legal basis.

- Canons 1 and 12 of the Code of Professional Responsibility mandate upholding the law and
aiding efficient justice. Rules 1.03 and 12.04 specifically prohibit causing undue delay in
cases.

- A lawyer may face suspension or disharment for violating the lawyer’s oath or misconduct
detailed in the Code.

Historical Background:

The case unfolds within the context of professional disciplinary accountability in the
Philippines’ legal system, emphasizing stringent adherence to procedural directives. The
case illustrates the balancing act of protecting citizens from unethical legal practices while
ensuring lawyers fulfill their duties.
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