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**Title: Re: Subpoena Duces Tecum dated January 11, 2010, and Re: Order of the Office of
the Ombudsman Referring the Complaint Against Chief Justice Reynato S. Puno**

**Facts:**
This  case  revolves  around  proceedings  initiated  by  Atty.  Oliver  O.  Lozano  and  Atty.
Evangeline J. Lozano-Endriano against members of the Philippine Supreme Court and their
subsequent disciplinary actions. The significant step-by-step events and procedural history
are as follows:

1. **Complaints Initiation**:
– The dispute began with legal complaints filed by Atty. Lozano and Atty. Lozano-Endriano
against  Chief  Justice  Reynato  S.  Puno.  They  claimed  misconduct  and  misuse  of
constitutional  provisions  by  the  justices.

2. **Subpoena Duces Tecum**:
– Acting Director Aleu A. Amante of the Office of the Ombudsman issued a Subpoena Duces
Tecum dated January 11, 2010, demanding documents relative to the complaint.

3. **Office of the Ombudsman’s Referral**:
– The Ombudsman referred the complaints by Oliver O. Lozano and Evangeline J. Lozano-
Endriano to the House of Representatives, implying potential grounds for impeachment.

4. **Disciplinary Action by the Judiciary**:
– On June 15, 2010, the Supreme Court found Atty. Lozano and Atty. Lozano-Endriano guilty
of grave professional misconduct for misquoting or misusing constitutional provisions in
their pleadings. Resultantly, both were indefinitely suspended from the practice of law.

5. **Reinstatement Efforts**:
– Multiple letter-petitions were submitted by Atty. Lozano between June 2011 and February
2012,  requesting  the  lifting  of  the  indefinite  suspension.  These  letters  expressed  his
willingness  to  admit  error,  compliance  with  professional  norms,  and  commitment  to
upholding justice.

6. **Reinstatement of Atty. Lozano-Endriano**:
– On August 23, 2011, the Supreme Court reinstated Atty. Lozano-Endriano, taking into
account her lesser culpability.

**Issues:**
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1. Whether Atty. Oliver O. Lozano should be reinstated to the practice of law following his
indefinite suspension for grave professional misconduct.
2.  Whether  the  expressed  remorse  and  corrective  actions  of  Atty.  Lozano  since  his
suspension warrant a lifting of the penalty.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court addressed each issue as follows:

1. **Reinstate Atty. Oliver O. Lozano**:
– The Court scrutinized Atty. Lozano’s conduct and his repeated letters expressing remorse
and willingness to adhere to professional standards. The Court recognized that over the
two-year suspension period, no further unscrupulous conduct by Atty. Lozano was reported.

2. **Sufficiency of Remorse and Corrective Action**:
– The Court found that Atty. Lozano’s submission demonstrated genuine contrition and
correction.  Consequently,  the Court  was persuaded that  the suspension had served its
purpose and that prolonging the penalty would not further the interests of justice.

The Supreme Court thus resolved to lift the indefinite suspension of Atty. Oliver O. Lozano
and reinstated him in good standing, contingent on his continued adherence to ethical and
professional standards.

**Doctrine:**
– **Professional Misconduct and Suspension**:
The  ruling  reiterates  the  principle  that  attorneys  who  engage  in  grave  professional
misconduct can be subject to indefinite suspension. However, such a penalty is not meant to
be punitive indefinitely; once the purpose of the suspension is achieved, and correction is
evident, reinstatement can be considered.

**Class Notes**:
1. **Grave Professional Misconduct**:
– Misquoting or misusing legal provisions in pleadings to unjustly accuse court members.
– Refer to Article VIII, Section 11 of the 1987 Constitution and the Code of Professional
Responsibility for ethical guidelines.

2. **Indefinite Suspension**:
– Can be imposed for serious breaches in professional conduct.
– The purpose is corrective, not punitive indefinitely.
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–  Reinstatement is  possible  upon demonstration of  genuine remorse and adherence to
professional norms.

3. **Reinstatement Process**:
– Requires submission of petitions showing acknowledgment of error.
– The Court must be satisfied that the attorney has not reverted to unscrupulous practices.

**Historical Background**:
The procedural facts of this case fit within a broader historical context where institutional
checks and balances among the Judiciary, Ombudsman, and Bar operate to ensure the
integrity of the legal profession. This period highlighted the judiciary’s commitment to self-
regulation and maintaining ethical standards within the legal profession while also allowing
for redemption and correction when appropriate.


