DECISIONS / SIGNED RESOLUTIONS - EN BANC - JANUARY 17, 2023

MELISSA M. MASAYON AND CLIFFORD M. COMPAS, COMPLAINANTS,
VS.ATTY.RONALDO E. RENTA, RESPONDENT.

A.C. No. 13471. January 17, 2023
Ponente: KHO, JR., J.

Read online (full-text search, related cases, audio case brief): https://batas.org/library/a-c-no-13471/

KHO, JR,, J.:

This administrative case arose from a Complaint-Affidavit[1] for disbarment filed by complainants Melissa M.
Masayon (Melissa) and Clifford M. Compas (Clifford; collectively, complainants) against respondent Atty.
Ronaldo E. Renta[2] (respondent) for violation of the Code of Professional Responsibility (CPR) arising from
respondent's aleged interference into and creating a dispute regarding the properties of the late Don Alberto C.
Compas (Don Alberto).

The Facts
Upon his death, Don Alberto left several parcels of land to his heirs, who belong to two (2) families,[3]
particularly:

FIRST FAMILY
SECOND FAMILY

NAME

RELATIONSHIP
TO DON ALBERTO

NAME
RELATIONSHIP

TO DON ALBERTO
Consolacion M. Compas
Clifford
Joan M. Compas
Spouse
Son
Daughter
Susan C. Oue
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Ferdinand M. Compas

Ma Teresa C. Dela Cruz

Alberto M. Compas, Jr.

Christopher D. Compas

Heirs of Richard D. Compas (represented by Rianesh D. Compas)
Daughter

Son

Daughter

Son

Son

Richard - Son; Rianesh - Granddaughter

Clifford aleged that at the beginning, all of Don Alberto's heirs were in agreement that the parcels of land in his
estate should be sold and the proceeds thereof should be divided among each of them.[4] In this regard, on
December 13, 2013, they executed an Extra-Judicial Deed of Partition with Specia Power of Attorney[5]
authorizing Clifford "solely to negotiate the sale of the x x x [properties], x X x sign all deeds and other documents
necessary to complete the sale of the same[,] and receive the proceeds [therefrom] x x x under his name, and do
other tasks which may be necessary to facilitate and expedite the completion of the sale."[6] Among the properties
sold by virtue of the authority given to Clifford were the three (3) parcels of land referred to in the records as the
Kamalig Property.[7] The Kamalig Property was sold to Melissa, through a Deed of Conditional Sale[8] dated
January 7, 2015.

As regards the remaining parcels of land, Clifford learned from Ms. Siony[9] Sia (Ms. Sia) that the heirs could
sell these properties for a higher price through the Conditional Mortgage Program (CMP) of the Social Housing
Finance Corporation (SHFC). Ms. Siais the President of Mineland Housing Corporation, a registered mobilizer
with the SHFC.[10] Clifford then presented the idea to the heirs, who all acceded. Apart from the earlier authority,
they also executed another Special Power of Attorney[11] dated August 4, 2014, a second Extra-Judicial Deed of
Partition with Special Power of Attorney[12] dated June 5, 2015, as well as a handwritten notarized document
signed by the heirs on April 23, 2015,[13] to carry out the proposed transactions. Subsequently, several parcels of
land were successfully enrolled into the CMP and letters of guaranty were issued in favor of the heirs. According
to Clifford, fifty percent (50%) of the proceeds from the CMP were already released to the heirs and divided
according to their agreement.[14]

However, when Clifford sought the release of the remaining proceeds, he was informed by SHFC President Atty.
Arnulfo Cabling (Atty. Cabling) that they received a letter from respondent prohibiting them from releasing the
remainder of the proceeds. Respondent allegedly informed the SHFC that he is representing the legitimate heirs of
Don Alberto, namely, the members of the second family, and that the latter are withdrawing the authority they
granted to Clifford. According to Clifford, the members of the second family also refused to talk to him and told
him to direct all communication to respondent. Ms. Sia then informed Clifford that respondent's clients went to
her office to inquire about their share in the proceeds. Upon hearing this, Clifford asked Ms. Siafor her assistance
in resolving the issue between the heirs, and she agreed.[15]

Ms. Sig, in her Judicial Affidavit,[16] alleged that sometime in February 2018, respondent went to her office
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ostensibly to inquire about SHFC's processes. Subsequently, he allegedly told her that he can convince his clients
to "anything,"[17] provided that he received some "reward."[18] Taken aback, Ms. Sia purportedly reminded
respondent that they ought to be helping the heirs resolve their dispute. Angered by her response, respondent |eft
her office. A month later, respondent contacted her again to request all relevant documents regarding the CMP
and asked that they have another conference.[19]

On April 13, 2018, they met again in person, where respondent once again insisted that he can convince his clients
to "agree on anything."[20] Thistime, as Ms. Sia was about to leave, respondent purportedly told her, "[g]ive me
P1,000,000.00. That is enough and we can close thisissue, | can have them sign any document anytime."[21] Ms.
Sia left without agreeing. A few days later, respondent called her, telling her that if she can send him
P200,000.00, he can start drafting the necessary paperwork to resolve the dispute and get his clients to sign it.
When she told respondent that she will relay thisto Clifford and would seek his approval first before acting on the
proposal, respondent again reacted angrily and hung up.[22]

Still, a few days later, respondent called Ms. Sia again, this time saying that he is amenable to the proposal. He
told her that he will draft a document stating that the heirs have resolved their dispute, have his clients sign it, and
then deliver it to Clifford. Upon delivery, he stipulated that he should receive the amount of P1,000,000.00. Ms.
Sia did not agree, insisting that the heirs should resolve the dispute based on their extrgjudicia partition. As per
available information in the records, the dispute remains unresolved; as a result of which, the remaining proceeds
from the CMP have not yet been released.[ 23]

On the other hand, Melissa claimed that respondent, with three other men, entered the Kamalig Property without
her permission. There, respondent and his companions encountered the caretakers Melito Abarca (Abarca) and
Mark Renomeron.[24] When told to leave the premises, respondent ignored the caretakers and surveyed the
property. As he was leaving, he alegedly told the caretakers, "baka nagluluto kayo dito ng shabu, ha?' and
threatened to eject them from the premises.[25] The caretakers immediately reported the incident to Melissa and
to the Tacloban City Police Station 2 (Police Station). A Certification[26] from the Police Station, as well as
Abarcas Judicial Affidavit,[27] forms part of the records of this case.

In his defense, respondent averred that the members of the second family approached him for legal advice. During
their conference, they told him that when they were presented with the extrajudicia partition with specia power
of attorney, they asked Clifford to revise the document. According to them, the document states that Consolacion
M. Compas (Consolacion) is Don Alberto's legal wife, which was not the case as they were not legally married.
Further, the document states that Clifford and Joan M. Compas are Don Alberto's legitimate children, which was
also not the case. Clifford alegedly promised to revise the document. They then told respondent that Clifford,
apart from not revising the document, also had it notarized without their knowledge and used the same to secure
the CMP over the properties. They were aso surprised upon discovering that the shares they received were
reduced as 50% of the CMP proceeds allegedly went to Consolacion as Don Alberto's "legal wife," as stated in the
extrgjudicial partition.[28]

After his services were retained, respondent wasted no time in revoking the special power of attorney given to
Clifford. He also wrote to Atty. Cabling of the SHFC to inform him of his retention as counsel and of Susan C.
Oue's appointment as the new legal representative of the heirs. He also filed several complaints against Clifford
and the members of the first family, one of which is a criminal complaint for falsification of public document
before the office of the prosecutor. He claimed that the present complaint is in retaliation of the complaints he
filed. He also denied the statements attributed to him during his visit to the Kamalig Property. Finaly, he aleged
that it was he who encouraged the heirs to settle the dispute with Clifford's counsel, and Ms. Sia was the one who
refused to heed his request.[29] He attached a Joint-Sworn Affidavit[30] from his clients to prove that he was
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retained as their counsel.

The IBP Report and Recommendation

After due proceedings, the Integrated Bar of the Philippines-Commission on Bar Discipline (IBP-CBD) issued its
Report and Recommendation[31] dated January 14, 2020, finding respondent administratively liable and
recommending his suspension from the legal profession for a period of one (1) year with a stern warning that
repetition of the same or similar acts will be punished more severely.[32]

In so recommending, the IBP-CBD found than respondent meddied with the affairs of Don Alberto's heirs and
encouraged his clients to litigate instead of to settle their dispute, and that respondent was unable to prove that he
was authorized or retained as counsel by the members of the second family.[33] The IBP-CBD aso found
respondent's of seeking personal rewards or bribes from Ms. Sia in exchange for the settlement of the dispute to
be highly improper and outside the bounds of the law.[34] Finaly, it held that the threats that respondent made
and the words he said to Melissa's caretakers constituted conduct unbecoming of an officer of the court.[35]
Consequently, respondent was found to have violated Rules 1.01, 1.03, and 1.04 of Canon 1 and Rule 8.01 of
Canon 8 of the CPR.[36]

In a Notice of Resolution in Resolution No. CBD-2021-05-08[37] dated May 8, 2021, the IBP Board of
Governors resolved to approve and adopt the Report and Recommendation, with modification, increasing the
recommended period of suspension from the practice of law to three (3) years.

Aggrieved, respondent filed a Motion for Reconsideration.[38] He claimed that the investigating commissioner
failed to appreciate the joint affidavit executed by his clients, which proved, according to him, that he was indeed
retained as counsel and that they authorized him to represent them in their dealings as regards the dispute. He al'so
averred that the allegations of bribery or solicitation of personal reward are completely untrue. He claimed that he
was not furnished a copy of Ms. Sias statement and was deprived of his right to due process. Finally, even
assuming that he uttered the statements attributed to him, it still should not merit the heavy penalty of suspension
for three (3) years.[39]

In aNotice of Resolution in Resolution No. CBD-XXV-2021-12-18[40] dated December 2, 2021, the IBP denied
respondent's motion for reconsideration.

The Issue Before the Court
The issue for the Court's resolution is whether or not respondent should be held administratively liable for the acts
complained of.

The Court's Ruling

After a careful study and review of the records, the Court modifies the findings of the IBP, but nevertheless,
arrives at the same conclusion, i.e., that respondent should be found administratively liable. The Court also
modifies the penalty and finds that respondent should be suspended from the practice of law for a period of five
(5) years, aswill be explained hereunder.

To recapitulate, the IBP-CBD found that respondent committed the following acts that merit disciplinary action:
(1) meddling with the affairs of Don Alberto's family by encouraging the second family to litigate with the first
family; (2) misrepresenting himself as the second family's attorney-in-fact; (3) asking for or requiring a personal
reward of P1,000,000.00 in exchange for the settlement of the dispute between the family members; and (4) using
offensive and threatening language towards Melissa's caretakers.

In addition, the IBP-CBD appeared to attribute another act to respondent, as stated in its Report: "[t]he records
show that the respondent offered monetary rewards to anyone who could provide him any information against the
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complainants] just so he would have a leverage in his actions against the latter."[41] However, a closer reading of
the Report and Recommendation shows that this is not among the allegations in the complaint or position paper
for the complainants. Instead, the sentence forms part of the Court's decision in Ong v. Unto,[42] which is
referenced in afootnote in the said Report.[43] Since the sentence was not in quotation marks or in ablock quote
format, respondent labored under the impression that the sentence referred to him. Accordingly, he sought to deny
this allegation in his motion for reconsideration.[44] Thus, the Court sees the need to clarify that the said
statement is not part of the charges against him; therefore, it shall not be discussed herein.

l.

Contrary to the findings of the IBP, the Court finds that respondent did not "meddie" in the affairs of Don
Alberto's family. Neither did he misrepresent his role as counsel or attorney-in-fact for the members of the second
family.

In his Position Paper,[45] respondent attached a Joint-Sworn Affidavit[46] executed by his clients, containing
primarily the following assertions. (a) sometime in January 2018, the latter met with respondent and sought his
advice regarding what they considered to be problems with Clifford and their shares in the proceeds of the CMP;
(b) they decided to retain respondent as their counsel in the dispute with the first family; (c) they authorized and
caused respondent's acts as counsel particularly the revocation of Clifford's Special Power of Attorney and the
filing of the complaints against him and the other members of the first family; and (d) to date, respondent is still
their counsel. It is well to remember that the quantum of evidence in disbarment proceedings is substantial
evidence, or such amount of relevant evidence that a reasonable mind may accept as adequate to justify a
conclusion.[47] Thus, the Court finds that respondent, by this joint affidavit, sufficiently proved that he is the
counsel for the second family and that they authorized his acts. When he approached Ms. Sia for the purpose of
requesting relevant documents and negotiating the dispute, the Court finds that he did not misrepresent his role.
He was acting as counsel for the second family.

Il.

Nonetheless, the Court finds respondent's act of soliciting a persona reward in exchange for his clients
acquiescence to the settlement of their dispute to be highly irregular, dishonest, and deceitful. The Court notes that
this alegation is proven by substantial evidence. Complainants presented the Judicial Affidavit[48] of Ms. Sia,
who was the very person to whom respondent made numerous attempts at solicitation. Ms. Sia clearly and
convincingly narrated how respondent, to facilitate the settlement of the dispute, asked for P1,000,000.00 as a
reward. In colorful terms, respondent likened the reward to the needed "ink" for his "pen" to write the
document.[49] Undeterred by Ms, Sias rejection of his proposal, he reduced the asking price to P200,000.00, then
increased it back to P1,000,000.00 when Ms. Sia dared him to get his clients' signatures and present the signed
document.

Respondent’s defense against this is remarkably feeble. In his Maotion for Reconsideration, he claimed that Ms.
Sids alegation of inducement is not supported by a sworn affidavit or, assuming there was a sworn statement, he
was not furnished a copy of the same in violation of his due process rights.[50] This, notwithstanding the fact that
he was furnished[51] a copy of complainants’ Position Paper,[52] which contains Ms. Sia's Judicial Affidavit as
its Annex "U."[53] In a later Submission,[54] complainants once again filed copies of the attachments to their
position paper, including Ms. Sias Judicial Affidavit, again with service to respondent.[55] To the alegation
itself, respondent merely offered a general objection that it is “misleading and bereft of any factual incident."[56]
The Court is unconvinced by his tepid response.

Thus, it is clear that respondent placed his personal reward as a condition for the settlement of the dispute between
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Don Alberto's heirs. Implicit in this condition and his statement that he can make his clients "agree on anything,"
is the remarkably low view he has of his clients and what he perceives as their credulity. Similarly, they convince
the Court that respondent viewed the dispute as a profit-making opportunity. This cannot be countenanced.

Rules 1.01 and 1.04, Canon 1 of the CPR sanction lawyers who engage in unlawful, dishonest, immoral, or
deceitful conduct, and command lawyers to encourage their clients to avoid, end, or settle a controversy if it will
admit of a fair settlement. Further, Rule 7.03, Canon 7 of the CPR prohibits lawyers from engaging in any
scandalous conduct that discredits the legal profession or adversely reflects on their fithess to practice law.
Finally, Canon 17 states that lawyers owe fidelity to their clients cause, and they must be mindful of the trust and
confidence reposed in them, to wit:

CANON 1 — A LAWYER SHALL UPHOLD THE CONSTITUTION, OBEY THE LAWS OF THE LAND
AND PROMOTE RESPECT FOR LAW OF AND LEGAL PROCESSES.

RULE 1.01. A lawyer shall not engage in unlawful, dishonest, immoral or deceitful conduct.
X X X X

RULE 1.04. A lawyer shall encourage his clients to avoid, end or settle the controversy if it will admit of afair
settlement.

XX XX

CANON 7 — A LAWYER SHALL AT ALL TIMES UPHOLD THE INTEGRITY AND DIGNITY OF THE
LEGAL PROFESSION, AND SUPPORT THE ACTIVITIES OF THE INTEGRATED BAR.

XX XX

RULE 7.03. A lawyer shall not engage in conduct that adversely reflects on his fitness to practice law, nor
shall he, whether in public or private life, behave in a scandalous manner to the discredit of the legal
profession.

XXXX

CANON 17 — A LAWYER OWES FIDELITY TO THE CAUSE OF HIS CLIENT AND HE SHALL BE
MINDFUL OF THE TRUST AND CONFIDENCE REPOSED IN HIM.

Guided by the foregoing tenets, the Court finds that by his act of requiring a reward in exchange for his clients
agreement to the settlement, respondent not only engaged in dishonest conduct, but also, ironically, discouraged
any potential settlement for complainants became wary of respondent and did not continue any communication
regarding settling the dispute.[57] He likewise undermined and discredited the legal profession by making it
appear to Ms. Sia and consequently, to Clifford and the first family, that his clients willingness to settle is
predicated on areward given to him, their lawyer, or that alawyer could somehow get their clients' signatures so
long as they get a reward. Finaly, by implicitly characterizing his clients as credulous and amenable to signing
anything he tells them to, he also failed to be mindful of the trust they reposed in him.

It must be emphasized that Rule 1.01 does not require that the act complained of be punishable by law. It is
enough that the act shows a lack of integrity, honesty, or probity.[58] In this case, it cannot be overemphasized
that respondent's solicitation bordered on the duplicitous and dishonest. Worse, the dishonesty is foisted on his
own clients, who, understandably, expect respondent to put their interests and not his foremost in his mind when
dealing with complainants.

Relatedly, Rule 1.04 is a clarion call for all lawyers to encourage their clients to settle cases fairly and avoid
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disputes whenever possible. It may seem quite ironic in this case that respondent's initial approach to Ms. Sia and
Clifford was premised on a possible settlement. However, by placing his "reward" as a condition, respondent, in
effect, prevented any settlement as complainants became expectedly wary of dealing with him. Rather than
retracting his condition and sincerely negotiating an end to the dispute, respondent, when refused by Ms. Sia and
Clifford, merely lowered his price.[59] It is clear to the Court, then, that respondent was not willing to discuss
settlement unless and until his reward was given to him. The Court is mindful of the fact that in negotiating
disputes between parties, lawyers are authorized to communicate their clients conditions or demands, which may
come in the form of settlement amounts, to the other party. That may be so, but here, it is clear by respondent's
language that the "reward" he asked for was not for his clients but for him personally, for his "pen" to have its
"ink" and for him to start drafting the settlement that his clients will sign.

Respondent's repeated assurance that he can get his clients to sign anything as long as he gets his reward aso
constitutes scandalous conduct that discredits the legal profession. Indeed, jurisprudence[60] has held that a
lawyer, being a person of law, is necessarily a leader of the community, one who is looked up to as a model
citizen. By asking for that reward, respondent undermined the legal profession by making it appear that lawyers
may profit from their clients disputes, much to the understandable shock of the persons who witnessed his
behavior, namely Ms. Siaand Clifford.

Finally, respondent's act shows a careless disregard for the trust reposed in him by his clients. By completely
hinging the settlement of the dispute on his receipt of a reward, he set aside his clients' interest and put his own
financial interest first. The practice of law is not a money-making trade.[61] Indeed, compensation in this
profession is regarded merely as an incident[62] to the rendering of legal service and is never its raison d'étre.
Thus, outside of compensation, the Court should view with suspicion any financial gain or attempts to acquire it
in relation to such legal services. At the same time, by implying his clients' gullibility when he assured Ms. Sia
that he can get them to sign on anything and thereby seeking his own reward, respondent was less than mindful of
the fidelity he owes to his clients' cause. In fact, he was completely unmindful of his clients' cause when he sought
his reward. The tenor of his statements to Ms. Sia shows that it matters not to him whether it isin his clients' best
interest to settle — what mattered was his reward.

II.

Further, the Court agrees with the IBP that respondent violated Rule 8.01, Canon 8 of the CPR when he entered
the Kamalig Property and maliciously implied that its caretakers were manufacturing shabu and threatening to
gject them from the property. The allegation in this regard was also proven by substantial evidence, specifically
by Abarcas Judicial Affidavit[63] and the Certification[64] from the Police Station that the incident took place.
For reference, Rule 8.01, Canon 8 of the CPR reads:

CANON 8 — A LAWYER SHALL CONDUCT HIMSELF WITH COURTESY, FAIRNESS AND CANDOR
TOWARDS HIS PROFESSIONAL COLLEAGUES, AND SHALL AVOID HARASSING TACTICS
AGAINST OPPOSING COUNSEL.

RULE 8.01. A lawyer shall not, in his professional dealings, use language which is abusive, offensive or
otherwise improper.

The Rule cautions lawyers against the use of demeaning and immoderate language. In Spouses Nuezca v.
Villagarcia,[65] the Court sanctioned the respondent lawyer for using language that maligned the complainants
character and imputed criminal offenses to them. The Court finds respondent's statements when he visited the
Kamalig Property to be violative of the Rule.

V.
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In sum, the Court concludes that there is substantial evidence to hold respondent administratively liable for
violating Rules 1.01 and 1.04, Canon 1, Rule 7.03, Canon 7, Rule 8.01, Canon 8, and Canon 17 of the CPR. His
administrative liability having been established, the Court now goes to the imposable penalty on him.

A review of relevant case law reveals that lawyers who committed similar infractions were suspended from the
practice of law in differing periods. In Go v. Buri,[66] the Court suspended the lawyer from the practice of law for
two (2) years for neglecting her client's affairs and other acts constituting professional misconduct. In Collantesv.
Mabuti,[67] the Court suspended the lawyer for one (1) year for violating Rule 1.01 of Canon 1 and Canon 7 of
the CPR. For violating the Notarial Rules[68] and Canons 1 and 7 of the CPR, the respondent lawyer in Miranda,
Jr. v. Alvarez, Sr.[69] was meted the penalty of suspension from the practice of law for two (2) years.

The Court has also meted stiffer penalties for lawyers failure to safeguard the cause and interests of their clients.
In Mattus v. Villaseca,[ 70] the errant lawyer was suspended from the practice of law for five (5) years, for failing
to appear in court and file pleadings in representation of his clients in a criminal case. Suspension from the
practice of law for five (5) years was also the penalty meted on the counsel in Santeco v. Avance.[71] Here, the
Court found the lawyer to have violated Canons 17 and 18. Finally, for violating Canons 1, 13, 17, and 18, and for
being previously sanctioned and warned in two occasions, the Court imposed the supreme penalty of disbarment
on the lawyer in the recent case of Asuncion v. Salvado.[72]

In this case, the Court notes that respondent was previously warned, in two (2) separate occasions, that repetition
of similar acts would be dealt with more severely. In Cristobal v. Renta (Cristobal),[73] respondent was
reprimanded for failing to safeguard his client's interests when he failed to file the petition for recognition of
certain minors, as the client required. He admitted to his failure and apologized for his negligence. Two years
after Cristobal, in Beth Hein Transport v. Volante,[74] the Court once again warned respondent for failing to
attach material portions of the record, notably the assailed decision, to a petition for review on certiorari. The
Court stated in that case that the petitioner's cause, if legitimate, "deserved better legal representation: one that
knows the fundamental requirements needed to support a case, and one that recognizes that a case should be
attended to with more care, prudence, and diligence.”

Given these circumstances — and further taking into consideration Part (C) (9.22) (a) of the IRP's Guidelines for
Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, which provides that prior disciplinary offenses constitute an aggravating
circumstance — the Court finds that respondent should be suspended from the practice of law for a period of five
(5) years.

ACCORDINGLY, respondent Atty. Ronaldo E. Rentais found GUILTY of violating Rules 1.01 and 1.04, Canon
1, Rule 7.03, Canon 7, Rule 8.01, Canon 8, and Canon 17 of the Code of Professional Responsibility, and is
hereby SUSPENDED from the practice of law for a period of five (5) years, effective immediately upon his
receipt of the Decision. Heis STERNLY WARNED that a repetition of the same or similar act will be dealt with
more severely.

Respondent is DIRECTED to report to this Court the date of his receipt of this Decision to enable it to determine
when his suspension from the practice of law shall take effect.

Let copies of this Decision be furnished to: (1) the Office of the Bar Confidant to be appended to respondent's
personal record as an attorney: (2) the Integrated Bar of the Philippines for its information and guidance; and (3)
the Office of the Court Administrator for circulation to al courtsin the country.
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SO ORDERED.

Gesmundo, C.J., Caguioa, Hernando, Lazaro-Javier, Inting, Zalameda, M. Lopez, Gaerlan, Rosario, J. Lopez,
Dimaampao, Marquez, and Singh, JJ., concur.
Leonen, SAJ,, | vote to disbar. See separate opinion.
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[Question] 40: Thereafter, what happened next, if any?
[Answer] 40: When | was about to stand up, [respondent] raised his voice and said[,] "[w]hy can't you
understand what | want? | can convince all of them to agree on anything. Only my ballpen do [sic] not write
without ink, it'slike a car do [sic] not run without gas."”

[50] 1d. at 395-396.

[51] Id. at 119-120. Affidavit of Service executed by Winifredo P. Ladores, employee of complainants counsel,
stated that service was made on respondent through registered mail.

[52] 1d. at 94-117.
[53] Id. at 198.
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[54] 1d. at 216-277.

[55] Id. at 219. Affidavit of Service executed by Winifredo P. Ladores, employee of complainants counsel stated
that service was made on respondent through registered mail.

[56] Id. at 396.

[57] 1d. at 206.

[58] See Riverav. Dalangin, A.C. No. 12724, July 28, 2020 [Per J. Lopez, First Division].
[59] Rallo, p. 205.

[60] Acav. Salvado, 779 Phil. 214, 223 (2016) [Per Curiam, En Banc].

[61] Pinedav. De Jesus, 531 Phil. 207, 212 (2006) [Per CJ. Corona, Second Division].
[62] Id., citing Malecdan v. Pekas, 465 Phil. 703, 713 (2004) [Per J. Cdlegjo, Sr., En Banc].
[63] Rollo, pp. 208-215.

[64] Id. at 23.

[65] 792 Phil. 535, 539 (2016) [Per J. Perlas-Bernabe, First Division].

[66] 844 Phil. 359 (2018) [Per J. Perlas-Bernabe, En Banc].

[67] See A.C. No. 9917, January 14, 2019.

[68] A.M. No. 02-8-13-SC (August 1, 2004).

[69] 839 Phil. 416 (2018) [Per J. Perlas-Bernabe, Second Division].

[70] 718 Phil. 478 (2013) [Per Curiam, En Banc].

[71] 463 Phil. 359 (2003) [Per J. Y nares-Santiago, En Banc].

[72] A.C. No. 13242, July 5, 2022 [Per Curiam, En Banc].

[73] 743 Phil. 145, 148-149 (2014) [Per J. Villarama, Jr., Third Division].

[74] See Notice of Resolution in UDK No. 15539, September 7, 2016 [Second Division].

SEPARATE CONCURRING AND DISSENTING OPINION

LEONEN, SAJ.:

| agree with the ponencia's findings on respondent Atty. Ronaldo E. Renta's (Atty. Renta) administrative liability
but disagree with the penalty imposed. Atty. Renta should be disbarred. Members of the legal profession are
expected to adhere to strict standards of behavior, which require a totality of ethical compliance for continued
membership. Atty. Rentas repeated professional and ethical violations, as found by the lower tribunals and
affirmed by this Court's majority, render him unfit to practice law.

Melissa M. Masayon (Melissa) and Clifford M. Compas (Clifford) filed a disbarment complaint against Atty.
Renta because of the latter's interference in the settlement of the estate of Don Alberto C. Compas (Don
Alberto).[1]
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When Don Alberto died, he left behind two families, which both agreed to sell the properties in his estate and to
divide the proceeds of the sales among themselves. Both families executed an Extra-Judicial Deed of Partition and
a Special Power of Attorney authorizing Clifford to solely negotiate, facilitate, sign for, and receive the proceeds
of all estate property sales. Thus, Clifford was able to sell portions of Don Alberto's estate, including the Kamalig
property, which was purchased by Melissa.[2]

Upon learning from Ms. Siony Sia (Ms. Sia) that the estate's properties could be sold for a higher price through
the Conditional Mortgage Program of the Social Housing Finance Corporation (the Corporation), Clifford
alegedly convinced the other heirs to execute several other documents allowing him to enter into transactions
with the Corporation. Ms. Siais the president of Mineland Housing Corporation, a registered mobilizer with the
Corporation. Clifford had managed to have 50% of the properties proceeds released to the heirs. He was then
informed by the Corporation's President, Atty. Arnulfo Cabling, that Atty. Renta had sent the Corporation a letter
revoking Clifford's authority to represent the second family, and prohibiting the release of the remaining proceeds.
According to the Corporation, Atty. Renta had assumed representation of members of Don Alberto's second
family, who had ceased contact with Clifford and inquired with Ms. Sia about their own shares in the properties
proceeds.[3]

According to Ms. Sia, Atty. Renta approached her several times over the course of several months, insisting that
he could "convince his clients to agree on anything,” in exchange for a monetary reward. Ms. Sia testified that
Atty. Renta priced his offers to guarantee his clients' cooperation at PHP 1 million, which eventually dropped to
PHP 200,000.00. When Ms. Siarefused Atty. Rentas offers and insisted that the heirs should resolve their dispute
based on their Deed of Extra-Judicial Partition, Atty. Renta alegedly lost his temper. This back and forth between
Atty. Renta and Ms. Sia delayed the release of "the remaining proceeds of the [Conditional Mortgage Program],"”
which has yet to be fully released to either of the two families.[4]

Concurrently, Melissa testified that Atty. Renta entered the Kamalig Property without her permission and
proceeded to survey the area despite protests from the property's caretakers. Before leaving, Atty. Renta allegedly
threatened the property's caretakers with gectment and utterances of "baka nagluluto kayo dito ng shabu, ha?’
The caretakers reported thisincident to Melissa and to the local police.[5]

In response to the complaint, Atty. Renta narrated that the second family approached him for representation
because Clifford and the supposed first family had the second family join the execution of an Extra-Judicial Deed
of Partition, which alegedly misrepresented the first family's relationship to Don Alberto. As such, Clifford and
the first family received shares in the sales from Don Alberto's estate, which were greater than they were entitled
to by law.[6]

Upon his engagement by the second family, Atty. Renta allegedly had the Extra-Judicial Deed of Partition
revoked and then proceeded to communicate with the Corporation as the second family's legal counsel. Atty.
Renta claims that the present disbarment case was instituted "in retaliation” for a complaint that he filed against
Clifford for fasification of a public document, among other complaints. Atty. Renta also denied visiting the
Kamalig property and insisted that the release of proceeds was delayed by Ms. Sias refusal to heed his request for
settlement between the heirs[7]

The Integrated Bar of the Philippines Commission on Bar Discipline found Atty. Renta administratively liable for
violating Rules 1.01, 1.03, and 1.04 of Canon 1, and Rule 8.01 of Canon 8 of the Code of Professional
Responsibility. Thus, the Commission on Bar Discipline recommended Atty. Renta's suspension from the practice
of law for one year. The Integrated Bar of the Philippines Board of Governors adopted this recommendation in
Resolution No. CBD-2021-05-08, but increased Atty. Renta's suspension to three years. Atty. Renta moved for
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reconsideration of the Board of Governors Resolution but was denied relief.[8]

Thus, this Court must rule on whether respondent Atty. Ronaldo E. Renta merited the administrative penalties as
determined by the Integrated Bar of the Philippines Board of Governors.

| agree with the ponencia's findings on Atty. Rentas violations of the Code of Professiona Responsihility.
Members of the legal profession are required to observe "rigid standards of mental fitness, [maintain] the highest
degree of morality[,] and [faithfully comply] with the rules of the legal profession."[9] The ponencia s discussion
reveals how respondent's actions render him administratively liable under the Rules and Canons cited by the
ponencia.

The ponencia further highlights two other incidents showing respondent's failures as a lawyer, which show
violations of the Lawyer's Oath and of the Code of Professional Responsibility.

In this case, this Court notes that respondent was previously warned, in two (2) separate occasions, that
repetition of similar acts would be dealt with more severely. In Cristobal v. Renta (Cristobal), respondent was
reprimanded for failing to safeguard his client's interests when he failed to file the petition for recognition of
certain minors, as the client required. He admitted to his faillure and apologized for his negligence. Two years
after Cristobal, in Beth Hein Transport v. Volante, the Court once again warned respondent for failing to attach
material portions of the record, notably the assailed decision, to a petition for review on certiorari. The Court
stated in that case that the petitioner's cause, if legitimate, "deserved better legal representation: one that knows
the fundamental requirements needed to support a case, and one that recognizes that a case should be attended
to with more care, prudence, and diligence.[10] (Emphasis supplied; citations omitted)

Villafores v. Limog[11] provides that violations of the Lawyer's Oath, which exhibit "inexcusable negligence,"”
may be punished by suspension and even disbarment in "severely aggravated cases":

In People v. Cawili, we held that the failure of counsel to submit the brief within the reglementary period is an
offense that entails disciplinary action. Peoplev. Villar, Jr. characterized alawyer's failure to file a brief for his
client as inexcusable neglect. In Blaza v. Court of Appeals, we held that the filing of a brief within the period
set by law is aduty not only to the client, but also to the court. Perla Compania de Seguros, Inc. v. Saquilabon
reiterated Ford v. Daitol and In re: Santiago F. Marcos in holding that an attorney's failure to file a brief for his
client constitutes inexcusable negligence.

In cases involving a lawyer's failure to file a brief or other pleadings before an appellate court, we did not
hesitate to suspend the erring member of the Bar from the practice of law for three months, six months, or even
disbarment in severely aggravated cases.[12] (Emphasis supplied; citations omitted)

Concurrently, a prior opinion highlights how imposing the proper penalty for professional misconduct is
important not only to hold a lawyer accountable for violations of their oath, but also to ensure the public of the
integrity of the legal profession:

The imposition of the proper penalty also does justice to those the lawyer has wronged. It communicates to
them that her transgressions of her oath as a lawyer and against the canons of the legal profession are not
tolerated by this Court. Past serious offenses by the same lawyer should not amount to a mitigation of the
penalty to be imposed. If they amount to anything, past transgressions should be aggravating.[13] (Emphasis
supplied; citations omitted)

Thus, in Pacao v. Atty. Limos (Pacao),[14] the Court disbarred a lawyer found guilty of misconduct, in light of
two prior administrative sanctions for "gross negligence and dereliction of duty” and for "deceitful and dishonest
conduct." Pacao considered the totality of the lawyer's transgressions as “[demonstrative of] her propensity to
employ deceit and misrepresentation” and, thus, ordered the loss of her privilege to practice law.
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The fact that thisis Atty. Limos' third transgression exacerbates her offense. The foregoing factual antecedents
demonstrate her propensity to employ deceit and misrepresentation. It is not too farfetched for this Court to
conclude that from the very beginning, Atty. Limos had planned to employ deceit on the complainant to get
hold of asum of money. Such a conduct is unbecoming and does not speak well of a member of the Bar.

The present case comes clearly under the grounds given in Section 27, Rule 138 of the Revised Rules of Court.
The Court, however, does not hesitate to impose the penalty of disbarment when the guilty party has become a
repeat offender. Considering the serious nature of the instant offense and in light of Atty. Limos prior
misconduct which grossly degrades the legal profession, the imposition of the ultimate penalty of disbarment is
warranted.

In imposing the penalty of disbarment upon Atty. Limos, the Court is aware that the power to disbar is one to
be exercised with great caution and only in clear cases of misconduct that seriously affect the standing and
character of the lawyer as a legal professional and as an officer of the Court. However, Atty. Limos
recalcitrant attitude and unwillingness to heed with the Court's warning, which is deemed to be an affront to
the Court's authority over members of the Bar, warrant an utmost disciplinary sanction from this Court. Her
repeated desecration of her ethical commitments proved herself to be unfit to remain in the legal profession.
Worse, she remains apathetic to the need to reform herself.[15] (Emphasis supplied; citations omitted)

Further, Mangubat v. Atty. Herrera[16] emphasizes that alawyer may be disbarred when their " collective conduct
tarnishes the integrity of the legal profession”:[17]

It is the paramount interest of this Court to ensure that only those who possess and carry out the core values
and exacting standards established to preserve the honor and integrity of the Bar are allowed to practice law. In
this case, the collective conduct of Atty. Herrera tarnishes the integrity of the legal profession and is in clear
disregard of his sworn duties in the Lawyer's Oath not to "delay any man's cause for money or malice" and to
conduct himself "as a lawyer according to the best of [his] knowledge and discretion with all good fidelity as
well to the courts asto [hig] clients.”

Indeed, restraint must be exercised before imposing the supreme penalty of disbarment that should be reserved
only for the most serious and reprehensible acts. In Canillo v. Angeles, We meted the penalty of disbarment on
the erring lawyer who was found to have represented conflicting interests involving a common parcel of land
and for committing other fraudulent and deceitful acts. Similarly, in Laurel v. Delute, the erring lawyer was
disbarred for selling out his client's cause in order to gain personal benefit. In both cases, We determined that
the acts the erring lawyers committed rendered them unfit to continue practicing law. Atty. Herrera's collective
acts are graver than in these cases.[18] (Emphasis supplied; citations omitted)

Ethical standards in a profession are valuable not only to the profession that promises to adhere to them, but also
to the public meant to be served by the individual members of that profession. However, between the professional
and the client, the professional will always have the greater duty of acting in an ethical manner, as a professional
engagement allows specialized knowledge to be applied to the profession's ultimate goal,[19] which, for the legal
profession, involves serving the public and upholding the rule of law.[20]

Thus, only complete adherence or an entirety of ethical compliance will assure the public that lawyers are not
only competent in carrying out their duties, but also that they will work toward their client's best interests.
Variance in time or in degree of a lawyer's failures means little to the layperson whose interests may suffer
devastating effects from any and all failures of counsel. Rather, a lawyer's entire ethical character should
determine the appropriate penalty for professional misconduct.

Here, the lower courts correctly found—and the ponencia correctly affirmed—that respondent violated his oath as a

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 14 of 17
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library A.C. No. 13471. January 17, 2023

lawyer, to the serious detriment of his clients. Taking the present violations together with his prior offenses,
respondent clearly and repeatedly exhibited his clear disregard for his clients and his duties and responsibilities as
a lawyer. Respondent is unfit to continue in the practice of law and should be disbarred, regardiess of the
supposed weight of his current and prior offenses. Rather, his history as a repeat offender already proves the utter
inadequacy of his character. Respondent has clearly failed to apply his supposed expertise to his client's benefit,
over and above his own interests. To date, respondent has failed as a lawyer three times, to the detriment of those
he had the professional and pethical duty to serve. He should be disbarred.

ACCORDINGLY, | vote to AFFIRM the Integrated Bar of the Philippines Board of Governors Resolution No.
CBD-2021-05-08 with MODIFICATION.

Respondent Atty. Ronaldo E. Rentais GUILTY of violating Rules 1.01 and 1.04, Canon 1; Rule 7.03, Canon 7,
Rule 8.01, Canon 8; and Canon 17 of the Code of Professional Responsibility, and should be DISBARRED from
the practice of law in view of earlier findings of administrative liability against him and for his failure to heed
prior warnings of more serious penalties for repeat offenses.

[1] Ponencia, p. 2.
[2] 1d. at 3.

[3] Id.

[4] 1d. at 4.

[5] Id.

[6] 1d. at 5.

[7] 1d.

[8] 1d. at 5-6.

[9] Angelesv. Lina-ac, A.C. No. 12063, January 8, 2019 [Per J. Leonen, En Banc]; Bernardo v. Atty. Megjia, 558
Phil. 398, 402 (2007) [Per J. Nachura, En Banc].

[10] Ponencia, pp. 12-13.
[11] 563 Phil. 453 (2007) [Per J. Chico-Nazario, Third Division].
[12] Id. at 464.

[13] J. Leonen, Separate Concurring Opinion in Punlav. Atty. Maravilla-Ona, 816 Phil. 776, 778-779 (2017) [Per
Curiam, En Banc].

[14] 787 Phil. 121 (2016) [Per Curiam, En Banc].

[15] Id. at 127-128.

[16] A.C. No. 9457, April 5, 2022 [Per Curiam, En Banc].

[17] Mangubat v. Atty. Herrera, A.C. No. 9457, April 5, 2022 [Per Curiam, En Banc].

[18] Id.

[19] Stephen J. Freeman, Dennis W. Engels, & Michael K. Altekruse, Foundations of Ethical Standards and
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Codes. The Role of Moral Philosophy and Theory in Ethics, 48 COUNSELING AND VALUES 163, 172-173
(2004).

[20] RULES OF COURT, Rule 138, sec. 3.
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