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SECOND DIVISION

[ A.C. No. 3872, October 04, 2010 ]

TRINIDAD IRORITA, PETITIONER, VS. ATTY. JIMMY LUCZON,
RESPONDENT.




R E S O L U T I O N

PERALTA, J.:

Before this Court is the Manifestation with Motion dated April 26, 2010 and Motion
to Resolve dated August 2, 2010, filed by Judge Jimmy F. Luczon Jr., which seeks
the dismissal of the administrative complaint against his father, Atty. Jimmy C.
Luczon, and thereafter correct the discrepancy in the docketing of the case and clear
his name.

In his Manifestation/Motion, Judge Luczon averred that on July 20, 1992, a certain
Trinidad Irorita filed a disbarment case against his father, Atty. Jimmy Luczon.  He
claimed that the said disbarment case was docketed as Trinidad Irorita v. Atty.
Jimmy Luczon. Judge Luczon maintained, however, that he is not the Atty. Jimmy
Luczon referred to as respondent in the instant case but his father.

For clarification, Judge Luczon stressed that he could not be the Atty. Luczon named
as respondent in the instant case because at the time of the referral of the case to
Atty. Luczon, he was already the presiding judge of the Municipal Trial Court of Lal-
lo, Cagayan, Branch 1, pursuant to his appointment in 1985.[1] He also explained
that his father's middle name is "Cortez," while his is "Furagganan," and that his
name has the letters "Jr" suffixed to his name.

Judge Luczon, likewise, manifested that his father died on August 4, 1994 as
evidenced by the Certificate of Death issued by the National Statistics Office.

Judge Luczon compulsorily retired from the service as Presiding Judge of the
Regional Trial Court of Tuguegarao City, Branch 1, Cagayan on May 24, 2010.  His
retirement benefits, as well as the monetary value of his leave credits, however,
have yet to be released since the necessary clearances cannot be issued due to the
pendency of the instant case.  He presumed that the docketing of the case with only
Atty. Jimmy Luczon stated in the case title probably caused confusion, since he and
his father are namesakes. Hence, Judge Luczon prays that the instant case be
resolved in order to clear his name and absolve him from administrative liability.

We find Judge Luczon's motion to be meritorious. The documents[2] submitted
sufficiently established the identities of both Atty. Jimmy C. Luczon and Judge
Jimmy Henry F. Luczon, Jr., and that they are two different individuals. It is likewise
established that Judge Luczon could not have been the respondent in the instant
case. Furthermore, in view of the death of Atty. Jimmy Luczon during the pendency
of the case, we deem it proper to dismiss the instant case for being moot and


