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**Title: Spouses Nicasio and Donelita San Pedro vs. Atty. Isagani A. Mendoza**

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Engagement:** On November 21, 1996, Spouses Nicasio and Donelita San Pedro
engaged the services of Atty. Isagani A. Mendoza to facilitate the transfer of title of a
property in the name of Isabel Azcarraga Marcaida to their names.
2. **Payments Made:** The complainants issued two checks to the respondent: one for
P68,250.00 to cover transfer taxes and another for P13,800.00 as professional fees.
3.  **Failure to Transfer Title:**  Despite repeated follow-ups and letters requesting the
transfer, the respondent failed to produce the title.
4. **Barangay Intervention:** The case was referred to the barangay, but the respondent
refused to return the money for the transfer taxes, leading to the issuance of a certificate to
file action.
5.  **Persistent  Non-Compliance:**  Despite further assurances from the respondent and
continued demands from the complainants, the title remained untransferred. Complainants
eventually obtained a loan to secure the title transfer themselves.
6.  **Respondent’s  Defense:**  Atty.  Mendoza  alleged  that  delays  were  caused  by  the
complainants’ failure to provide essential documents. He also contends that the P13,800.00
fee was insufficient for the extensive work performed, claiming additional receivables for
various services rendered in other cases.
7.  **Administrative Proceedings:**  The case was referred to the Integrated Bar of  the
Philippines (IBP) for investigation. Despite being required to submit a position paper, the
respondent failed to do so.
8. **IBP Findings:** The IBP Investigating Commissioner found that respondent violated
Canon  16,  Rules  16.01,  and  16.03  of  the  Code  of  Professional  Responsibility.  The
Commissioner recommended a censure and warning.
9.  **IBP  Board  of  Governors:**  They  modified  the  recommendation,  suspending  Atty.
Mendoza from the practice of law for three months and ordering the return of P68,250.00 to
the complainants.
10. **Motion for Reconsideration:** The respondent’s motion for reconsideration was denied
by the IBP Board of Governors.
11. **Supreme Court Review:** The Supreme Court notes the case’s procedural history and
adopts the IBP’s findings and recommendations.

**Issues:**
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1.  **Violation of  Canon 16 of  the Code of  Professional  Responsibility:**  Whether Atty.
Mendoza failed to hold in trust the money of his clients as required by Canon 16.
2. **Failure to Deliver Client Funds:** Whether the respondent failed to deliver client funds
upon demand as required by Rule 16.03.
3. **Validity of Lawyer’s Lien:** Whether the respondent could validly retain the funds
claimed as attorney’s fees.
4.  **Misappropriation  Allegations:**  Whether  the  retention  of  funds  amounted  to
misappropriation.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Violation of Canon 16:** The Court ruled that Atty. Mendoza’s actions violated Canon
16 of the Code of Professional Responsibility, noting that he did not hold in trust the money
given by the complainants for the transfer taxes.
2.  **Failure  to  Deliver  Client  Funds:**  The  respondent’s  admission  to  delays  and  his
continued assurances without the actual delivery of the title and refusal to return the funds
constituted a breach of his duty under Rule 16.03. He failed to return the client’s money
despite several demands.
3.  **Invalid  Lawyer’s  Lien:**  The  court  found that  the  respondent  did  not  satisfy  the
requisites for a valid retaining lien. There was no substantiated claim for attorney’s fees and
no accounting or notice was given to the complainants regarding the retention of funds.
4. **Misappropriation of Funds:** The Court construed the respondent’s failure to return
the funds as misappropriation, given the fiduciary nature of the lawyer-client relationship.

**Doctrine:**

1. **Canon 16 of the Code of Professional Responsibility:** Lawyers must hold in trust all
moneys and properties of their clients. They must account for all funds received, keep client
funds separate from their own, and deliver them when due or upon demand.
2. **Lawyer’s Lien Requirements:** For a valid retaining lien, there must be a lawyer-client
relationship, lawful possession of funds, and an unsatisfied claim for attorney’s fees. Funds
cannot be arbitrarily retained without proper accounting and notice to the client.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Canon 16 Compliance:** Lawyers must maintain trust accounts for client funds and
promptly return funds upon demand.
2.  **Disciplinary  Actions:**  Violations  of  fiduciary  duties  can  lead  to  administrative
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penalties, including suspension or disbarment.
3. **Lawyer’s Retaining Lien:** Requires an attorney-client relationship, possession of client
funds, and an unsatisfied claim for fees. Arbitrary retention is not allowed.
4. **Rules of Court – Section 25:** Unjust retention of client funds may lead to contempt
charges.

**Historical Background:**

The case  reflects  the  standards  and expectations  of  legal  ethics  in  the  Philippines  as
enforced by the Supreme Court and the Integrated Bar of the Philippines. The stringent
measures highlight the importance of fiduciary duty and integrity in the legal profession.
The disciplinary mechanisms serve as a deterrent to unethical behavior and reinforce public
trust in the legal system.


