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**Title:** Suzuki v. Tiamson – Administrative Complaint for Disbarment

**Facts:**
1. **Initial Transactions**
– On August 31, 2002, Maria Cielo B. Suzuki, represented by her sister Maria Teresa B.
Gabuco, entered into a contract of sale and real estate mortgage with Arthur Tumilty and
others for purchasing a house and lot in Las Piñas City.
–  The sale  was facilitated by Atty.  Erwin L.  Tiamson,  Tumilty’s  counsel,  who received
P500,000 as a partial payment on behalf of the sellers and committed to registering the sale
and mortgage.
– Suzuki also gave Tiamson P80,000 for registration expenses and left the documents of sale
and mortgage, along with the owner’s copy of the property title in his possession.

2. **Subsequent Events**
– Tiamson did not register the documents or transfer the title to Suzuki’s name, leading to
allegations of fraud and dishonesty.
– Tiamson claimed he was protecting his client’s interest since Suzuki had unpaid balances
and did not fulfill the promised real estate mortgage.

3. **IBP Proceedings and Rulings**
– The complaint was filed on January 7, 2003, with the IBP’s Commission on Bar Discipline.
– Atty. Tiamson denied the allegations, submitting responses and evidence asserting that
Suzuki defaulted and clarifying his actions with respect to processing taxes and his claim to
have obtained relevant Certificates from the BIR.
– Commissioner Lydia A. Navarro recommended the dismissal of the complaint, finding that
Tiamson acted to protect his client’s interests.
– The IBP Board of Governors adopted the recommendation, and the Supreme Court noted
the case as closed on October 6, 2004.

4. **Motion for Reconsideration**
– Suzuki filed a Motion for Reconsideration, which the IBP Board of Governors denied on
jurisdictional  grounds,  and subsequently,  the  matter  was  brought  before  the  Supreme
Court.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  respondent  Atty.  Erwin  L.  Tiamson  is  guilty  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,
dishonesty, or any improper act violating his sworn duty as an attorney connected with the
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sale of the property.
2.  Whether Tiamson’s refusal to register the deed of sale and transfer the title was a
legitimate act of protecting his client’s interest or an unjustified failure in his duties.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **First Charge – Failure to Register Documents and Pay Taxes:**
–  **Resolution:**  Tiamson  provided  photocopies  showing  tax  payments  and  BIR
authorization, yet did not register the deed nor transfer the title. The court acknowledged
the mortgage retained sufficient protection of his client and Suzuki met original agreement
conditions; thus, Tiamson should have registered the sale.

2. **Second Charge – Non-acknowledgement of Payments:**
– **Resolution:** For amounts totalling P724,990,  there was no proven involvement or
knowledge by Tiamson about these transactions. Thus, he cannot be liable for not recording
these in the sale documents.
– However, P500,000 payment received by Tiamson, explicitly acknowledged in a receipt,
should  have  been  credited  toward  the  purchase  price.  His  non-recognition  lacked
substantiation and warranted criticism.

**Doctrine:**
1. **Protection of Client’s Interest:**
– An attorney must defend client interests within legal bounds (Rule 19.01, Canon 19 of
Code of Professional Responsibility).
– Attorneys must engage in fair and honest means advocating lawful client objectives.

2. **Disbarment Standards:**
– Disbarment is a severe sanction, applied only for clear cases of grave misconduct affecting
legal profession integrity.
– Lesser sanctions suffice in absence of evidence misrepresenting funds or commission of
outright fraud.

**Class Notes:**
–  **Key  Elements:**  Professional  ethics,  lawyer-client  responsibilities,  proper  conduct,
administrative liability, and regulation.
–  **Notable  Principles:**  Code  of  Professional  Responsibility,  Rule  19.01,  Canon  19;
performing within bounds of law; necessity of transparency in financial dealings.

**Historical Background:**
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– The case reflects ongoing efforts ensuring legal professionals uphold ethical standards.
–  Emphasizes  administrative  proceedings  as  vital  mechanisms  in  maintaining  legal
profession’s integrity, separating from civil/criminal accountability but equally crucial in
ensuring justice and public trust.


