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**Title:** Rafael Padilla v. Atty. Glenn Samson, G.R. No. 816 Phil. 954, August 22, 2017

**Facts:**
Complainant Rafael Padilla filed a complaint on November 25, 2013, against his former
lawyer, Atty. Glenn Samson, who had been engaged to handle Padilla’s case titled Indelecia
Balaga and Enrique Balaga v. Rafael Padilla, Case No. 00-05-07038-08. Padilla alleged that
Samson  suddenly  ceased  all  communications,  nearly  causing  Padilla  to  miss  filing  a
necessary pleading. Despite sending a demand letter requesting Samson to withdraw his
appearance and return all pertinent documents, Samson did not comply.

Padilla also demanded a refund for overpayment amounting to PHP 19,074.00, but Samson
failed to respond to this as well. Padilla escalated the issue to the Court and the Commission
on Bar Discipline of  the Integrated Bar of  the Philippines (IBP).  Nonetheless,  Samson
ignored orders to respond to the complaint and present his side.

On January 26, 2016, the IBP’s Commission on Bar Discipline recommended a six-month
suspension for Samson. Subsequently, on February 25, 2016, the IBP Board of Governors
modified this recommendation, increasing the suspension period to one year due to the
seriousness of the offense.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  Atty.  Glenn  Samson  violated  the  Canons  of  Professional  Responsibility  by
abandoning his client and failing to communicate.
2.  Whether  Samson  failed  to  return  the  overpayment  of  fees  and  documents  despite
demand.
3. Whether Samson should be held administratively liable for his conduct.
4. The appropriate disciplinary sanction for Samson.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court sustained the findings and recommendations of the IBP, affirming Atty.
Glenn Samson’s administrative liability and validating the one-year suspension penalty. On
each issue, the Court ruled as follows:

1. **Violation of Canons of Professional Responsibility:**
The  Court  found  that  Samson  violated  several  Canons  of  Professional  Responsibility.
Specifically, Canon 15 mandates a lawyer to observe candor, fairness, and loyalty; Canon 17
requires fidelity to the client’s cause; Canon 18 demands competence and diligence; and
Canon 19 necessitates representing a client with zeal within legal bounds. By abandoning
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Padilla without justification, Samson breached these ethical duties.

2. **Failure to Return Overpayment and Documents:**
Samson’s continuous neglect to return the amount of PHP 19,074.00 and critical documents
illustrated his lack of integrity and a blatant violation of professional ethics. The Court
asserted that such conduct further amounted to conversion of money entrusted to him by
the client.

3. **Administrative Liability:**
The Court declared that Samson’s actions made him administratively liable on grounds of
gross violation of professional ethics and betrayal of public trust in the legal profession.

4. **Disciplinary Sanction:**
Considering precedents where similar transgressions led to suspensions of two years, the
Court deemed a two-year suspension appropriate for Samson’s case. Further, Samson was
ordered to return all documents and the overpaid fee with interest.

**Doctrine:**
The Court reiterated that once lawyers accept a case, they bear the ultimate responsibility
to  handle  it  with  the  utmost  competence,  dedication,  and  zeal  until  its  resolution.
Abandonment  of  client  matters  coupled  with  refusal  to  return  fees  and  documents
constitutes  gross  misconduct  that  warrants  severe  disciplinary  action,  underscoring
lawyers’  fiduciary  duties  to  their  clients.

**Class Notes:**
– **Key Elements:**
– Duties of lawyers: fidelity, competence, diligence, candor, fairness, loyalty.
– Fiduciary duty: obligation to manage client’s property, including money.
– Penalties: suspension or disbarment for ethical violations.
– Precedents: Jinon v. Atty. Jiz, Small v. Atty. Banares, Villanueva v. Atty. Gonzales.

– **Relevant Provisions:**
– **Canon 15, 17, 18, and 19 of the Canons of Professional Responsibility.**
– **Rule 18.03:** A lawyer shall not neglect a legal matter entrusted to him.
– **Rule 19.01:** A lawyer shall employ only fair and honest means to attain lawful client
objectives.

**Historical Background:**
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This case situates within the broader context of upholding integrity in the legal profession in
the Philippines.  The Supreme Court  of  the Philippines consistently  maintains  stringent
ethical standards as essential to public confidence in the legal system. The disciplinary
action in this case reiterates that lawyers, as officers of the court, must adhere strictly to
professional ethical norms, ensuring justice and fairness prevail in their practice.


