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**Title: Yap vs. Buri - Administrative Complaint Against Atty. Grace C. Bl(l(lgie’]"gf‘e Brief/ Digest)

**Facts:**

1. Michelle Yap was involved in a contract to sell a condominium unit to her friend, Atty.
Grace C. Buri. The original price was P1,500,000.00, but Buri requested a reduction to
P1,200,000.00, to which Yap agreed.

2. Buri paid P1,000,000.00, leaving an unpaid balance of P200,000.00. Despite not having
settled the full amount, Buri was granted immediate possession of the unit based on mutual
trust, even without a finalized Deed of Absolute Sale.

3. In January 2011, when Yap demanded the remaining balance, Buri proposed paying
P5,000.00 monthly, but Yap did not consent. Subsequently, Buri threatened or intimidated
Yap through text messages.

4. Buri filed a criminal case for estafa against Yap, alleging non-consensual sale due to Yap’s
husband not approving the contract, despite Yap having promised to return the
P1,000,000.00, which Buri claimed Yap hadn’t done. The criminal case ended with
dismissal.

5. In retaliation for these false accusations, Yap filed an administrative complaint against
Buri.

6. Respondent Buri failed to submit her answer or participate in the mandatory conference
for this administrative complaint. The Integrated Bar of the Philippines (IBP) required the
submission of position papers, to which only Yap complied.

7. The Commission on Bar Discipline recommended a three-month suspension for Buri and
an order for her to pay Yap the outstanding P200,000.00.

8. The IBP Board of Governors adjusted the recommendation to a one-year suspension, but
it removed the order for payment of Php 200,000.00, with the understanding that it should
be pursued as a separate civil action.

**[ssues:**

1. Whether Atty. Grace C. Buri engaged in conduct that violated the Code of Professional
Responsibility.
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2. What the appropriate disciplinary action should be in light of the findir(l(gzjgse?ggfrlles){ /]3]1)1%%681:)

**Court’s Decision:**

- **Violation of the Code of Professional Responsibility:** The Supreme Court determined
that Atty. Buri violated Canons 1 and 7, and their respective rules, of the Code of
Professional Responsibility. Buri engaged in dishonest conduct by refusing to honor her
financial obligations, resorting to threats, and initiating unfounded criminal charges against
Yap.

- *Suspension from Practice:** The Court affirmed the IBP Board of Governors’ decision to
suspend Buri from practicing law for one year. Despite Buri’s actions being connected to a
personal transaction, her behavior reflected negatively on her professional integrity, which
contradicts the high moral standards expected of lawyers.

- *¥*Civil Obligations Distinguished:** The Court upheld that disciplinary proceedings involve
an attorney’s fitness to practice law, separate from civil liability. Buri’s unpaid debt to Yap
was a civil obligation not covered in this disciplinary proceeding, suitable for resolution in a
civil court.

**Doctrine:**

- **Lawyer’s Ethical Duties Extend Beyond Professional Conduct:** A lawyer may be
disciplined for personal misconduct if it adversely reflects on their professional character.

- *Disciplinary vs. Civil Liability:** Even if the misconduct originates from non-professional
activities, it can still warrant disciplinary action if it demonstrates a failure in moral and
ethical responsibility as an officer of the court.

**Class Notes:**

- **Code of Professional Responsibility:** Central provisions include Canons 1 and 7,
focusing on upholding the Constitution, obeying laws, maintaining integrity, and avoiding
deceitful conduct (Rule 1.01) and scandalous behavior (Rule 7.03).

- **Principles Applied:** The decision illustrates the principle that lawyers maintain high
standards of ethics both in professional and personal dealings to preserve trust in the legal
system.
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**Historical Background:** (Case Brief / Digest)
This case underscores the Philippine judiciary’s stringent upholding of ethical standards
among legal practitioners. It reflects the broader historical pursuit by the judiciary to foster
trust and integrity in the legal profession, emphasizing the moral responsibility and societal
role lawyers play beyond their technical legal roles. The regulatory framework ensures that
even non-legal conduct is scrutinized to protect the profession’s reputation and public
interest.
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