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services to Michelle for 25,000.00 to which the latter agreed. Respondent then
' prepared an adverse claim for her, among others.

_ Subsequently, Atty. Gille borrowed $300,000.00 from Michelle. As a
. collateral, Atty. Gille gave Michelle a copy of Transfer Certificate of Title
(TCT) No. N-272977 which allegedly covered a 1,000-square meter land
situated in Quezon' City worth 20 Million and a check postdated Aupust 10,
2006 as payment for the principal obligation.

When Michelle and her father Adolfo went to the Register of Deeds (RD)
of Quezon City, they were surprised upon being informed by Atty. Elbert T.
Quilala (Atty. Quilala) of the RD Quezon City that the TCT was a forgery issued
by a syndicate.

Michelle and Adolfo then demanded from Atty. Gille the return of the
borrowed amount. During their meeting that same day, respondent promised to
pay on July 18, 2006. However, he failed to pay on said date. Instead, he
executed a promissory note acknowledging having issued a check postdated
August 10, 2006, and promising to pay Michelle the outstanding amount on
September 10, 2006. Atty. Gille then had the promissory note notarized and
furnished Michelle a copy thereof.

On its due date, Michelle deposited the check but it was dishonored due
to “Account Closed”. As a result, she filed a criminal complaint for Estafa
against Atty. Gille before the Office of the City Prosecutor of Quezon City.
Michelle likewise filed the instant Petition for suspension or disbarment against
respondent for allegedly committing deceit, and gross immoral conduct in
violation of his Lawyer’s Oath and the Code of Professional Responsibility
(CPR). : S

After several resetting of the mandatory conference with the Integrated
Bar of the Philippines (IBP), Atty. Gille was given a non-extendible period of
10 days to submit his answer. Thereafter, the parties were directed to submit

their verified position papers. Unfortunately, Atty. Gille failed to submit his -

answer and verified position paper.

Report and Recommendation of
the IBP:

The Investigating Commissioner? found Atty. Gille liable for Gross
Misconduct for issuing a postdated check that was subsequently dishonored and

for presenting a fraudulent certificate of title to obtain money from Michelle: -

He recommended that Atty. Gille be suspended from the practice of law for a

2 Atty. Victor C. Fernandez.
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In Agno v. Cagatan,"” the Court underscored that a lawyer must possess a
high standard of honesty and fairness whether in his private or personal

capacity:

The afore-cited canons emphasize the high standard of honesty and fairness
expected of a lawyer not only in the practice of the legal profession but in his
personal dealings as well. A lawyer must conduct himself with great propriety,
and his behavior should be beyond reproach anywhere and at all times. For, as
officers of the courts and keepers of the public's faith, they are burdened with the
highest degree of social responsibility and are thus mandated to behave at all
times in a manner consistent with truth and honor. Likewise, the oath that lawyers
swear to impresses upon them the duty of exhibiting the highest degree of good
faith, fairness and candor in their relationships with others. Thus, lawyers may
be disciplined for any conduct, whether in their professional or in their private
capacity, if such conduct renders them unfit to continue to be officers of the

court.'®

The acts committed by Atty. Gille showed that he fell far short of the
exacting standards expected of him under the CPR.

First, respondent presented a spurious title of a property which was offered
as a collateral in order to obtain loan from Michelle. It is a clear act of deception
which brought disgrace and dishonor to the legal profession. He took advantage
of his knowledge of the law to gain undue benefit for himself at the expense of
Michelle. Atty. Gille thus failed to exercise good faith in his dealings with a
client.

Second, respondent failed to pay his debt despite repeated demands which
likewise constitutes dishonest and-deceitful conduct.'” Prompt: payment. of - .
financial obligations is one of the duties of a lawyer.2’ This is in accord with his
mandate to faithfully perform at all times his duties to society, to the bar, to the
courts and to his clients.?!

Lastly, it is even more appalling that the check issued by respondent was
later dishonored for having been drawn against a closed account. In Cuizon v.
Macalino,® the Court ruled that the issuance of checks which were later
dishonored for having been drawn against a closed account shows a lawyer's
unfitness for the trust and confidence reposed on him.?* It manifests a lawyer’s
lack of personal honesty and good moral character as to render him unworthy
of public confidence, and constitutes a ground for disciplinary action.?* Thus,

7 580 Phil. 1 (2008).

8 1d. at 16-17,

19 Sosav. Mendoza, 756 Phil. 490, 499 (2015).

2 Tomlin Il v. Moya I1, 518 Phil. 325, 331 (2006)
2 1d. -

22 477 Phil. 569 (2004).

B 1d. at 575.
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All told, the Court agrees with the IBP that Atty. Gille committed Gross
Misconduct. His utter disregard for his bounden duties inscribed in the CPR is
clearly manifested in the following acts: (a) borrowing money from his client;
(b) presenting a spurious title of a mortgaged property; (c) refusing to pay his
debt despite demand; (d) issuing a worthless check; and (e) failing to comply
with the orders of the IBP. His lack of honesty and good moral character are
evident and renders him unworthy of the trust and confidence reposed upon him

by his clients. This warrant the imposition of severe disciplinary action on
him.?

The Court now determines the appropriate penalty.

Section 27, Rule 138 of the Rules of Court, cites Gross Misconduct as one
of the grounds for disbarment or suspension from the practice of law, to wit:

SEC. 27. Disbarment or suspension of attorneys by Supreme Court;
grounds therefor. — A member of the bar may be disbarred or suspended from
his office as attorney by the Supreme Court for any deceit, malpractice, or other
gross misconduct in such office, grossly immoral conduct, or by reason of his
conviction of a crime involving moral turpitude, or for any violation of the oath
which he is required to take before admission to practice, or for a willful
disobedience of any lawful order of a superior court, or for corruptly or willfully
appearing as an attorney for a party to a case without authority so to do. The
practice of soliciting cases at law for the purpose of gain, either personally or
through paid agents or brokers, constitutes malpractice. [Emphasis Ours.]

Jurisprudence is replete with instances of lawyers who were found guilty
of Gross Misconduct because of abuse of trust and confidence in them by their
clients as well as commission of unlawful, dishonest, and deceitful conduct.

In Foster v. Agtang,®® the lawyer obtained a loan from his client but failed
to pay the same, and also demanded exorbitant legal fees. He was found guilty
of violation of Rules 1.0land 16.04 of the CPR for taking advantage of the
_complainant, and for engaging -in-dishonest and -deceitful conduct- which" -
undermined the trust and faith of the public in the legal profession and the entire
judiciary. Thus, he was meted the ultimate penalty of disbarment and ordered
to return the excessive fees he received from his client.

In HDI Holdings v. Cruz,*! the lawyer dealt dishonestly with his client and
misappropriated the funds intended to a specific purpose for his personal gain.
He also secured a loan from his client and failed to pay the same. Thus, the
Court imposed upon the erring lawyer the most severe penalty of disbarment

from the practice of law in violation of several provisions in the CPR, including
Rules 1.01 and 16.04.

2 Cuizon v. Macalino, supra note 22, at 576.
30 749 Phil. 576 (2014).
' HDI Holdings Philippines, Inc. v. Cruz, A.C. No. 11724, July 31, 2018.
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SO ORDERED.

DIOSDADO . PERALTA
Chief Justice
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