BM No. 139. October 11, 1984 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Re: Elmo S. Abad, 1978 Successful Bar Examinee vs. Elmo S. Abad

Facts: This case revolves around Elmo S. Abad, who, despite passing the 1978 Philippine
Bar Examinations, was not authorized to practice law. On March 28, 1983, the Supreme
Court found Abad in contempt for unauthorized law practice, fining him P500.00.
Subsequently, on May 5, 1983, Atty. Procopio S. Beltran, Jr. filed a motion to circulate
among all Metro Manila courts that Abad was not authorized to practice law. Abad opposed
this motion. Due to factual disputes, the Supreme Court tasked the Clerk of Court to
investigate, resulting in findings that Abad continued to illegally practice law. The report
recommended imposing a P2,000.00 fine on Abad, imprisonment for non-payment, and
barring him from admission to the Philippine Bar. The Supreme Court accepted these
recommendations and further instructed that a complaint for false testimony be filed against
Abad. Atty. Ruben A. Jacobe, who collaborated with Abad, was also required to explain his
association with an unauthorized practitioner.

Issues:

1. Whether Elmo S. Abad continued to practice law despite the Supreme Court’s decision
barring him from such practice.

2. The appropriate disciplinary action against Elmo S. Abad for continued unauthorized
practice of law.

3. Determination of disciplinary action against Atty. Ruben A. Jacobe for associating with an
unauthorized practitioner.

Court’s Decision:

1. The Supreme Court found, based on evidence including documents and testimonial
evidence supported by a National Bureau of Investigation (NBI) report on signature
verification, that Elmo S. Abad continued to practice law unauthorizedly.

2. The Court imposed a fine of P2,000.00 on Abad, to be paid within ten days or face
imprisonment for twenty days. Further unauthorized practice of law would result in more
severe punishment. Additionally, a circular was to be issued to all courts in the Philippines
that Abad was not authorized to practice law.

3. Atty. Ruben A. Jacobe was required to explain his association with Abad, who was not a
member of the bar, potentially facing disciplinary actions.

Doctrine: Unauthorized practice of law is a contempt of court, subject to severe penalties,
including fines and imprisonment. Associating with an unauthorized practitioner can also
subject a licensed attorney to disciplinary actions.
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Class Notes:

1. Contempt of Court: Any action that disrespects the court’s authority or obstructs justice.
In this case, unauthorized practice of law.

2. Signature Verification: A method used to ascertain the authenticity of a person’s
signature, employed here by the NBI to prove Abad’s unauthorized legal practice.

3. Disciplinary Actions: Measures taken to maintain the legal profession’s integrity, covering
fines, imprisonment, and potential disbarment for misconduct.

4. Perjury: The offense of willfully telling an untruth or making a misrepresentation under
oath. A complaint for false testimony was directed against Abad.

5. Collaboration with Unauthorized Practitioners: Licensed attorneys face disciplinary
actions for engaging in legal practice with individuals unauthorized to practice law.

Historical Background: The insistence on strict compliance with the requirements for legal
practice in the Philippines underscores the judiciary’s role in safeguarding the legal
profession’s integrity and the public interest. Cases like Elmo S. Abad’s emphasize the
court’s vigilance against unauthorized practice to uphold the law’s dignity and efficacy.
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