A.C. No. 8111. February 15, 2022 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Adelita S. Villamor vs. Atty. Ely Galland A. Jumao-As

### Facts:

Adelita S. Villamor filed a complaint against Atty. Ely Galland A. Jumao-As for representing
conflicting interests, violating Canon 15, Rule 15.03 of the Code of Professional
Responsibility (CPR). The series of events leading to this Supreme Court case are as follows:
Atty. Jumao-as facilitated the incorporation of AEV Villamor Credit, Inc., a company owned
by Villamor. He then persuaded Villamor to borrow money from Debbie Yu to increase the
company’s capital. Subsequently, Atty. Jumao-as left AEV to join a competing lending
company owned by Yu, 3 E’s Debt Equity Grant Co., inciting AEV’s collectors to follow him
and directing them to remit their collections to 3 E’s on the pretext of debt repayment.
Additionally, he sent a demand letter to Villamor on Yu’s behalf, demanding payment of the
alleged debt. After being suspended by the Court for two years, Atty. Jumao-as filed a
Motion to Reduce Penalty, admitting fault and enumerating his efforts to remedy his
wrongdoings, including paying off the debt owed by Villamor to Yu.

### Issues:

1. Whether Atty. Jumao-as’ actions constitute representing conflicting interests in violation
of Canon 15, Rule 15.03 of the CPR.

2. Whether Atty. Jumao-as’ subsequent actions and admissions serve as sufficient ground to
mitigate his administrative punishment.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court initially suspended Atty. Jumao-as from the practice of law for two
years. Upon his motion for reconsideration, which highlighted his remedial actions post-
complaint, the Court modified its decision. Acknowledging his sincere remorse and efforts to
rectify his mistakes, including assuming the debt of Villamor, the Court reduced the
suspension to one year. However, the Court emphasized that while Atty. Jumao-as sought
forgiveness for his actions, the damage to the profession’s integrity demanded a meaningful
penalty, thus not fully acceding to his request for a further reduced suspension or merely a
warning.

### Doctrine:

This case reiterates the principle against representing conflicting interests, as outlined in
Canon 15, Rule 15.03 of the Code of Professional Responsibility. Lawyers are admonished to
observe candor, fairness, and loyalty in all dealings with their clients, abstaining from any
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actions that would compromise these tenets.

### Class Notes:

- **Conflicting Interests**: A lawyer must not represent conflicting interests except with
written consent from all parties involved after full disclosure of the facts.

- **Mitigating Circumstances in Administrative Liability**: Administrative liability may be
mitigated by the respondent’s actions to remedy the wrongs committed, though such actions
do not completely absolve the lawyer from facing consequences.

- **Legal Responsibility**: Admission of a mistake and efforts to rectify it are seen as
positive steps, but do not erase the violation of professional ethics. Legal professionals carry
the duty to uphold the integrity of the profession at all times, understanding that ignorance
or inexperience is not a defense against ethical breaches.

### Historical Background:

The context of this case within Philippine legal history underscores the evolving standards
of legal ethics and professional responsibility. Over time, the Supreme Court of the
Philippines has increasingly emphasized the sanctity of the relationship between a lawyer
and their client, focusing on trust, loyalty, and the avoidance of any form of conflict of
interest. This case contributes to the jurisprudential fabric that guides the ethical conduct of
legal professionals in the Philippines, highlighting the balance between penalizing
misconduct and acknowledging genuine efforts towards reparation and improvement.
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