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MELENCIO-HERRERA, J.:

Respondent Benjamin P. Jochico, a successful Bar examinee in 1981, was disalowed by the Court to join the
mass oathtaking on May 4, 1982 because of a written formal com-plaint filed by complainant, Annabelle J.
Pomperada, with this Court charging him of grossly immoral conduct and actuations that make him unfit to
become a member of the Philippine Bar.

Specifically, the charges are:

"(a) On February 20, 1979, complainant and re-spondent agreed to get married and respondent facilitated all
the necessary papers and documents for a marriage contract which turned out to be fake;

(b) Respondent had complainant sign a prepared marriage contract and when complainant inquired whether it
was necessary for them to appear before the officiating judge, respondent informed her that it was not
necessary because the judge knew personally both complainant and respondent, and respondent assured
complainant that he would just take care of the signing of the marriage con-tract by Judge Felino Garcia of the
City Court of Bacolod; later respondent gave complainant a copy of the marriage contract which appeared to
have been signed already by Judge Garcia; a verification, however, reveded that the marriage between
complainant and respondent was not re-gistered in the Local Civil Registrar's Office and in a further
confrontation with Judge Felino Garcia the |at-ter denied having signed the marriage contract x x X and denied
as his own the signature which purports to be the signature of Judge Felino Garciain the marriage contract;

(c) Respondent filed income tax returns jointly with Nenita Martelino Ureta, the latter indicated as his spouse
for the years 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975 and 1976 and enumerated two children as dependents. Then in the years
1979 and 1980 he filed income tax returns but he indi-cated complainant as his spouse.

In view of the foregoing facts and circumstances which clearly point to the culpability of respondent, it is
respectfully submitted that respondent is not fit to become a member of the Philippine Bar because, instead of
being a trustworthy defender of the lega rights of individuals, respondent will be a disgrace to the legal
profession as he has aready shown to be grossly disho-nest, seriously immoral and unhesitant in openly violating
our laws.

Comment was required of respondent, who vehemently de-nied the charges contending that "he had always acted
in an irreproachable manner”. Attached to his comment were testimonials of his good mora character given by
some resi-dents of Bacolod City (Annexes"A" to "G"). His specific denials follow:

"(a) Respondent vehemently denies the allegations under paragraph 5 of the Complaint, the truth of the matter
is that the 'marriage’ alleged by complainant, was only a game concocted during the celebration of
com-plainant's birthday on February 20, 1979 stemming from the suggestion of respondent's secretary, Gina
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Porcel, to enliven the complainant's birthday party.

(b) Respondent specifically denies the allega-tions under paragraph 6 of the Complaint, the truth of the matter
is that, com-plainant was the one who cajoled respondent to sign the marriage contract in front of the guests
during the birthday party as part of the planned game.

(c) Respondent specifically denies paragraph 7 of the Complaint, the truth of the matter is that, the marriage
contract attached to the Complaint as Annex ‘A" and allegedly signed by Judge Garcia is wanting and bereft of
any validity and can be considered as a mere scrap of paper and complainant was and is fully aware of such
fact.

(d) Respondent vehemently denies the allegations contained in paragraph 8 of the Complaint, the truth of the
matter is that respondent's mother never assured anybody of the status of her son for it is of common
knowledge to everyone, including complainant, that respondent is an unmarried person with two children.

(e) Respondent admits paragraph 9 of the Complaint in so far as his being a Certified Public Accountant and a
law student in 1979 and presently a successful bar candidate, but specifically denies the allegations that
complainant helped respondent financially during his studies as well as during his review, the truth of the
matter is that, there was no need to financially support respondent in his studies for since 1967 he has been a
CPA practitioner and earning a modest income in the exercise of such profession.

(f) Respondent specifically denies paragraph 10 of the Complaint for the reason that respondent cannot
abandon a marital abode which does not exist, the truth of the matter is that respondent is not married to
complainant.

(g) Respondent vehemently denies the allegation contained in paragraph 11 of the Complaint as without factual
basis and purely conjectural, the truth of the matter is that, as already aforestated, respondent is an unmarried
person with two children with awoman who is now married to a certain Al Abueg in Kalibo, Aklan.

(h) Respondent vehemently denies the allegations contained in paragraph 12 of the Complaint, to wit: (a) asto
the allegation that complainant accidentally found among the papers in a table drawer copies of income tax
returns filed by respondent jointly with Nenita Ureta, the truth of the matter is that, complainant did not find
said income tax returns accidentally but, instead, procured the same when she illegally ransacked respond-ent's
office and removed all the things found in said Jochico Accounting Office. x X x and (b) as to the alle-gation
that respondent jointly filed income tax returns with Nenita Ureta and indicated in said return as his spouse
with the names of the two children as dependents, the same is admitted, respondent stated that Nenita Ureta as
his wife for the simple reason that in accounting practice when children are claimed as dependents in the
income tax return, then the name of the mother is, like-wise, stated in the return.

(i) Respondent vehemently and specifically denies the allegation contained in paragraph 15 of the Com-plaint,

the truth of the matter is that respondent has never forged any signature, much less that of Judge Felino Garcia,
the City Judge of Bacolod. As already stated, respondent vigorously asserted that there was no judge present
on February 20, 1979 during her birth-day and the game, and the document already cited did not contain any

name and signature of any judge in a space specifically provided for the name and signature of a judge in a
marriage contract. Respondent could not in any manner assure complainant that he would just take care of
having the marriage contract signed by Judge Garcia as the same was a mere game. Such claimed assu-rance
was afalse allegation of complainant to discredit respondent before the Honorable Supreme Court.

(1) Respondent admits having filed hisincome tax returns, asit is his duty to do so, just like other good and law
abiding citizens, but strongly denies all other alegations, contained in paragraph 16 of the Com-plaint, the
truth of the matter is respondent instructed one of his secretaries to complete the income tax return and to have
the same filed. The income tax returns in 1979 and 1980 were al completed by Mary Ann Bais and filed
exactly on the date of the deadline.
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(K) Respondent specifically denies the allegation contained in paragraph 20 of the Complaint for the rea-son
that as already propounded in paragraph 12 of this comment, the mere inclusion of a person in the income tax
return as a spouse, does not, in truth and in fact, make a person alegally married person. x x X The inclusion of
Nenita Martelino Ureta as a spouse in the income tax return was to indicate the mother of the children who are
listed as dependents in the income tax return.

(I Respondent specifically denies the alegation contained in paragraph 21 of the Complaint. The truth of the
matter is, respondent has been filing a complete and accurate income tax return stating facts which he believes
to be true. Thisis evidenced by the fact that up to the present time, no investigation, assessment, or inspection
of books of accounts of respondent has been made by the Bureau of Internal Revenue or other government
agencies, neither is there any pending inves-tigation of tax fraud against respondent.

(m) Respondent specifically denies the allegations contained in paragraphs 22, 23 & 24 of the Complaint as
self-serving and fabrication of facts to unduly gain the sympathy of the Honorable Supreme Court for the
reasons already stated in the preceding premises.”

After the issues had been joined, the case was referred to the Chief Attorney of this Court for investigation, report
and recommendation. Hearings were initially held in Manila. But upon complainant's request, as both parties and
their wit-nesses were residents of Bacolod City, and because she could not afford the expenses in coming to
Manila, the Court autho-rized the transfer of venue of the hearings to Bacolod City.

Pending submission of memoranda and written offer of exhibits, complainant filed a Maotion, dated June 14, 1984,
to declare respondent in contempt for engaging in the practice of law despite the fact that he was disallowed to
take the lawyer's oath, and praying that he be enjoined from doing so. Required to comment, respondent has failed
to do so.

On July 26, 1984, the Chief Attorney submitted her Memorandum Report with the following Observations:

"x x x As shown by the records of the case the existence of the marriage contract in its original and duplicate
original forms identified as Exhibits 'B', 'B-1', 'B--2', 'B-3' and 'B-3-A"' which were intended to apprise the
Honorable Court that a marriage contract between the parties actually took place were admitted and confirmed
by the respondent in all his pronouncements. Respondent, however, is questioning the validity of said contract,
claiming that it was just a scrap of paper bereft of vali-dity because it was just a manifestation of a game
wedding played in a birthday celebration in honor of complainant and the latter knew that it was such. On the
other hand, complainant admittedly did not exhibit the marriage con-tract form as a valid document. She had
declared con-sistently that the alleged marriage contract was fake but she wanted to show the same to the
Court to prove the extent of the moral depravity of respondent because she had argued all along that by means
of that same mar-riage contract respondent deceived her into believing that she was really and legally married
to him causing her to request for a change of status in her office record files at the 3M Phils., Inc. where she
was an executive based on the marriage contract which was after al false and to show the propensity of
respondent of committing a violation of the law by faking the signature of Judge Felino Garcia as officiating
officer of the marriage ce-lebration staged on February 20, 1979 to serve his sel-fish ends. It is her belief that

a person who could commit such deception, one who was wantonly capable of flouting with any other person's
feelings and confidence, not to mention the fact that she had lived as wife with the man for ailmost nine (9)
years, does not deserve to become a member of the Philippine Bar. The testimonials of re-spondent's
witnesses, namely, Federico Fieldad, Jorge Abastillas and respondent himself (t.s.n., pp. 15-45, Sept. 21, 1983,
Tabligan; t.s.n., pp. 37-71, Sept. 22, 1983, Ursal; t.s.n., pp. 47-86, Sept. 22, 1983, Ursal) which were geared to
destroy the credulity of complainant's proofs to show this particular depravedness of respondent's character did
not dent the wholesome impression created by complainant's evidence. Respondent's efforts to show that the
lone and only piece of paper which he claimed was signed by himself, his friends Fieldad and Abastillas during
amock game of awedding staged during a drinking spree boomeranged when complainant's counsel produced
the duplicate original of the document before their very eyes in the course of their respective
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cross-examinations and when asked to identify their signatures in said duplicate origina they were all caught
flat foot-ed and exhibited confusion during the investigation. Complainant's exhibits 'C', 'D', 'E', 'F, 'G', and
'H', the contents of which and signatures were admitted as true and correct by respondent, except the alleged
insert-ion in Exhibits 'G' and 'H' of the name of Annabelle Pom-perada in the space reserved for spouse are
clear and unrebutted evidence to show that respondent have had illi-cit liaison with Nenita Martelino Ureta
and had begotten illegitimate children with her; and that respondent had falsified and untruthfully filled up his
income tax re-turns for the years 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975 and 1976. His defense that he had to write the name
of Nenita Martelino Ureta as wife in said income tax returns in conformity with accounting practice because
when dependent children are claimed as deductible items for income tax purposes the name of their mother
must also appear, did not for a moment erase the established fact that said income tax returns were not truthful
accounts of the data contained therein and, therefore, punishable by penalties of per-jury. The same exhibits
were mute yet unshakable proof that respondent had for almost nine (9) years maintained an illicit relationship
with complainant. The testimony of witness Mary Ann Bais for respondent who testified be-fore your
investigator after complainant and respondent were excluded from the investigating room per her request, that
the insertion of Annabelle Pomperada's name as spouse in the income tax returns of Benjamin Jochico for the
years 1979 and 1980 were because of the insistent direct-ion of Annabelle fell flat upon witness cross
examina-tion. This witness' testimony that only the name of Annabelle Pomperada was inserted in the income
tax returns mentioned, contrary to the direction of Benjamin Jochico that she copied from a draft prepared by
the latter is belied completely when she was asked to explain the cate-gorical discrepancies in her testimony
and the data writ-ten in the filer's copy or duplicate original of the income tax returns where the wife's income,
taxes withheld from wife, standard deductions for a working wife and status of the filer were data computed
together with those of Benjamin Jochico in order to arrive at the amount of tax payable to the government by
the tax filer. While on the witness stand this witness' demeanor and behaviour were appraised as indicative of
untruthfulness and lying (t.s.n., pp. 7-45, Sept. 22, 1983, Bellocillo). Respond-ent's testimony which consisted
of answers to direct ques-tions propounded by his counsel were reiterations of all his defenses and denials in
his Comment which were cha-racterized with elaborate verbosity and were merely corro-borative. It was a
long and clear admission of illicit liaison with complainant for nine (9) years and filing of false income tax
returns that do not speak well of his standards of decency and morality."

The Investigator's recommendation and conclusion follow:

"IN THE LIGHT OF THE ABOVE exposition of the facts and circumstances involved in BAR MATTER No.
68 (Annabelle Pomperada vs. Benjamin Jochico y Pama, a successful bar examinee) it is humbly
recommended that a finding that respondent Benjamin Jochico y Pama had committed gross immoral conduct
as charged and, therefore, should be disallowed to take the oath as a member of the Philippine Bar be made, to
continue until such time when he can show the Honorable Court that he has amended his ways and has
conformed to the rules of conduct that are necessarily required as accepted standards of members of the legal
profession in this Court."

The Report isin order and the recommendation is well taken.

It is evident that respondent fails to meet the stand-ard of moral fitness for membership in the legal profession.
Whether the marriage was a joke as respondent claims, or atrick played on her as claimed by complainant, it does
not speak well of respondent's moral values. Respondent had made a mockery of marriage, a basic social
ingtitution, which public policy cherishes and protects (Article 216, Civil Code).

Respondent's testimony was a long and clear admission of illicit liaison with Complainant for nine years, and
before that with another woman, and of the filing of false Income Tax Returns. Those actuations do not conform
to the standard norms of honesty, decency and moral conduct required of an aspiring member of the legal
profession.
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ACCORDINGLY, the petition of respondent to be allowed to take the oath as a member of the Bar and to sign the
Roll of Attorneysis here-by denied.

The Court Administrator is directed to circularize al Courts that the respondent has not been alowed to take the
oath as amember of the Bar. A copy of the circular should also be sent to the Integrated Bar of the Philippines.

The Clerk of Court is directed to file with the City Fiscal of Bacolod City the appropriate complaints for
Falsification of Public Document and Perjury.

Let copy of this Decision be furnished the Board of Accountancy of the Professional Regulatory Commission for
such action as it may deem appropriate, respondent being a Certified Public Accountant.

SO ORDERED.

Teehankee, Makasiar, Concepcion, Jr., Abad Santos, Plana, Escolin, Relova, Gutierrez, Jr., De La Fuente, and
Cuevas, JJ., concur.

Fernando, C.J., and Aquino, J., no part.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 6
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library Bar Matter No. 68. November 21, 1984

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 6
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



