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CASTRO, J.:

Before usis a petition for review of two resolutions of the Director of Patentsin Inter Partes Case 283, dismissing
the opposition of the Pittsburg Plate Glass Company (hereinafter referred to as the petitioner) to the registration of
atrademark applied for by Chua TuaHian & Company (hereinafter referred to as the respondent).

On November 5, 1962, the law firm of Lichauco, Picazo and Agcaoili filed with the Philippine Patent Office a
petition for extension of 30 days from November 8, 1962 within which to file in behalf of the petitioner a notice
of opposition to the respondent's application for registration of "Solex Bluepane" as trademark for its glass
products. The plea was made pursuant to a cablegram from Langner, Parry, Card and Langner International Patent
and Trademark Agents, USA, asking that the respondent's application be opposed. A copy of the cablegram was
attached to the request.[1] The extension was granted.

On December 7, 1962 an unverified notice of opposition to the trademark application was filed by Lichauco,
Picazo and Agcaoili, pursuant to Rule 187(c) of the Rules of Practice before the Patent Office which authorizes
the filing of such a notice provided it is verfied by the opposer within 60 days thereafter.[2] On the same day, the
same counsel filed a duly authenticated power of attorney executed by the petitioner on November 12, 1962 in
favor of the former for the prosecution of its opposition. On February 5, 1963 the petitioner's verified opposition
to the respondent's application was filed.

On October 14, 1963 the Director of Patents, acting upon a motion of the respondent, issued a resolution
dismissing the petitioner's opposition on the ground that on November 5, 1962 when the petitioner's counsel asked
for an extension of time to file a notice of opposition, the said counsel was not yet authorized by the petitioner to
file the said pleading as the af orementioned power of attorney was executed only on November 12, 1962.[3]

On November 14, 1963 the petitioner's counsel filed a motion for reconsideration of the Director's resolution,
attaching thereto an affidavit of the petitioner which states that the cablegram from Langner, et a was duly
authorized, as the latter has been entrusted the task of handling foreign trademark matters involving the petitioner.
The motion was, however, denied in aresolution dated April 29, 1964.

The main issue before this Court is whether the law firm of Lichauco, Picazo and Agcaoili was authorized to
represent the petitioner before the Philippine Patent Office on November 5, 1962 when the former pleaded for an
extension of time to register the petitioner's opposition to the respondent's application.

It is our considered view that the said law firm was so properly authorized by the petitioner. It should be noted
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that the petitioner does not deny, asin fact ii asserted in writing, that the said law firm was authorized to represent
it by virtue of the powers it had vested upon Langner,et,al., a correspondent of Lichauco, Picazo and Agcaoili, to
handle al foreign trademark matters affecting the petitioner. It bears emphasis that the relationship between
counsel and client is strictly a personal one. It is a relationship the creation of which courts and administrative
tribunals cannot but recognize on the faith of the client's word, especialy when no substantial prejudice is thereby
caused to any third party.

In the case at bar, the petitioner, which claims to be adversely affected by the respondent's trademark application,
seasonably informed the Director of Patents that its counsel had the authority to represent it before the latter's
office. We see no valid reason to interpose chevaux-de-frise upon the claim and deny the petitioner its basic right
to be heard.

ACCORDINGLY:, the questioned resolutions of the Director of Patents of October 14, 1963 and April 29, 1964
are set aside, and the Director of Patents is hereby directed to proceed with the determination of the application
and the opposition thereto, with costs against Chua Tan Hian & Company.

Makalintal, C.J., Teehankee, Makasiar, Esguerra, and Mufioz Palma, JJ., concur.

[1] The original of the cablegram wasfiled on April 2. 1983.

[2] Rule 187 (c) provides: -Notice filed by attorney.— An unverified not ice of opposition may be filed by a duly
authorized attorney, but such opposition will be null and void unless verified by the opposer in person within sixty
days after such filing. This period for verification may be extended by the Director for an additional thirty days.

[3] The ruling was apparently based on Rule 19 of its Rules which stales: "Power of Attorney or authorization.—
Rehire any attorney-at-law or other recognized person will be alowed to lake action in any case or proceeding,
ex-parte or inter partes, a written power of attorney or authorization must be filed in that particular case or
proceeding.”
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