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from a client for an an
failed to file the petiti
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to the tenets of his pro
contrary, his recent tr
unethical and imprope
lawyers in general. R
in the Philippine Bar.

WHEREFORE
of gross misconduct a

Let respondent's name

Furnish the Bar Confid
throughout the country

SO ORDERE]

1
|
A.C

.C/No. 10699
[Formerly CBL

)| Case No. 15-4793]

was found to have
i1s client about the
in violation of the

nulment case and an adoption case,
on for adoption and misinformed
He even kept the moriey given him,
of Professional Responsibility to deliver the client’s
le was then suspended from the pract tce of law for three
warning that a repetition of a similar act shall be dealt

1

5 previous infractions,frespondent Si"l uld have adhered
fession with exceptional vigilance. He did not. On the
ansgression is indicative of his propensity to commit
r acts that diminish the public’s trust and confidence in
espondent proved himself undeserving of membership

|
His disbarment is consequently warranted.

, respondent Glicerio A. Sampana is found GUILTY
nd is hereby DISBARRED from tlfe practice of law.
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