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### Title: Cereno and Zafe vs. Court of Appeals and Spouses Olavere

### Facts:
On the evening of September 16, 1995, Raymond S. Olavere, who had been stabbed, was
brought to the Bicol Regional Medical Center (BRMC) and attended to by medical staff,
including Nurse Arlene Balares and Dr. Ruel Levy Realuyo. Dr. Realuyo recommended an
emergency exploratory laparotomy and requested Raymond’s parents to procure blood for
the operation. The parents secured the needed blood, and Raymond was scheduled for
surgery.

At the time, the hospital surgeons Dr. Pedro Dennis Cereno and Dr. Santos Zafe were
dealing with another case, which caused them to defer Raymond’s operation due to the
unavailability  of  a  senior  anesthesiologist,  Dr.  Rosalina  Tatad,  who was  engaged in  a
different emergency surgery. After assessing Raymond’s condition, they awaited Dr. Tatad’s
availability. Once Dr. Tatad was available, the operation commenced, but unfortunately,
Raymond experienced cardiac arrest during the procedure and was later pronounced dead
due to “hypovolemic shock.”

Raymond’s parents filed a lawsuit against Nurse Balares, Dr. Realuyo, and the surgeons, Dr.
Cereno and Dr. Zafe, claiming negligence. The Regional Trial Court (RTC) ruled in favor of
the Olavere family, a decision later affirmed by the Court of Appeals.

### Issues:
1. Whether Drs. Cereno and Zafe were negligent in their handling of Raymond Olavere’s
case.
2. Whether the Bicol Regional Medical Center was an indispensable party to the case.
3. Whether the awarded damages were excessive.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petition, reversing the decisions of the lower courts. It
concluded that:
– **Drs. Cereno and Zafe were not negligent** as there was no evidence they deviated from
the standard of care expected from similarly situated professionals. The Court reasoned that
without  any  manifest  knowledge  of  the  “BRMC  protocol”  regarding  a  standby
anesthesiologist, and given their professional assessment of Raymond’s condition at the
time, their decision to wait was within the realm of reasonable medical judgment.
– **Causation of Raymond’s death was not adequately proven** to be directly linked to the
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alleged negligence of Drs. Cereno and Zafe. The assumption that immediate surgery or
quicker blood transfusion could have saved Raymond was speculative and not supported by
conclusive expert testimony.
– **Bicol Regional Medical Center (BRMC) was not deemed an indispensable party** to the
case as the issue of negligence centered on the acts of Drs. Cereno and Zafe, which could be
fully examined without involving the hospital.

### Doctrine:
1. **Professional Judgment Rule**: Physicians are not guarantees of care but must meet the
standard  of  care  consistent  with  what  is  reasonably  expected  of  similarly  situated
professionals.
2. **Medical Negligence requires causation**: It must be proven that a physician’s act or
omission directly caused the injury or harm. Speculation or conjecture is insufficient for a
finding of liability.
3. **Indispensable Party Rule**: A decision can be reached in a case without necessarily
involving  all  potentially  implicated  parties  if  the  issues  can  be  fully  resolved  in  their
absence.

### Class Notes:
–  Key elements  in  medical  negligence cases  include the duty  of  care,  breach thereof,
causation, and damage.
– The essential principle is that medical professionals must act in accordance with the
standards expected of their profession. Deviation from these standards, if resulting in harm,
may constitute negligence.
– Causation must be directly linked to the harm with reasonable medical probability and not
merely speculative.
– An indispensable party is one without whom no final determination can be made in a case.
Their absence in proceedings where the issues can still be fully resolved does not violate
procedural requirements.

### Historical Background:
This case highlights the challenges of attributing medical negligence within the Philippine
healthcare system, especially in emergency contexts. It underscores the judiciary’s reliance
on established medical standards and protocols in assessing professional responsibility and
the critical role of expert testimony in substantiating claims of medical malpractice.


