G.R. No. 191972. January 26, 2015 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Henry Ong Lay Hin vs. Court of Appeals, et al.

### Facts:

Henry Ong Lay Hin was convicted by the Regional Trial Court, Branch 58, in Cebu City for
estafa under Article 315, paragraph 1(b) of the Revised Penal Code. The conviction related
to Ong and another accused’s failure to repay Metropolitan Bank and Trust Company per
their trust receipt agreement, where they owed P344,752.20. Following the trial court’s
decision on February 8, 2000, Ong’s motion for reconsideration was denied on March 31,
2000. Ong appealed to the Court of Appeals, which affirmed his conviction in a decision
dated November 29, 2001. The appellate court’s subsequent denial of Ong’s motions for
reconsideration led to the case being deemed final and executory on May 15, 2003.

Years later, on February 12, 2010, Ong was arrested and detained, prompting him to file a
Petition for Certiorari, Prohibition, and Mandamus before the Supreme Court, challenging
the legality of his detention and the prior proceedings. Ong contended that his former
counsel never received the appellate court’s resolution, hence, the decision could not have
become final. The procedural history involved various filings, including an urgent motion for
injunction or bail, leading to the Supreme Court’s resolution.

### Issues:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals committed grave abuse of discretion in issuing the entry of
judgment.

2. Whether the trial court gravely abused its discretion in issuing the warrant of arrest and
commitment order against Henry Ong Lay Hin.

3. Whether Ong’s former counsel was grossly negligent.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, finding:

1. No grave abuse of discretion by the Court of Appeals or the trial court. The presumption
of proper receipt by Ong’s counsel of court communications was not successfully rebutted.
Hence, the appellate decision became final and executory.

2. The negligence of counsel does bind the client. In this case, Ong failed to demonstrate
that his counsel’s negligence was so gross as to deprive him of due process. Moreover,
Ong’s own lack of vigilance in monitoring his case contributed to the outcome.

3. The exception to the rule that negligence of counsel binds the client applies only when
counsel’s negligence is so gross as to deny the client due process. Ong also failed in his duty
to monitor the status of his case.
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### Doctrine:

The Supreme Court reiterated that the negligence of counsel binds the client except in
cases of gross negligence that results in the deprivation of the client’s right to due process.
Additionally, the Court emphasized that parties have a duty to monitor the status of their
case even when represented by counsel.

### Class Notes:

- **Negligence of Counsel:** Generally, a client is bound by the acts or omissions of their
legal counsel. The exception arises in instances of gross negligence on the part of the
counsel, which effectively deprives the client of due process.

- ¥*Duty of Litigants:** Parties to a litigation hold the responsibility to remain informed
about the progress of their case. Reliance solely on counsel without personal diligence is
insufficient.

- **Finality of Decisions:** A court decision becomes final and executory after the lapse of
the period for filing an appeal or a motion for reconsideration, conditional upon proper
notification to the parties involved.

### Historical Background:

This case underscores the importance of effective communication and diligence both on the
part of legal counsel and the litigant in the Philippine legal system. It illustrates the
consequences of procedural missteps and the high value placed on the doctrine of finality of
judgments, emphasizing the judiciary’s intent to prevent undue delays in the execution of
judgments and to promote the principle of legal certainty in the judicial process.
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