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**Title:** Schuartz v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 109948

**Facts:**

- On various dates, petitioners applied for patent registrations with the Bureau of Patents,
Trademarks and Technology Transfer, utilizing the services of the law firm Siguion Reyna,
Montecillo and Ongsiako.

- The Bureau issued correspondences, termed Office Actions, identifying deficiencies in the
applications. However, the law firm did not respond within the required time.

- Subsequent notices of abandonment were sent out between June 1, 1986, and September
24, 1987, indicating that the applications were considered abandoned due to the lack of
response.

- On December 7, 1987, two employees responsible for receiving communications from the
Bureau were dismissed. Upon their dismissal, the law firm discovered the notifications of
abandonment.

- Petitions for the revival of the patent applications were filed between January 15, 1988,
and July 15, 1988. No revival petition was filed for Serial No. 29898, as the applicant chose
to abandon the application.

- On January 31, 1991, the Director of the Bureau of Patents denied the petitions for revival,
stating that they were filed out of time.

- Petitioners appealed to the Court of Appeals on February 14, 1991. On August 13, 1992,
the Court of Appeals dismissed the appeal for being filed beyond the allowable 15-day
period and for the improper consolidation of individual patent applications.

- A motion for reconsideration was filed but was denied on January 7, 1994.

- The petitioners then filed a petition for review on certiorari with the Supreme Court.

**[ssues:**

1. Whether the Court of Appeals committed grave abuse of discretion in dismissing the
consolidated appeal as being filed out of time.

2. Whether the petitions for revival of the patent applications were valid given the
procedural posture and the presence of laches.

3. Whether the separation of employees who handled patent correspondence could justify
the delay in filing the petitions for revival.

**Court’s Decision:**

- *¥1. Timeliness of the Appeal to CA:**

- The Supreme Court examined the timeliness of the petitioners’ appeal to the Court of
Appeals. The petitioners contended that they filed the consolidated appeal (seven days after
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receiving the Bureau’s resolution), making it timely.

- However, the Supreme Court found the underlying issue of *laches*—an unreasonable
delay in pursuing the revival petitions before the Bureau. The systematic negligence
displayed by the petitioners’ counsel led to the forfeiture of the applications.

- **2. Validity of Revival Petitions:**

- The Court emphasized compliance with Section 111 and Section 113 of the Rules of
Practice in Patent Cases, cited that abandonment occurs if no responsive action to an Office
Action is taken within four months, and revival petitions must also be filed within four
months of abandonment.

- Petitioners failed to file within these prescribed periods, leading to the forfeiture of the
applications, thus barring the revival of their petitions.

- **¥3. Employee Separation as Justification:**

- The Court held that the law firm was remiss in its handling of patent applications,
neglecting its duty despite a change in personnel. The dismissal of employees responsible
for correspondence could not excuse the substantial delay in responding to Office Actions or
filing revival petitions.

**Doctrine:**

- ¥*Negligence and Laches in Patent Applications:**

- The case underscores the importance of prompt and diligent action by patent applicants or
their legal representatives in responding to Office Actions from the Bureau of Patents.
Lapses and delays, even due to internal personnel changes, do not excuse non-compliance
with regulatory periods for patent prosecution and revival petitions.

**Class Notes:**

- **Key Elements/Concepts:**

- **Laches:** Unreasonable delay in asserting a right leading to a presumption of
abandonment.

- ¥*Section 111 & 113, Rules of Practice in Patent Cases:** Abandonment for failure to
respond within four months and revival within four months upon showing good cause and
payment of required fees.

- **Legal Responsibility of Counsel:** Attorneys must maintain due diligence in handling
clients’ legal matters (including patent applications) despite changes in personnel.

**Historical Background:**
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- This case illuminates the procedural rigor involved in patent application processes within
the Philippines and highlights the severe consequences of neglect by legal representatives.
It serves as a crucial reminder for the legal community about the critical importance of
regulatory compliance in patent law procedures.
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