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CORONA, J.:

This petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court seeks to set aside the September 21,
2007 decision[1] and January 24, 2008 resolution[2] of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 80538.

Respondent spouses Paulino de Guzman, Jr. and Ana Dizon-de Guzman filed a complaint for legal redemption
with damages against petitioner spouses Manalo P. Hernal, Jr. and Mildred Villaroman-Hernal.[3]In their
supplemental complaint, they alleged tender of payment to petitioner spouses who, however, refused the same.
Petitioner spouses moved to dismiss the complaint for respondent spouses' failure to tender payment within the
period provided for by law.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC) granted petitioner spouses' motion to dismiss (first RTC resolution)[4].
Respondents received a copy thereof on April 23, 2003. They moved for reconsideration on May 8, 2003 but it
was denied as it lacked a notice of hearing.

Respondents received a copy of the denial order on May 23, 2003. On May 27, 2003, they filed a notice of appeal
in the RTC.

The RTC denied the notice of appeal (second RTC resolution)[5] for having been filed way beyond the 15-day
period to file a notice of appeal. It ruled that, since the motion for reconsideration lacked a notice of hearing, it
was a mere scrap of paper that did not toll the reglementary period for perfecting an appeal.[6] Consequently, the
notice of appeal (which was filed 34 days after respondents received a copy of the first RTC resolution on April
23, 2003) was filed late. Respondents moved for reconsideration. It was denied.[7]

Respondents then filed a petition for certiorari in the CA assailing the second RTC resolution. The appellate court
granted the petition. It held that when a party is represented by counsel in an action or proceedings in court, all
notices, orders and other court processes issued therein must be sent to the counsel of record, not to the client. A
notice given to the client, and not to his attorney, is not a notice in law. The CA concluded that respondents'
receipt of the first RTC resolution should not have been the reckoning point for the computation of the
reglementary period to appeal required by the rules. Instead, the period should have started from May 15, 2003
when respondents' counsel received his copy of said resolution. Respondents therefore had until May 30, 2003 to
appeal the first RTC resolution. Thus, their notice of appeal filed on May 27, 2003 was within the proper period.

Petitioners moved for reconsideration of the assailed CA decision. However, it was denied.

Hence, this petition.
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The issue before us is whether the CA erred in holding that the period for respondent spouses to appeal
commenced only from their counsel's receipt of the first RTC resolution on May 15, 2003.

In Santiago v. Guadiz,[8] we held:

Formal service of the judgment is indeed necessary as a rule but not, as it happens, in the case at bar. The
reason is that the petitioners had filed a motion for reconsideration of the decision of Judge Guadiz, which
would indicate that they were then already informed of such decision. The petitioners cannot now invoke due
process on the basis of a feigned ignorance as the lack of formal notice cannot prevail against the fact of actual
notice. (Emphasis supplied)

Be that as it may, the fact was that respondent spouses' counsel himself had actual notice of the first RTC
resolution. This was evidenced by his act of filing the motion for reconsideration on May 8, 2003. Worthy of note
was the fact that, in his motion, he stated:

PLAINTIFFS, by the undersigned counsel and unto this Honorable Court[,] respectfully moves for the
reconsideration of the Resolution dated April 11, 2003, granting defendants[`] Demurrer to Evidence and
dismissing the instant case, copy of which was received on April 23, 2003, upon the ground that the dismissal
is, with all due respect, unjustified and contrary to law and jurisprudence x x x

x x x (Emphasis supplied).

The same was an admission on his part that he was very much aware of the existence of the first RTC resolution
and had read its contents, for how else could he have prepared, signed and filed the pleading?[9] It was thus
irrelevant that he received the first RTC resolution only on May 15, 2003. For this reason, we rule that the CA
erred when it stated that respondents seasonably filed their notice of appeal on May 27, 2003.

WHEREFORE, the petition is hereby GRANTED. The September 21, 2007 decision and January 24, 2008
resolution of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 80538 are REVERSED and SET ASIDE. The July 3, 2003
and August 20, 2003 resolutions of the Regional Trial Court of Cabanatuan City, Branch 29 in Civil Case No.
3871 denying the notice of appeal are REINSTATED.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, C.J., (Chairperson), Carpio, Azcuna and Leonardo-De Castro, JJ., concur.

[1] Penned by Associate Justice Ricardo R. Rosario and concurred in by Associate Justices Rebecca de
Guia-Salvador and Magdangal M. de Leon of the Twelfth Division of the Court of Appeals. Rollo, pp. 50-58.

[2] Id., pp. 68-69.

[3] Respondent spouses alleged that they were co-owners of several parcels of land, a portion of which was sold
by the other co-owners to petitioners without respondents' knowledge.

[4] Rollo, pp. 18-34.

[5] Id., pp. 45-46. Dated July 3, 2003.

[6] It is for this reason that Neypes v. CA (G.R. No. 141524, 14 September 2005, 469 SCRA 633) would not
apply. Neypes contemplates a case where a motion for reconsideration was duly and timely filed.

[7] Rollo, pp. 47-48. Dated August 20, 2003.
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[8] G.R. No. 85923, 26 February 1992, 206 SCRA 590, 597.

[9] Section 3, Rule 7 of the Rules of Court provides that "the signature of counsel constitutes a certificate by him
that he has read the pleading; that to the best of his knowledge, information and belief there is good ground to
support it; and that it is not interposed for delay."
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